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1  FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

Form  of  Remedy. 

TRESPASS  is  the  only  remedy  for  an  illegal  imprisonment,  when  not  done 
under  colour  of  legal  process  (Bandon  v.  Alloway,  11  Mod.  180).  It  is  the 
form  of  remedy,  also,  when  the  imprisonment  was  in  the  first  instance  legal, 
but  the  deft,  by  an  excess  of  authority  or  violence  becomes  a  trespasser  ab 
initio  (Com.  Dig.  Trespass,  C,  2  ;  Bac.  Abr.  Trespass,  B.).  So,  it  lies  for 
a  wrongful  imprisonment  after  the  process  is  determined  (Wythers  v.  Henley, 
Cro.  Jac.  379). 

False  imprisonment  is  an  unlawful  restraint  on  the  liberty  of  the  subject, 
either  by  confinement  in  a  prison-house,  &c.,  or  even  by  forcible  detention 
against  the  party's  will  in  the  street  (Selw.  N.  P.  915;  see  Bird  v.  Jones, 
15  Law  J.,  Q.  B.  82);  and  for  this  injury  an  action  vi  et  armis  lies, 
[  *2  ]  usually  termed  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  (Ib.);  *as  to  what 
constitutes  an  arrest,  see  post,  "  MALICIOUS  ARREST,"  "  ESCAPE  ON 
MESNE  PROCESS  ;"  and  the  action  may  be  brought  for  an  injury  to  relative 
rights — thus,  for  the  false  imprisonment  of  a  wife  or  servant  (Ditcham  v. 
Bond,  2  M.  &  S.  436;  9  Rep.  113;  10  Rep.  130;  1  Ch.Pl.  187);  whereby 
a  loss  (that  of  society  or  service)  though  consequential  was  sustained  (1  Ch. 
PI.  187). 

If  the  imprisonment  took  place  under  colour  of  a  legal  proceeding,  the 
plt.'s  only  remedy  is  by  action  on  the  case  for  the  malice,  if,  indeed,  there 
was  malice  (see  post,  "MALICIOUS  ARREST;"  and  see,  further,  as  to  the 
form  of  remedy  for  an  injury  done  under  colour  of  process,  post,  "  TRES- 
PASS"). 

Exercising  legal  authority  in  a  harsh  or  oppressive  manner  is  not  the  sub- 
ject of  an  action  of  trespass  (Willis  v.  Bridger,  2  B.  &  A.  286,  per  cur.). 

Commissioners  in  Bankruptcy.]  Commissioners  of  bankruptcy  are  not 
liable  for  committing  a  person  who  docs  not  answer  to  their  satisfaction  in 
an  examination  respecting  the  bankrupt's  estate  and  effects  (Doswall  v.  Impey, 
1  B.  &  C.  163);  but  they  cannot  commit  forgiving  an  unsatisfactory  answer 
to  an  immaterial  question  (Ex  parte  Baxter,  7  B.  &  C.  673). 

A  witness  summoned  by  commissioners  of  bankrupts  under  6  Geo.  IV.  c. 
16,  s.  33,  was  required  by  them  to  read  certain  entries  in  a  ledger,  and  on 
his  refusal  to  do  so  was  committed  by  them  for  refusing  to  answer  a  ques- 
tion:  holden,  that  the  commitment  was  illegal;  for  a  request  to  read  was 
neither  in  form  nor  substance  a  question  (Isaac  v.  Impey,  10  B.  &  C.  442). 
By  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  29,  s.  25,  the  court  of  review  and  subdivision  courts 
are  declared  to  have  been  courts  of  record  from  the  passing  of  1  &  2  Will. 
IV.  c.  56,  but  no  single  judge  or  commissioner  was  authorized  by  these 
statutes  to  impose  a  fine  or  commit  for  contempt ;  but  any  contempt  of  a 
single  judge  or  commissioner  was  cognizable  by  the  court  of  review.  But 
now,  by  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  122,  s.  66,  any  commissioner  of  a  court  of  bank- 
ruptcy, authorized  to  act  in  the  prosecution  of  any  fiat  directed  to  the  court 
of  bankruptcy,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  court  authorized  to  act  in  the  pro- 
secution of  such  a  fiat,  and  all  matters  and  duties  by  this  act  directed  or 
authorized  to  be  done  by  the  court  of  bankruptcy  may  be  done  by  any  one 
or  more  of  the  commissioners  appointed  or  to  be  appointed  by  1  &  2  Will. 
IV.  c.  56  ;  and  any  court  authorized  to  act  in  the  prosecution  of  any  fiat  in 
bankruptcy,  now  issued  or  hereafter  to  be  issued,  or  in  execution  of  any  duty 
imposed,  or  to  be  imposed  in  such  court,  by  this  or  any  other  act  hereafter 
to  be  in  force,  shall  have  all  the  powers,  rights,  privileges  and  incidents  of  a 
court  of  record. 
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No  nction  can  in  general  be  sustained  for  any  act,  however 
erroneous,  if  it  have  the  express  sanction  of  the  judgment  or  direction  of  any 
of  the  courts  at  Westminster  Hall,  or  even  by  an  inferior  magistrate  acting 
within  the  scope  of  his  jurisdiction  (Marshalsen  case,  10  Rep.  76  a;  Pcrkiu 
T.  Proctor,  '2  Wi!*.  396  ;  Ackcrlcy  v.  Parkinson,  3  M.  Ai  S.  411  ;  Doswall  v. 
linncy,  1  B.  At  C.  160;  Nichols  v.  Walker,  Cro.  Car.  395;  Hill  v.  Batcman, 
1 1  :  Shenrin  v.  Holloway,  ib.  100.!;  Brown  v.  Corapton,  8  T.  R. 
424 ;  Cave  T.  Mountain,  1  Man.  Ac  G.  257 ;  Morrell  v.  Martin,  3  Man.  At  G. 
4  Sea  N.  R.  300 ;  Mills  v.  Collett,  6  Bing.  85).  It  would  seem  thai 
no  action  of  trespass  will  lie  against  a  judge  for  what  he  does  judicially 
though  with  malice  (1  Ch  PI.  203).  It  has  been  held  that  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  sitting  in  bankruptcy,  is  not  liable  *lo  an  action  for  false  [  *3  ] 
imprisonment  for  committing  the  solicitor  to  the  commission  for  not 

mg  an  order  (Dicss  v.  Brougham  (Lord),  1  Moo.  At  R.  309). 
Where  justices  have  jurisdiction,  and  the  ootsfiotfao  is  still  subsisting  and 
ii  not  void  ex  facie,  neither  the  justices  nor  the  officer  who  executes  UK* 
warrant  of  commitment  can  be  sued  as  trespassers  (Bay  I  is  v.  Strickland,  1 
Man.  At  G.  591 ;  but  see  Newman  v.  Beadyifce,  10  Ad.  6c  E.  11 ;  Newman 
v.  Hardwick  ( Earl),  8  Ad.  At  E.  124;  also  Ashby  v.  Harris,  2  M.  &  W. 
673).  As  to  the  liability  of  a  magistrate  in  trespass  for  committing  a  party 
for  disobedience  to  an  order  which  turns  out  to  be  invalid ;  see  Y\  ilkins  v. 
Kimsworth,  3  Ncv.  Ac  P.  55  ;  or  where  the  conviction  is  quashed  on  appeal, 
see  Jones  v.  Gurdon,  2  Gal.  Ac  Dav.  133.  Where  the  warrant  is  illegal  on 
the  face  of  it  for  an  excess  of  jurisdiction,  trespass  lies  against  the  committing 
magistrate,  although  the  conviction  have  not  been  quashed  (Groome  v.  For- 
rester, 5  M.  Ac  8.  514);  but,  where  be  has  competent  jurisdiction,  his  judg- 
ment is  conclusive  until  reversed  or  quashed,  and  the  conviction  cannot  be 
controverted  in  evidence  (Strickland  v.  Ward,  7  T.  R.  633,  n. ;  Fawcett  v. 
Fowlis,  7  B.  At  C.  394). 

Ac;  Information.]  Trespass,  and  not  case,  lies  against  a  magistrate  who 
mots  a  warrant  against  another,  and  causes  him  to  be  arrested  without  any 
information  upon  a  supposed  charge  of  felony  (Morgan  v.  Hughes,  2  T.  R. 
JM5 ;  see  Elsee  v.  Smith,  2  Ch.  R«-p.  304 ;  1  D  Ac  R.  97).  But  if  there  be 
an  information  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  is  or  purports  to  bo  founded  upon 
inadmissible  evidence  (Cave  v.  Mountain,  tupra).  \  positive  oath  that  a  felony 
i*  actually  committed  is  not  necessary  to  justify  n  inaj-utrato  (Elsee  v.  Smith, 
1  D.  A:  R.  97). 

No  Conviction.]  Pit.  appeared  before  deft.,  a  magistrate,  to  answer  the 
complaint  of  A.  lor  unlawfully  killing  IIIH  do;;;  dclt.  advised  pit.  to  settle 
the  matter  by  paying  a  sum  of  money,  which  pit.  declined.  1  Vfl.  then  said 
he  would  convict  pit.  in  a  penalty  under  the  Trespass  Act,  in  which  case  ho 
would  go  to  prison.  Pit.  still  declined  paying,  and  said  he  would  appeal. 
l>cft.  then  called  in  a  constable,  and  Mid,  "  Take  thin  man  out  and  see  if 
they  can  settle  the  matter,  and  if  not  bring  him  in  again,  and  I  must  proceed 
to  commit  him  under  the  act."  Pit.  then  went  «>ut  with  the  constable  and 
settled  the  matter  by  paying  a  sum  of  money.  1 1«  Id,  that  thin  was  an  assault 
and  false  imprisonment  for  which  trespass  would  lie,  and  which,  as  no  con- 
viction Imd  been  drawn  up,  deft,  could  not  justify  (Bridget  v.  Coyncv,  1  M 
AcR.  211). 

A  conviction  stated  that  pit.  having  been  brought  before  a  magistrate  on 
information,  charging  him  with  having  unlawfully  returned  witliout  a  certi- 
ficate to  a  parish  whence  he  had  been  removed,  and  that  upon  that  occasion 
he  confessed  himself  guilty  :  holden  good  upon  the  face  of  it,  and  that  it  was 
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not  necessary  to  state  expressly  any  act  of  vagrancy,  it  being  for  the  party 
convicted  to  show  in  his  defence  that  he  did  not  return  in  a  state  of  pauperism 
(Mann  v.  Danvers,  3  B.  &  A.  103). 

Variance  between  Conviction  and  Commitment.']  The  warrant  of  com- 
mitment  must  not  substantially  vary  from  the  conviction, so  that  the  offences 
stated  in  each  would  be  wholly  different  in  their  nature,  for  in  such  case  the 
commitment  has  no  conviction  to  support  it  (Rogers  v.  Jones,  3  B.  &  C. 
409).  A  slight  discrepancy  however  is  not  material  (Massey  v.  Johnson, 

12  East,  67). 

^Warrant  must  show  Jurisdiction.]  A  justice  of  the  peace  is  also 
[  *4  ]  liable  as  a  trespasser  if  the  warrant  of  commitment  do  not  show  any 
offence  over  which  he  has  jurisdiction,  although  there  may  have 
been  a  previous  regular  conviction  which  is  still  in  force  (Wicks  v.  Clutter- 
buck,  2  Bing.  483,  altered  in  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  cc.  29,  30,  and  9  Geo.  IV.  c. 
31). 

But  if  magistrates,  having  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  produce  a 
conviction  drawn  up  in  due  ibrm  and  remaining  in  force,  they  are  not  liable 
(Gray  v.  Cookson,  16  East,  13  ;  Basten  v.  Carew,  3  B.  &  C.  649;  Fawcett 
v.  Fowlis,  7  B.  &  C.  394;  see  Massey  v.  Johnson,  12  East,  67);  nor  are 
they  liable  in  trespass  upon  such  conviction  being  quashed  (see  43  Geo.  III. 
c.  141,  s.  1 ;  Massey  v.  Johnson,  12  East,  67;  Gray  v.  Cookson,  16  East, 

13  ;  Burley  v.  Bethune,  5  Taunt.  580) ;  nor  are  they  liable  for  a  mere  error 
in  judgment  or  a  mistake  in  the  particular  case  where  they  have  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject-mnttcr.     Where  a  magistrate  committed  to  prison  the  pit. 
as  a  felon,  on  a  charge  of  maliciously  cutting  down  a  tree  on  premises  in  his 
occupation,  the  property  of  A.  B. :  held  that  the  deft,  was  not  liable  (Mills  v. 
Collett,  6  Bing.  85).     The,  acts  of  a  justice  who  has  not  duly  qualified  are 
not  absolutely  void:  therefore  persons  acting  under  a  warrant  signed  by  a 
justice  who  has  not  taken  the  oaths  at  the  general  sessions  nor  delivered  in 
the  requisite  certificate,  are  not  trespassers  (Margate  Pier  Company  v.  Han- 
nam,  3  B.  &  Al.  266). 

It  was  held  that  an  action  on  the  case  could  not  be  sustained  against  a 
magistrate  for  issuing  an  irregular  or  void  warrant,  though  maliciously,  and 
that  the  action  should  have  been  trespass ;  for  in  general  no  action  can  be 
supported  against  a  magistrate  for  any  thing  done  by  him  in  that  capacity  on 
the  ground  of  malice,  and  if  there  be  an  irregularity  that  must  be  treated  as 
such  in  an  action  of  trespass  (Morgan  v.  Hughes,  2  T.  R.  225;  Hill  v. 
Bateman,  1  Stra.  710;  Ackerly  v.  Parkinson,  3  M.  &  S.  425;  Barnardiston 
and  Soame's  case,  7  St.  T.  442  ;  Johnson  v.  Sutton,  1  T.  R.  545  ;  Reynolds 
v.  Kennedy,  1  Wils.  232). 

No  Jurisdiction.']  Where  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter,  trespass  is  the  proper  form  of  action  against  all  the  parties  for  any 
act  which  independently  of  the  process  would  be  remediable  by  this  action 
(1  Ch.  PI.  203;  Perkin  v.  Proctor,  2  Wils.  385).  A  court  of  requests  act 
prohibits  the  splitting  of  demands  to  bring  them  within  the  jurisdiction  as  to 
amount,  but  enabled  the  party  splitting  such  demand  to  sue  for  such  sum  as 
the  court  was  competent  to  award  in  one  action  if  he  would  receive  it  in  full 
discharge  of  his  debt.  The  order  of  the  court  for  execution  stated  the  cause 
of  action  to  be  a  reduced  debt  of  51.,  the  highest  amount  recoverable,  but  it 
appeared  in  evidence  the  debt  was  originally  81.,  and  it  was  not  shown  that 
the  residue  had  been  paid  or  given  up  by  the  pit.  Qucere,  whether  the 
court  was  proved  to  have  had  jurisdiction  (Andrews  v.  Morris,  1  Q.  B.  3). 
When  a  judgment  is  vacated  for  irregularity,  a  party  is  never  excused, 
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if  an  execution  be  executed  thereupon,  yet  the  sheriff's  officer  is  excused, 
because  be  baa  the  king's  writ  to  warrant  him  (Turner  v.  Fclgate,  1  Lev.  95; 

1  Sid.  372 ;  aee  Garth.  275 ;  2  Stra.  509,  recognised  as  good  law,  2  Wila. 
385).  Trespass  is  also  the  proper  remedy  where  an  inferior  court  has  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  subject-matter,  but  is  bound  to  adopt  certain  forms  in  its  proceed- 
ings from  which  it  deviates,  and  whereby  the  proceeding*  are  rendered  carom 
MOM  judice  (Cole's  case,  Jon.  W.  171 ;  Dawson  v.  Gill,  1  East,  64 ;  Smith 
v.  Boucher,  Hard*.  71 ;  Martin  v.  Marshall,  Hob.  68;  Weaver  v.  Clifford, 

2  Bulst.  64).    In  Smith  v.  Bouchicr,  2  Stra.  994,  the  court  held  the  Vice- 
•Chancellor  of  Oxford,  the  judge,  gaoler,  officer,  and  party,  in  an 
action  in  the  Vice-Chancellor's  Court,  liable  in  trespass  and  false  im-  [  *5  J 
prisonment.    The  custom  at  the  University  is,  that  on  pit.  making 

oath  that  he  has  a  personal  action  against  any  person  within  the  procints  of 
the  University,  and  that  he  believe*  the  deft,  will  not  appear,  but  run  a  WAV, 
the  judge  may  award  a  warrant  to  arrest  and  detain  him  until  security  be 
given.  The  affidavit  merely  deposed  that  pit.  tutpeded  the  deft,  would  run 
away;  the  Vice-Chancellor  had  no  jurisdiction,  on  such  an  affidavit,  and 
therefore  the  whole  proceeding  was  carom  mm  juJice.  Strange  says  that 
the  officer  and  gaoler  might  have  been  excused  if  they  had  justified  without 
the  bailiff  or  Vice-Chancellor ;  yet  it  socms  they  could  not,  for  the  whole 
proceeding  was  carom  mm  jutlict  (2  Wilt.  385).  In  Martin  v.  Marshall 
(Mayor  of  York)  and  Key  (Scrjeant-at-Macc),  I  lob.  68,  it  was  held  the 
action  lay.  There,  there  was  a  cusioro  for  the  Major  of  York  to  direct 
precepts  for  appearance  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  court  held  that  such 
precepts  must  be  in  traded  to  be  in  writing,  and  because  the  justification  did 
allege  that  the  command  given  by  Marshall  (the  mayor)  to  Key  (the  officer) 
to  take  Martin  was  by  iror./,  the  plea  was  ill.  In  Carralt  v.  Morley,  1  Q. 
B.  18,  the  deft,  sued  the  pit.  as  resident  within  tbo  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
requests,  and  obtained  f^f**^  by  default,  and  be  was  taken  in  execution 
by  an  officer  under  a  warrant  of  the  court,  his  residence  being  in  a  place 
which  was  expressly  exempted  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  The  pit. 
brought  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  deft.,  six  of  the  commissioocr*  who 
signed  the  warrant,  and  the  officer  who  arrested  him.  It  was  held  that  the 
party  w  ho  merely  originated  his  suit,  by  stating  his  caso  to  a  court  of  jus- 
tice, was  not  guilty  of  trcspa**,  though  the  proceeding*  wvrc  erroneous  and 
without  jurisdiction.  But,  a*  the  warrant  had  been  made  out  without  legal 
authority,  the  commissioners  wx-re  liable  for  tlie  false  imprisonment  which 
ensued  from  it.  The  warrant  was  informal  in  not  correctly  describing  the 
court,  as  well  as  for  not  following  the  style  and  form  given  by  tho  act ;  but 
it  was  insisted  that  this  being  the  act  of  the  clerk*  the  commissioners  wcru 
not  liable  for  it;  yet  the  court  held  that  they  would  have  been  liable  for  iho 
excess  of  jurisdiction,  however  period  tlw  form  of  warrant  might  have  been, 
that  this  would  hove  beea  no  protection  to  them:  held,  that  thu  defect  in  tl»-- 
warrant  deprived  the  officer  of  the  protection  which  he  would  have  possessed 
if  the  warrant  had  been  correct,  or  even  substantially  good,  and  he  was 
therefore  liable  with  the  rest  (see  Cohen  v.  Morgan,  6  D.  6t  R.  8;  see  West 
v.  Small  wood,  0  Dowl.  560;  P.irimt-  r  v.  Livcqiool  lias  Company,  3  Ad.  & 
1'..  433 ;  Andrews  v.  Morris,  1  Q.  B.  3).  A  court  of  requests  act  enacted 
that  when  the  commissioners  should  have  made  an  order  on  the  deft,  for  th-- 
payment  of  money,  the  said  commissioners  present  in  court  might  award 
execution  against  the  body  or  goods  of  such  deft.,  and  thereupon  the  clerk 
of  the  court  at  the  prayer  of  the  pit.  might  issue  u  precept  under  his  hand 
and  seal  by  way  of  ca.  to.  or  Ji.  Ja.  to  the  serjcuots  of  the  court,  who 
hbould  execute  the  same,  and  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  commissioners 
to  order  aay  debt  to  be  paid  by  instalments,  and  on  delimit  at  the  instance 
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of  the  pit.,  and  on  dun  proof  thereof  to  award  execution  against  the  deft,  or 
his  sureties  for  the  whole  or  such  part  of  the  debt  as  shall  remain  unpaid 
.  with  costs:  held,  that  after  simple  award  of  execution  the  clerk  might  issue 
a  precept  for  carrying  it  into  effect  without  further  intervention  of  the  court. 
But  that  when  the  commissioners  had  ordered  the  debt  to  be  paid  by  certain 
instalments,  or  "execution  to  issue,"  the  clerk  could  not,  on  default  of  pay- 
ment and  application  to  him  *by  the  pit.,  issue  a  precept  for  execu- 
[  *6  ]  tion  without  further  intervention  of  the  court,  for  that  the  commis- 
sioners were  required,  when  acting  upon  such  default,  to  exerciso' 
judicial  functions  which  could  not  be  delegated;  and  therefore  that  the  clerk 
having  made  such  precept,  which  had  been  executed,  was  liable  in  trespass, 
though  the  proceeding  was  conformable  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  for  tin; 
court  could  not  institute  such  a  practice,  but  the  serjeant  executing  such  pre- 
cept was  protected  by  it  (Andrews  v.  Morris,  1  Q.  B.  3). 

The  43  Geo,  III.  c.  141,  s.  1,  which  enacts  that  in  actions  against  a  ma- 
gistrate on  account  of  any  conviction,  in  case  such  conviction  shall  have 
been  quashed,  the  pit.  besides  the  amount  of  any  penalty  which  may  hav<- 
been  levied  shall  not  be  entitled  to  recover  more  than  2d.,  nor  any  costs  of 
suit  whatsoever,  unless  it  shall  be  expressly  alleged  in  the  declaration  (which 
must  be  in  case)  that  such  acts  were  done  maliciously  and  without  any  rea- 
sonable or  probable  cause,  docs  not  protect  a  convicting  magistrate  from  an 
action  of  trespass,  although  his  conviction  has  been  quashed,  when  he  has 
acted  without  jurisdiction  (Jones  v.  Gurden,  2  Q.  B.  600;  6  Jur.  482). 
When  the  convicting  magistrate,  under  52  Gee.  III.  c.  93,  sched.  L,  r.  13, 
which  authorizes  a  magistrate  on  an  information  or  complaint  made  to  him 
to  proceed  to  hear  the  same,  was  not  the  same  magistrate  who  took  the  in- 
formation, held,  that  he  had  acted  without  jurisdiction,  and  was  liable  in 
trespass,  although  his  conviction  had  been  quashed  on  appeal  (Ib.).  The 
statute  applies  to  those  cases  only  where  there  has  been  a  conviction  (Mas- 
sey  v.  Johnson,  12  East,  67).  And  where  it  appeared  that  an  information 
on  the  oath  of  T.  O.,  on  a  charge  of  vagrancy  against  the  pit.,  was  laid 
before  the  magistrate  on  a  certain  day,  when  the  pit.  was  examined  and 
heard  upon  that  charge,  and  that  the  magistrate  then  made  out  a  warrant  of 
commitment  until  the  next  session,  in  which  warrant  it  was  wrongly  stated 
that  the  pit.  had  been  charged  on  the  oath  of  T.  S.,  but  which  allegation 
might  be  rejected  as  surplusage  and  afterwards  drew  up  a  conviction  dated 
on  the  same  day,  but  not  exhibited  until  a  month  afterwards  at  the  sessions: 
held,  that  this  was  sufficient  evidence  of  a  conviction  connected  with  the  im- 
prisonment, however  informally  such  conviction  or  warrant  of  commitment 
operating  as  a  conviction  were  drawn  up,  and  therefore,  that  at  all  events 
the  magistrate  was  protected  against  this  action  (Massey  v.  Johnson,  12 
East,  67). 

When  a  statutory  protection  is  given  to  persons  having  acted  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  statute,  a  person  is  not  entitled  to  protection  merely  because  he 
believed  bona  fide  that  he  was  so  acting :  there  must  be  reasonable  ground 
for  the  belief.  If  the  party  acted  under  a  reasonable  though  mistaken  per- 
suasion, from  appearances,  that  the  facts  were  such  as  made  his  proceeding 
justifiable  by  the  statute,  he  is  entitled  to  protection,  though  the  real  facts 
were  such  that  the  statute  clearly  affords  no  justification  (Can  v.  Cipperton, 
10  Ad.  &  E.  582 ;  and  see  Cook  v.  Leonard,  6  B.  62  C.  351 ;  Beechey  v. 
Sides,  9  B.  &  C.  806  ;  Reed  v.  Cowmeadow,  6  Ad.  &  E.  661  ;  Wedge  v. 
Berkely,  ib.  663).  But  Cook  v.  Leonard  is  questioned  by  Parke  and  Alder- 
son,  BB.,  in  Jones  v.  Gooday,  9  M.  &  W.  730).  Where  a  magistrate  with 
some  colour  of  reason,  and  bona  fide  believes  that  he  is  acting  in  pursuance 
of  his  lawful  authority,  he  is  entitled  to  protection,  although  he  may  proceed 
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illegally  or  exceed  hi*  jurisdiction.     Whether  he  acts  with  such  colour  or 
reason  and  Lona  fide  are  questions  for  the  jury,  under  all  the  circumstances. 
If  there  be  any  evidence  of  them,  and  the  pit.  desires  the  opinion  of  the 
jury  to  be  taken  on  them,  although  it  is  very  common  to  submit  them  to  the 
judge  first  on  an  application  for  a  nonsuit,  and  if  the  *plt.  thereupon 
does  not  desire  the  matter  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  he  must  abide  [  *7  ] 
by  the  decision  of  the  judge  if  the  court  should  think  it  warranted 
J>y  the  evidence  (llezeldine  v.  Grove,  3  Q.  B.  107). 

Wken  Exceu  of  Juritdictum.}  Magistrates  are  liable  in  trespass  if  the 
conviction  or  order  show  an  excess  of  jurisdiction  by  them  (Groome  v.  For- 
rester, 5  M.  At  Sol.  S14) ;  although  the  conviction  or  order  have  not  been 
quashed,  and  there  be  no  imputation  of  malice  (1  Ch.  PL  205). 

Cottridion  must  aifaf  Ofrncecommittai.]  A  justice  of  the  peace  is  lire- 
ble  in  trespass  if  the  conviction  or  order  upon  a  statute  does  not  show  on  too 
face  of  it  that  any  oflence  has  been  committed,  and  in  fact  discloses  that  he 
acted  without  jurisdiction  (Cripps  v.  Durden,  Cowp.  040) ;  Branwell  v.  Pin- 
nock,  7  fl.  &  C.  530 ;  Elsee  v.  Smith,  2  Ch.  Rep.  304 ;  Gimbcrt  v.  Coy. 
ney,  1  M*Cle.  Ac  Yo.  460) ;  and  this,  although  the  order  have  not  been 
quashed,  and  there  be  no  imputation  of  malice  (1  Ch.  PI.  204). 

Where  a  statute  directs  that  the  justices  shall  summon  the  person  against 
whom  the  information  is  exhibited  to  appear  and  plead  to,  and  to  attend  the 
hearing  of  the  information  at  a  lime  and  place  mentioned  in  the  summons, 
which  is  to  be  served  **  ten  days  at  the  least**  before  the  time  appointed : 
held,  that  there  moat  be  ten  clear  days  between  the  service  and  tho  day  of 
hearing,  and  that  where  the  conviction  shows  on  its  (see  that  the  party  was 
convicted  ear  parte  on  default  of  appearance  on  a  summons  appointing  too 
early  a  day,  such  conviction  is  no  defence  to  an  action  «»f  trespass  for 
enforcing  it  (Mitchell  v.  Foster,  12  Ad.  Ac  B.  472). 

Trespass  lies  against  a  magistrate  for  false  imprisonment  for  committing 
a  party  charged  with  felony  for  re-examination,  for  an  unreasonable  time, 
without  any  improper  motive,  »urh  continuance  bring  a  new  trespass  (Davm 
v.  Capper,  10  B.  Ac  C.  20).  And  it  serins  that  bo  is  a  trespasser  alt  i  nil  to 
(Ib.).  It  seems  a  warrant  of  commitment  fur  an  unreasonable  time  is  wholly 
void  (Hi. ;  R.  v.  Godmp,  1  Burn,  J.  24th  ed.  1UOU).  But  where  tho  period 
for  which  he  had  been  commited  appeared  to  the  court  to  bo  too  long,  a  rub 
for  a  new  trial  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  tin-  jurors  had,  to  the  satis- 
faction  of  the  judge  at  N.  P.,  found  that  t he  detention  was -not  excessive 
(Cave  v.  Mountain,  1  Man.  &  li.  257).  Where  an  officer  detains  a  person 
under  process  after  bail  tendered,  or  other  ground  of  discharge,  he  is  liable 
in  case,  and  not  in  trespass  (Smith  v.  K^gmton,  7  Ad.  Ac  K.  165,  107).  A 
magistrate  who  commits  a  party  in  a  case  where  he  has  no  jurisdiction,  it 
liable  to  an  action  of  trespass,  but  where,  supposing  the  fuel*  alleged  to  bo 
true,  the  magistrate  has  jurisdiction,  his  liability  to  be  sued,  or  hut  exemp- 
tion from  such  liability  on  tbc  ground  of  jurisdiction,  cannot  \»-  affected  by 
the  truth  or  falsehood  of  these  facts,  or  by  the  sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of 
the  evidence  adduced  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  them  (Cave  v.  Moun- 
tain, tupra).  A  knowledge  by  the  committing  magistrate  that  lite  prisoner 
will  be  subjected  to  restrictions  unnecessarily  severe  in  a  gaol  to  which 
he  is  committed  does  not  make;  the  magistrate  a  trespasser,  unless  he  give 
express  directions  for  tho  adoption  in  Utc  particular  case  of  such  treatment 

Ob.). 

Magistrates  cannot  be  affected  as  trespassers,  if  facts  stated  to  them  on 
oath  by  a  complainant  were  such  whereof  they  had  jurisdisdictiou  to  inquire, 
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and  nothing  appeared  in  answer  to  contradict  the  first  statement  (Lowther 
v.  Radnor  (Earl),  8  East,  113).     Trespass  will  not  lie  against  a 
[  *8  ]  magistrate  or  other  public  officer  for  any  *thing,  which  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duty,  he  has  been  called  on  to  do  without  his  attention 
having  been  drawn  to  all  the  facts  necessary  to  enable  him  to  form  a  judg- 
ment as  to  the  course  he  ought  to  have  pursued  (Pike  v.  Carter,  3  Bing.  78). 

Notice  of  Action  to  Justice  of  the  Peace.']  By  stat.  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  1 , 
no  writ  shall  be  sued  out  against,  nor  shall  any  copy  of  any  process,  at  the 
suit  of  a  subject,  be  served  on  a  J.  P.,  for  anything  done  in  the  execution  of 
his  office,  until  notice  in  writing  of  such  intended  writ  or  process  shall  have 
been  delivered  to  him,  or  left  at  the  usual  place  of  his  abode,  by  the  attorney 
or  agent  for  the  party  who  intends  to  sue,  at  least  one  calendar  month  before 
the  suing  out  or  serving  the  same,  in  which  notice  shall  be  clearly  and 
explicitly  contained  the  cause  of  action;  on  the  back  of  which  notice  shall 
be  indorsed  the  name  of  such  attorney  or  agent,  with  the  place  of  his  abode, 
who  shall  be  entitled  to  the  fee  of  20s.,  for  preparing  and  serving  such  notice. 
By  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  97,  s.  4,  in  all  cases  where  notice  of  action  is  required, 
such  notice  shall  be  given  one  calendar  month  at  least  before  any  action 
shall  bo  commenced,  and  such  notice  shall  be  sufficient,  any  act  or  acts  to  the 
contrary  thereof  notwithstanding.  The  day  of  giving  the  notice,  and  the 
day  of  suing  out  the  writ  are  both  to  be  excluded  (Young  v.  Higgon,  6  M. 
&  W.  49).  The  former  statute  does  not  extend  to  a  secretary  of  state,  he 
is  not  a  J.  P.  within  the  statute,  therefore  his  warrant,  if  bad,  will  not  justify 
the  officer  who  executes  it,  nor  is  it  necessary  to  demand  a  copy  of  the  war- 
rant before  bringing  an  action  (Entick  v.  Carrington,  '2  Wils.  290);  nor  is 
a  king's  officer  within  the  statute,  which  means  to  protect  those  officers  only 
who  are  bound  to  execute  warrants  directed  to  them  as  constables,  &c.  (Ib.). 
As  to  the  requisite  form  of  notice,  sec  "  JUSTICE  OF  THE  PKACE  ;"  "  CON- 
STABLE," &c. 

In  some  cases  justices  are  protected  by  statute,  and  a  remedy  is  given  by 
action  of  trespass  against  the  parties  applying  for  warrants,  although  not 
otherwise  liable  (see  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  74). 

Other  Parties,  Constables,  tj-c-.]  No  action  shall  be  brought  against  any 
constable,  head  bo rough,  or  other  officer,  or  against  any  person  acting  by 
his  order  and  in  his  aid  for  anything  done  in  obedience  to  any  warrant  under 
the  hand  and  seal  of  any  J.  P.,  until  demand  have  been  made  or  left  at  the 
usual  place  of  his  abode  by  the  party  intending  to  bring  such  action,  or  by 
his  attorney,  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  demanding  the  same,  of  the 
perusal  and  copy  of  such  warrant,  and  the  same  has  been  refused  or  neg- 
lected for  six  days  after  such  demand ;  and  in  case,  after  such  demand  and 
compliance  therewith,  any  action  shall  be  brought  against  such  constable, 
&c.,  for  any  such  cause  as  aforesaid,  without  making  the  J.  P.,  who  signed 
or  sealed  the  warrant  deft.,  on  producing  and  proving  such  warrant  at  the 
trial  the  jury  shall  give  their  verdict  for  the  deft.,  notwithstanding  any  defect 
of  jurisdiction  (see  Atkins  v.  Kilby,  11  Ad.  &  E.  777)  in  such  J.  P.  ;  and  if 
the  action  be  brought  jointly  against  the  J.  P.,  and  the  constable,  &c.,  then 
on  proof  of  such  warrant,  the  jury  shall  find  for  such  constable,  &c.,  not- 
withstanding such  defect  of  jurisdiction,  and  if  the  verdict  be  against  the  J. 
P.  the  pit.  shall  recover  his  costs  against  him  to  be  taxed  in  such  manner  as 
to  include  the  costs  which  the  pit.  is  liable  to  pay  to  the  deft,  for  whom  such 
verdict  is  found  (24  Gco.  11.  c.  44,  s.  6).  A  similar  protection  is  given  to 
messengers  acting  under  warrants  of  commissioners  in  bankruptcy 
[  *9  ]  (see  6  "Gco.  IV.  c.  16,  s.  31 ;  ante,  "BANKRUPTCY").  *Church- 
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wardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  acting  under  a  magistrate's  war- 
rant of  distress  for  a  poor's  rate,  are  within  the  statute  (Harper  v.  Carr,  7 
I  .  i:  .71;  Nutting  v.  Jackson,  B.  N.  P.  24).  By  an  act  for  regulating  the 
relief  and  employment  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  A.,  and  for  other  local 
purposes,  it  is  enacted,  that  no  action  shall  be  commenced  against  any  per- 
son  for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  that  act  until  after  twenly«one  days' 
notice,  la  trespass  against  parish  officers  appointed  under  the  act,  for  im- 
prisoning the  pit.  upon  a  supposition  that  he  was  in  a  dangerous  state  of 
insanity  :  held,  that  the  defts.  not  having  pursued  the  course  pointed  out  to 
parish  officers,  by  0  Geo.  IV.  c.  40,  with  regard  to  pauper  lunatics,  and 
therefore  not  being  protected  by  that  act,  were  not  entitled  to  notice  of  action 
under  the  local  act  (Elliott  *.  Allen,  1  C.  a  18).  Where  justice*  are  enti- 
tled  to  notice  of  action,  and  the  points  with  reference  to  such  notice,  see  port, 
M  Jt-mcB  or  THE  PEACE."  The  statute,  24  Geo.  II.,  was  intended  to  make 
the  justice  liable  instead  of  the  officer;  where,  then-fore,  the  officer  make 
such  a  mistake  as  will  not  make  the  justice  liable,  the  officer  cannot  be 
eaoused.  80  that,  where  a  warrant  was  to  take  up  the  authors,  fee.,  of  a 
libel,  and  the  officers  took  up  persons  who  did  not  come  within  this  descrip- 
tion ;  held,  the  officer  was  not  justified  (Money  v.  Leach,  1  HI.  K.  563);  an 
officer  executing  a  warrant  of  a  justice  of  Norfolk  at  large,  in  the  county  of 
the  city  of  Norwich,  was  held  not  to  be  justifiable  (Norfolk  Assizes,  1761  ; 
1  Bl.  R.  563).  So,  where  under  a  warrant  to  take  up  loose  and  disorderly 
persons  the  constable  lake  up  a  woman  of  character  (Dawaon  v.  Clerk, 
cited  ib.). 

Where  Action  IK*  agatmtl  PriraU  /Vw/».)  If  a  party  act  himself  in 
apprehending  another,  he  is  liable  in  tueepess,  but  if  he  talsefy  and  malicious- 
ly, and  without  any  probable  cause,  put  the  law  in  motion,  that  is  properly 
the  subject  of  an  action  on  the  caw  (Elsee  v.  Smith,  1  Ad.  Ac  K.  103; 
Barber  v.  Rawlinson,  1  Car.  Ac  M.  330).  Unless  be  be  a  party  to  the 
actual  arrest,  of  which  his  presence  and  interference  are  evidence  (West  v. 
Smallman,  3  M.  &  W.  41*).  Persons  exempted  from  an  arrest  under  the 
insolvent  acts,  cannot  bring  trespass  fur  false  imprisonment,  their  remedy 
being  case,  for  abuse  of  process  (Ewart  v.  Jones,  14  M.  &  W.  772;  13 
Law  J.  22). 

Where  the  deft,  represented  that  the  pit.  was  a  fit  person  to  be  impressed, 
nnd  in  consequence  hn  was  impressed,  though  not  a  fit  person ;  it  was  held 
that  the  dcA.  was  liable  in  trespass.  "This  is  liko  a  malicious  prosecution 
where  a  parly  gets  a  valid  warrant,  or  writ,  and  gives  it  to  an  officer  to  be 
executed;  there  wan  clearly  a  trespass  liens  in  seizing  the  pit.,  and  the  d<  ft. 
therefore  was  a  trespasser  in  procuiing  it  to  be  done ;  nor  is  proof  of  malice 
necessary  (Flewstcr  v.  Royle,  1  Camp.  1*7). 

Where  the  immediate  act  of  imprisonment  proceeds  from  the  deft.,  the 
notion  must  be  trespass,  but  where  the  act  of  imprisonment  by  ono  person  in 
in  consequence  of  information  from  another,  then  case,  because  the.  injury  is 
sustained  in  consequence  of  that  wrongful  act  of  another  (Morgan  v.  Hughes, 
2  T.  K.  231).  Case  is  the  only  remedy  for  arresting  a  person  privileged 
either  personally  or  locally  (Mar»halsra  cose.,  10  Rep.  70  b;  0  Hep.  02  a; 
(Cameron  v.  Lightibot,  2  Bin.  1190;  Tarlton  v.  I'wljer,  Doug.  071  ;  Barker 
v.  Rrnhain,  5  Wils.  378;  Wheat  ley  v.  Pepper,  7  C.  A:  P.  500).  But  qiutrc 
whether  trespass  can  be  supported,  if  any  notion  at  all  lie,  which  seems 
doubtful,  except  malice  be  alleged  and  proved  (see  Stokes  v.  White,  1  C. 
M.  &i  R.  223 ;  Newton  v.  Constable,  1  Gal.  A:  Dav.  409  ;  Llovd  v.  Jniw. 
5  Ad.  &  E.  228). 
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* Ministerial  Officer.']  Where  a  ministerial  officer  proceeds  without 
warrant,  on  the  information  of  another,  trespass  is  the  remedy  against 
the  informer,  if  it  turn  out  that  no  offence  for  which  an  arrest  without 
warrant  is  justifiable  had  been  committed  by  any  person  (Stonehouse  v. 
Elliot,  6  T.  R.  316 ;  Hedges  v.  Chapman,  2  Bing.  533).  The  officer  is  not 
liable  if  he  act  on  information  of  a  felony,  though  no  offence  had  been  com- 
mitted  (Lawrence  v.  Hedger,  3  Taunt.  14;  Hedges  v.  Chapman,  supra). 
So,  trespass  lies  against  the  informer  if  there  be  no  warrant,  although  some 
person  had  committed  the  offence,  for  which  an  arrest  might  legally  be  made 
without  a  warrant,  provided  there  had  not  been  reasonable  or  probable  cause 
for  charging  the  pit.  with  having  committed  the  offence  (1  Ch.  PI.  2<)8). 
Trespass  lies  against  an  officer  who  proceeds  without  a  warrant  and  without 
foundation  upon  his  own  apprehension  (Groenvclt  v.  Burwcll,  1  Salk.  396  ; 
Lawrence  v.  Hedger,  3  Taunt.  14). 

If  the  warrant  be  illegal  under  which  the  party  acted,  he  is  liable  in  tres- 
pass, and  in  such  action,  if  the  plt.'s  counsel  open  the  case  as  an  arrest 
upon  an  illegal  warrant,  the  pit.  is  not  bound  to  produce  the  warrant,  but 
the  deft.,  if  he  rely  upon  it  as  a  justification,  must  (Ilolroyd  v.  Doncaster,  3 
Bing.  492). 

But  a  parly  causing  to  be  issued  irregular  process  is  liable,  it  seems,  to 
the  person  injured,  in  case,  where  there  was  no  cause  of  action  and  the  pro- 
ceeding was  malicious  as  well  as  irregular,  (1  Ch.  PI.  206).  Where  the  court 
lias  jurisdiction,  but  the  proceeding  is  irregular,  trespass  against  the  attorney 
and  pit.  is  the  proper  form  of  action  (Parsons  v.  Lloyd,  3  Wils.  341  ;  2  Bl.  R. 
1192  ;  Jarmain  v.  Hooper,  5  Man.  &  G.  850,  and  cases,  n.  (c) ;  Barker  v. 
Braham,  ib.  368  ;  Roper  v.  Popkin,  2  Stark.  404) ;  although  the  act  be  done 
by  the  attorney's  agent  (Bates  v.  Billing,  6  B.  &  C.  38).  Where  the  process 
is  irregular  merely,  and  not  void,  and  has  not  been  set  aside  trespass  will 
not  lie  (Biddle  v.  Pakeman,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  30;  3  Dowl.  714).  But  where 
an  arrest  is  made  under  process  which  is  afterwards  set  aside  for  irregularity, 
the  attorney,  as  well  as  the  pit.,  is  liable  in  trespass  (Codrington  v.  Lloyd, 
8  M.  &  W.  449;  see  also  Green  v.  Elgic,  5  Q.  B.  114,  overruling  Smedley 
v.  Southerland,  3  Esp.  202).  An  attorney,  who  deliberately  directs  the 
execution  of  a  warrant,  is  liable  in  trespass,  if  it  prove  bad  (Green  v.  Elgie, 
5  Q.  B.  99) ;  particularly  if  his  conduct  show  a  motive  beyond  the  mere 
wish  to  discharge  his  professional  duty,  he  will  be  liable  (Green  v.  Elgic,  5 
Q.  B.  99).  Where  a  judgment  is  set  aside  for  irregularity,  this  is  the  appro- 
pi  iate  remedy  for  any  act  done  under  it  (Philips  v.  Biron,  1  Stra.  509).  In 
Sowell  v.  Champion,  6  Ad.  &  E.  407,  it  was  held  that  the  attorney  who 
places  an  execution  in  the  hands  of  an  officer  is  not  guilty  of  trespass,  though 
he  be  persuaded  that  the  officer  will  execute  in  a  place  which  will  turn  out 
to  be  out  of  his  jurisdiction ;  but  if  he  directs  it  to  be  executed  there,  or  if  the 
officer  tell  the  attorney  of  his  intention,  and  the  attorney,  knowing  it  to  be 
illegal,  acquiesces  in  it,  it  may  make  him  a  trespasser. 

Trespass  lies  against  the  sheriff  and  his  officer,  or  other  ministerial  officer, 
for  the  abuse  of  process  of  a  superior  or  inferior  court  (Woodgate  v.  Knatch- 
bull,  2  T.  R.  148;  Holroyd  v.  Breare,  2  B.  &  A.  473).  Thus,  if  an  arrest 
be  made  after  the  return  day  of  the  writ  (Parrot  v.  Mumford,  2  Esp.  585); 
or,  be  made  out  of  the  sheriff's  bailiwick  (Olliet  v.  Bessey,  Jon.  T.  214 ; 
Sanderson  v.  Baker,  2  Bl.  R.  834).  So,  he  is  liable  for  the  detention  of  one 
in  custody  after  tender  of  the  debt  and  costs,  as  a  trespasser  «&  initio  (Smith 
v.  Gibson,  1  Wils.  154;  Bac.  Abr.  Tiespass,  B;  Reed  v.  Harrison,  2  Bl. 
R.  1218).  Where  the  deft.,  a  sheriff's  officer,  arrested  the  pit.  at 
[  *11  ]  *the  suits  of  A.  and  B.,  the  pit.  gave  a  bail-bond  in  the  action  by 
A.,  and  signed  another  paper  purporting  to  be  a  bail-bond  in  the 
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other  action,  which,  however,  was  not  a  perfect  instrument,  but  the  deft, 
received  from  him  the  fees  as  upon  a  bail-bond :  it  did  not  appear  which  was 
first  executed ;  the  pit.  was  immediately  afterwards  discharged.  Held,  that 
the  officer  was  not  liable  in  trespass,  although  it  appeared  that  an  hour 
before  the  ph. 'a  discharge  B.  had  informed  the  deft,  that  his  debt  was  satisfi* 
ed  (Blessley  v.  Slotnan,  3  M.  &  W.  40).  In  trespass  for  false  imprison, 
meat,  the  deft.,  a  sheriff",  justified  under  a  writ  of  chancery,  by  which  he  was 
i landed  to  attach  pit.  to  answer  as  well  touching  a  contempt  (not  stating 
what)  as  such  other  matters  as,  &c.  The  pit.  replied  under  11  Geo.  IV.  £ 
1  Will.  IV.  c.  36,  s.  15,  r.  5,  that  the  writ  was  for  a  contempt  in  not  answer, 
that  pit.  was  in  actual  custody  of  the  deft,  for  thirty  days  under  the 
u  nt,  and  was  not  brought  to  the  bar  of  the  court  in  that  time,  nor  was  his 
contempt  cleared,  the  last  of  the  thirty  days  being  in  term,  and  that  the  pit. 
in  chancery  did  not  bring  pit.  to  the  bar  in  the  thirty  days,  though  the  coo- 
tempt  was  not  sooner  cleared,  and  that  it  thereupon  became  deft/s  duty,  and 
he  was  requested  to  discharge  the  pit.  but  refused :  held,  on  demurrer, 
(assuming  the  deft,  to  have  been  bound  to  discharge  the  pit.  without  any 
order  of  court,)  first,  that  the  action  should  have  been  in  case;  and,  secondly, 
that  even  if  the  deft,  had  been  a  trespasser,  he  was  not  one  ah  INI/IO,  and 
the  replication  should  have  new  assigned  (Smith  v.  Eggintoo,  7  Ad.  Ac  B. 
167).  In  general,  where  the  act  complained  O/'M  a  mera  itoM/coMitor,  as  if 
the  sheriff  or  a  magistrate  improperly  refused  bail,  Atc^  out,  and  not  tres- 
pass, is  the  proper  form  (Salmon  v.  Perrival,  Cro.  Gar.  196,  pi.  7,  cited 
•yjMtfufe,  Parsons  v.  Lloyd,  3  Wils.  343). 

An  arrest  on  mesne  process  which  is  got  returned  is  wrongful,  and  false 
imprisonment  will  lie  against  the  sheriff  (2  Rol.  Abr.  563,  pi.  9,  18).  So, 
if  an  officer  of  an  inferior  court  do  not  return  the  process  dfoaoiad  to  him, 
he  is  a  trespasser  oft  imtio,  and  false  imprisonment  lies  against  him,  for  he 
is  as  a  sheriff  within  his  jurisdiction  (2  Selw.  N.  P.  915). 

Where,  after  suing  out  a  eo.  so.,  the  pit.  gave  a  release  to  the  deft.,  and 
told  the  sheriff,  "  I  have  given  a  release,  you  must  not  go  on  to  lOTflnH  the 
writ,**  which  the  sheriff  afterward*  did ;  held,  that  he  was  liable  in  trespass 
(Darker  v.  St.  Quintin,  12  M.  At  W.  441). 

If  a  prisoner  in  elocution  escape  by  the  voluntary  permission  of  a  gaole/, 
who  retakes  him,  he  is  liable  in  this  action  (Atkinson  v.  iiittoeon,  2  T.  R. 
17.').  But  an  officer  who  hi*  arrested  a  prisoner  on  mcsne  process,  and 
voluntarily  permitted  his  escape,  may  retake  him  before  the  return  of  the 
writ,  without  being  liable  in  tre*|Mi*«  (2  Selw.  N.  P.  718;  see  "EscAra  on 
MESXK  PROCESS").  Tripo**  lies  for  a  detention  under  lawful  process  if 
it  be  executed  at  an  unlawful  time  (29C«r.  II.  c.  7,  s.  0;  Wilson  v.  Tucker, 
Salk.  79;  5  Mod.  05).  Wh'-rv  it  apj*.Mred  that  the  ucf.s.  as  constables,  had 
nrrested  (be  pit.  on  a  Sunday,  by  virtue-  of  a  warrant  from  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  for  getting  a  bastard  child,  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  having 
been  brought;  held,  that  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover  (Taylor  v.  Freeman, 
2  Selw.  N.  P.  918,  n.  3).  Where  th-re  Ins  been  an  escape  against  the  will 
of  the  bailiff,  lie  may  retake  on  a  Sunday  ;  socus,  if  voluntary  (Ib.  010). 

Against  Party  charging  Fe'ony.]     When  a  prison  T  i<  detained  under  a 
warrant  fur  felony  after  his  acquittal,  of  which  th«-dcft.  hud  notice,  trespass  is 
tho  proper  remedy  (Wrbb  v.  Allen,  1  Anstr.  201).     Hut  case  is  the  proper 
remedy  for  falsely,  maliciously  and  without  probable  cause  procuring 
the  warrant  of  a  magistrate  to  "search  the  premises  of  and  and  ap-  [  *12J 
prebend  pit.  on  suspicion  of  felony,  under  which  his  premises  were 
searched,  and  his  person  imprisoned  (Klsee  v.  Smith,  1  D.  &  R.  07).     If 
A.,  who  is  robbed,  suspect  B.  to  be  guilty  and  give  him  in  charge  to  a  con* 


12  FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

stable  present,  if  innocent  B.  may  maintain  trespass  against  A.  (Stonehouse 
v.  Elliott,  6  T.  R.  315).  But  where  the  pit.  was  taken  on  a  justice's  war- 
rant, for  felony,  and  was  at  the  hearing  discharged  on  his  promise  to  appear 
again  in  a  week  upon  which  the  deft,  said  he  had  another  charge  of  forgery 
against  him,  whereupon  he  was  stopped  by  an  officer,  again  put  to  the  bar, 
but  was  dismissed  on  a  similar  promise :  held,  that  deft,  was  liable  in  case 
(Harber  v.  Rollinson,  1  Car.  &  M.  330).  If  A.,  having  no  right  to  appre- 
hend B.,  direct  a  police  officer  to  take  him,  and  he  do  so,  A.  is  liable  in  tres- 
pass ;  but  if  the  statement  be  merely  made  to  the  officer,  leaving  it  to  him 
to  act  or  not,  as  he  thinks  fit,  and  the  officer  take  B.,  B.'s  remedy  against 
A.  is  (if  any)  by  action  on  the  case  (Hopkins  v.  Crowe,  7  C.  &  P.  373). 
A.,  being  in  the  Queen's  Bench  prison,  was  brought  up  to  that  court  upon 
an  order  of  court,  and  charged  with  an  attachment  for  contempt,  upon  which 
'he  was  afterwards  detained  in  custody :  held,  that  trespass  lay  against  the 
party  who  caused  the  order  to  be  served  upon  the  marshal  (Bryant  v.  Chut- 
ton,  1  M.  &  W.  498,  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.  diss.). 

Against  Party  obtaining  Warrant.]  Where  a  party  lays  a  complaint 
before  a  magistrate  on  a  subject-matter  over  which  he  has  a  general  juris- 
diction, who  grants  a  warrant  on  which  the  party  is  arrested,  the  person 
complaining  is  not  liable  as  a  trespasser,  although  the  magistrate  had  no 
power  to  act  in  the  particular  case  (West  v.  Smalhvood,  3  M.  &  W.  418). 

Process  misapplied,]  .The  sheriff  must,  at  his  peril,  execute  the  writ 
against  the  person  really  named  therein,  and  if  he  mistake  him  he  is  liable 
to  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  (per  Hankford,  J.,  11  H.  4,  91  a ;  see 
also  Thurban's  case,  Hardw.  323,  per  Hall,  C.  B.).  Trespass,  is,  in  general, 
the  only  remedy  (Sanderson  v.  Baker,  2  Bl.  R.  833;  Wale  v.  Hill,  Bulst. 
149 ;  Coote  v.  Leighworth,  Moo.  457  ;  see  Reeves  v.  Slater,  7  B.  &  C.  486). 
A.  B.  brought  false  imprisonment  against  C.,  who  justified  that  he  had  a 
warrant  to  arrest  J.  S.,  and  having  asked  the  pit.  what  his  name  was,  he 
answered  J.  S.,  whereupon  the  deft,  arrested  the  pit.  Pit.  demurred,  and 
judgment  for.  pit.,  because  the  deft,  ought  at  his  peril  to  have  notice  of  the 
person  named  in  the  writ  (Cootc  v.  Leighworth,  supra).  A  commission  of 
rebellion  issued  against  T. ;  G.  appeared  before  the  commissioners,  and  said 
he  was  the  person;  upon  which  they  apprehended  him;  held,  if  a  man  be 
taken,  though  he  affirm  himself  to  be  the  person  against  whom  the  commis- 
sion is  awarded,  yet  the  commissioners,  having  no  warrant  to  take  him  by 
the  commission,  his  offering  himself  to  be  the  person  will  be  no  excuse  in 
false  imprisonment,  as  has  been  held  on  the  execution  of  a  capias  (per  Hall, 
C.  B.,  Hardw.  323).  A  sheriff's  officer,  having  a  warrant  to  arrest  A., 
whose  person  he  had  never  seen,  went  to  her  house,  where  he  found  her  and 
the  pit.  together,  and  addressing  himself  to  the  latter,  he  said,  "I  have  a 
writ  against  you,"  whereupon  A.  desired  her  to  go  with  the  officer;  he  took 
her  to  a  sponging-house  and  kept  her  there  all  night,  and  the  next  morning 
discovering  his  mistake,  released  her.  The  judge,  considering  this  as  a 
trick  upon  the  officer,  directed  the  jury  to  give  the  pit.  nominal  damages 
(Oxley  v.  Flower,  3  Selw.  N.  P.  916).  But  if  a  person,  before  process  is 
issued  against  him,  be  asked  his  name,  and  he  give  a  wrong  one,  he  cannot 

maintain  trespass  for  imprisonment  under  process  by  the  wrong 
[  *13  ]  name  (Price  v.  Harwood,  3  Camp.  108).  *So,  where  there  is  a 

misnomer  in  the  process  which  has  not  been  waived,  trespass  is  the 
proper  remedy,  though  it  be  executed  on  the  person  intended  (Cole  v.  Hend- 
son,  6  T.  R.  234;  Shadgett  v.  Clifson,  8  East,  329;  see  R.  v.  Middlesex 
(Sheriff  of),  2  Ch.  Rep.  257 ;  Morgans  v.  Bridges,  1  B.  &  *A.  647 ;  Tidd, 
Pr.  9th  ed.  447;  Reaves  v.  Slater,  supra;  Glasspoll  v.  Young,  9  B.  &  C. 
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696;  and  see  Hove  v.  Bush,  1  Man.  Ac  G.  775;  2  Sco.  N.  R.  86  ;  Brun. 
skill  v.  Robertson,  9  Ad.  Ac  E.  840);  and  the  sheriff  and  his  officers,  as  well 
as  the  parties  who  directed  the  process  to  be  thus  irregularly  executed,  ara 
liable  (1  Ch.  PI.  207).  Trespass  does  not  lie  against  a  judicial  officer,  as 
the  steward  of  a  manor  court,  when  his  bailiff  by  mistake  takes  the  goods 
pi*  A.,  under  a  precept  against  B.  (Holroyd  v.  Brcare,  2  B.  Ac  A.  473).  But 
if  the  steward  of  a  court  baron  or  hundred  court,  instead  of  leaving  process 
to  he  executed  by  the  usual  officer,  directs  it  to  persons  named  by  the  party, 
from  whom  ho  takes  an  indemnity,  he  is  then  liable  in  trespass  for  his  acts 
(  Bradley  v.  Cure,  3  Man.  Ac  G.  22  1  ).  Trespass  does  not  lie  against  a  sheriff 
fur  the  irregular  acts  of  his  bailiff,  under  a  judgment  obtained  in  the  county 
court  (Tinslcy  v.  Nassau,  Moo.  Ac  M.  52). 

In  an  action  of  trespass  by  A.  against  B.  for  false  imprisonment,  the  lat. 
ter  cannot  defend  himself  under  a  magistrate's  warrant  against  C.,  although- 
A.,  the  pit.  was  the  party  charged  with  felony,  and  was  the  person  against 
whom  the  warrant  was  intended  to  issue  (ll-y  v.  Bush,  1  Man.  At  G 
Sco.  N.  R.  86). 

When  Writ  regular.]  Trespass  does  not  lie  against  any  person  who  acts 
upon  a  regular  writ  or  warrant,  however  malicious  his  conduct,  but  case  is 
the  only  proper  form  of  action  (Belk  v.  Broadbent,  3  T.  R.  185;  Boot  v. 
Cowper,  1  T.  R.  535  ;  Ratdifle  v.  Burton,  3  B.  it  P.  225  ;  Stonehouse  v. 
Elliott,  6  T.  R.  315  ;  Gyflbrd  T.  Woodgatt,  II  East,  107  ;  Weatherdcn  v. 
Embdeo,  1  Camp.  205  ;  Elsee  T.  Smith,  *  Ch.  Rep,  304). 

Arrtst  of  Party  prmiltgri.]  The  form  of  action  proper  to  he  adopted  in 
cases  where  privileged  persons  are  arrested  was  much  discussed,  but  the  point 
was  not  decided,  in  Newton  v.  Cooatahk,  1  Gal  At  Uav.  4U8,  see  <MU>,  p.  9. 


Dnack  of  Peace.]  Where  a  party  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the 
(Grant  v.  Moser,  5  Msn.  At  G.  123)  ;  or  hw  conduct  amounts  to  or  is  likely 
to  produce  a  breach  of  the  peace  (Ih.)  ;  or  is  Ikely  to  occasion  a  renewal  of 
the  breach  (Banes  v.  Brewstcr,  2  Q.  B.  373)  ;  the  deft,  is  justified  in  giving 
him  into  the  custody  of  a  police  officer  (Timothy  v.  Simrwon,  1  C.  M.  Ac  R. 
757  ;  see  Reeve  v.  Taylor,  4  M.  A:  \V.  470  ;  Atkinson  v.  Wnrnc,  1  C.  M.  At 
R.  827  ;  Wheeler  v.  Whiting,  0  C.  Ac  P.  20.'  ;  Banes  v.  llrcwster,  1  Gal. 
Ac  Duv.  069  ;  2  Q.  B.  375  ;  6  Jur.  392). 

But  making  annoyance  and  disturbance  at  a  meeting,  by  crying,  **  Hear, 
bear,"  and  putting  questions  to  a  speaker,  and  making  observations  on  his 
statement*,  will  not  justify  the  chairman  in  giving  such  person  in  charge  to 
the  police,  unless  what  was  done  amount  to  a  breach  of  the  peace  (Wooding 
v.  Oxley,  9  C.  Ac  P.  1). 

If  a  person  conduct  himself  in  a  disorderly  manner  in  a  public-  house  and 
the  landlord  request  him  to  depart,  and  he  refuse*  to  do  so,  tho  landlord  is 
justified  in  laying  hand*  on  him,  to  put  him  out  ;  and  if,  while  the.  landlord 
has  bold  of  him  to  put  him  out,  the  person  lay  hand*  on  (he  landlord,  this  is 
an  a&siult  ;  and,  if  seen  by  a  police  officer,  be  i*  justified  in  taking  the  person 
into  custody  (llowell  v.  Jackson,  6  C.  Ar  P.  723). 

Trespass  and  false   imprisonment  :  plea,  that  tin-  deft,  was  pos> 
sestet!  *of  a  dwelling-house,  and  that  the  pit.  entered  it,  and  then     [•  14  ] 
and  there  insulted,  abused,  and  ill  treated  lite.  deft,  and  hi*  servants 
in  their  dwelling,  and   greatly  disturbed  them  in  tho  peaceable  possession 
thereof,  in  breach  of  the  |>eace,  whereupon  the  deft,  requested  the  plr.  to  de- 
part, which  he  refused  ««>  do,  and  continued  in  the  house,  making  the  said 
disturbance  and  ulFray  therein,  and  thereupon  the  deft,,  in  order  to  preserve 
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the  peace,  and  restore  good  order  in  the  house,  gave  charge  of  the  pit.  to  <i 
certain  policeman,  and  requested  him  to  take  the  pit.  into  custody,  to  be 
dealt  with  according  to  law  ;  that  the  policeman  gently  laid  his  hands  on  the 
pit.  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  and  took  him  into  custody.  It  appeared  that  pit. 
entered  the  deft.'s  shop,  to  purchase  an  article  marked  at  a  certain  price,  for 
which  the  shppman  asked  a  higher  price,  when  a  dispte  arose  between  them, 
whereupon  the  shopman  desired  him  to  go  out  of  the  shop,  which  he  refused  to 
do;  the  shopman  pushed  him  out :  before  they  did  so,  he  declared  he  would 
strike  any  one  who  would  lay  hands  on  him.  One  of  the  shopmen  suppos- 
ing this  to  be  a  challenge,  stepped  out,  and  struck  the  pit.  in  the  face,  near 
the  shop-door.  The  pit.  went  back  and  returned  the  blow,  whereupon  a 
contest  commenced  between  the  shopman  and  pit.  The  deft,  having  heard 
the  noise  came  down,  and  found  the  pit.  on  the  floor  struggling  and  scuffling 
with  the  shopman.  This  continued  in  deft.'s  presence  for  two  or  three 
minutes.  The  deft,  sent  for  a  policeman ;  on  his  arrival  the  pit.  was  reques- 
ted to  leave  the  shop  quietly,  which  he  refused  to  do,  insisting  upon  his  right 
to  be  there.  The  deft,  then  gave  him  in  charge  to  a  policeman,  who  took 
him  to  the  station;  but  the  charge  was  dropped;  held,  first,  that  the  deft,  was 
justified,  under  the  circumstances,  in  giving  the  pit.  in  charge  to  a  policeman 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  renewal  of  the  affray;  2dly,  that  the  sub- 
stance of  the  plea,  that  is,  so  many  of  the  allegations  in  it  as  constituted  a  de- 
fence, was  not  proved,  as  the  assault  on  the  deft,  himself  was  not  proved 
(Timothy  v.  Simpson,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  757 ;  see  Ingle  v.  Bell,  1  M.  &  W. 
519).  To  the  above  plea  the  pit.  replied  de  injuriA  :  held,  that  it  put  in  issue 
all  the  allegations  constituting  the  ground  of  arrest,  and  of  these  it  was  not 
necessary  to  prove  all.  It  is  enough  to  establish  so  many  of  them  as  would 
justify  the  arrest.  It  is  not  enough  to  prove  facts  that  would  justify  the  impris- 
onment, it  is  necessary  to  prove  such  facts  alleged  as  would  do  so.  The  al- 
legations which  were  proved  were  the  entry  into  the  deft.'s  house,  the  assault 
on  his  servants,  the  disturbance  of  the  deft,  in  his  possession  of  the  house 
by  an  affray  in  it,  in  which  the  pit.  bore  a  part  just  before  the  time  of  the 
arrest,  and  that  the  deft,  gave  the  pit.  in  charge,  in  order  to  preserve  the 
public  peace,  but  the  fact  of  an  assault  on  the  pit.  himself  was  not  proved, 
and  that  is  the  only  breach  of  the  peace,  which  in  the  plea  appears,  by  ne- 
cessary implication,  to  have  been  committed  in  the  deft.'s  presence ;  for  in 
none  of  the  other  alleged  facts  is  the  deft.'s  presence  inserted,  or  necessarily 
implied  before  the  moment  of  actual  interference.  The  disturbance  of  the 
deft,  in  the  possession  of  his  dwelling-house  might  have  occurred  by  an  entry 
in  his  absence,  and  therefore  that  averment  does  not  by  necessary  implica- 
tion affect  the  deft.'s  presence  (Ib.). 

Qucerc,  whether  a  private  individual  who  has  seen  an  affray  committed 
may  give  in  charge  to  a  constable  who  has  not,  and  such  constable  may 
thereupon  take  into  his  custody  the  affrayers,  after  the  affray  has  entirely 
ceased,  after  the  offenders  have  quitted  the  place  where  it  was  committed, 
and  there  is  no  danger  of  its  renewal  (see  per  Parke,  B.,  in  Timothy  v.  Simp- 
son, 1  C.  M.  &  R.  761).  It  is  doubtful  whether  a  constable  may  arrest  in 
order  to  take  before  a  justice,  that  he  may  take  sureties  of  the  peace  (see 

the  authorities  *cited  by  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  ib.).  But  where  a  deft. 
[  *15  ]  who  had  immediately  before  witnessed  an  affray,  gave  one  of  the 

affrayers  in  charge  to  the  constable  on  the  very  spot  where  it  was 
committed  and  whilst  there  was  a  reasonable  apprehension  of  its  continuance, 
he  is  justified  in  so  doing,  though  the  constable  had  seen  no  part  of  the  af- 
fray (Ib.).  Any  person  may  arrest  the  affrayer  at  the  moment  of  the  affray, 
and  detain  him  until  his  passion  has  cooled,  and  his  desire  to  break  the  peace 
has  ceased,  and  then  deliver  him  to  a  peace  officer  (Ib.). 
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But  where  the  deft,  pursued  the  pit.  (who  had  committed  a  breach  of  the 
peace  by  knocking  at  the  door  of  the  deft**  dwelling-house),  and  gave  him 
in  charge  after  he  had  ceased  the  annoyance,  it  was  held,  that  he  was  not 
justified  in  doing  so  (Banes  v.  Brewster,  2  Q.  B.  875). 

Ditturbancf  in  Church.]  Where  the  parish  clerk  refused  to  read  in  church 
•  notice  which  was  presented  to  him  for  that  purpose,  and  the  person  pre- 
senting it  read  it  himself,  at  a  time  when  no  part  of  the  service  was  going 
on :  held,  that  although  a  constable  might  be  justified  in  removing  him  from 
the  church,  and  detaining  him  until  the  service  was  over,  yet  be  could  not 
legally  detain  him  afterwards,  in  order  to  take  him  before  a  magistrate 
(Williams  v.  CJlcnister,  2  B.  &  C.  699). 


by  Military  Ofcer.]  Trespass  will  lie  against  a  superior 
military  officer,  where  the  imprisonment  was  at  first  legal,  but  was  afterwards 
aggravated  with  many  circumstances  of  cruelty,  and  continued  beyond  ordi- 
nary bounds  (Wall  v.  M'Namara,  1  T.  R.  530).  So,  where  the  captain  of 
a  man-of-war  imprisoned  a  person  for  three  days,  for  a  supposed  breach  of 
duty,  without  hearing  him,  and  then  released  him  without  bringing  him  to  a 
court  martial  (Swinton  v.  Molloy,  1  T.  R.  537,  n  ). 

Without  Warrant— Felony.}  A  private  person  cannot  apprehend  another 
upon  suspicion  of  felon  v,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  him  to  the  place  where 
the  theft  was  committed*,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  he  was  the  thief  (Hall 

v.  Booth,  a  Nev.  di  M.  are). 

An  action  for  false  imprisonment  will  not  tie  at  common  law  where  the 
imprisonment  was  merely  in  consequence  of  taking  a  ship  as  prise,  although 
the  ship  had  been  acquitted  (Le  Caui  v.  Eden,  Doug.  594).  Trespass  (tea 
against  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  for  imprisoning  a  man  under  a  justice's 
warrant,  till  he  should  pay  a  sum  of  money  in  maintenance  of  a  bastard 
child,  of  which  the  mother  was  not  yet  delivered  ( Wennam  v.  Fisher,  2  Solw. 
N.  P.  918). 

Justices  are  empowered  by  the  27th  section  of  9  Geo.  IV.  c,  31,  to  convict 
of  an  assault  upon  complaint,  and  the  offender,  upon  conviction  thereof  before 
them,  is  to  pay  such  sum,  not  exceeding  5A,  as  shall  appear  to  them  to  be 
meet,  which  sum  is  to  be  paid  to  some  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  or 
to  some  other  officer  of  the  poor  of  the  parish,  dec.,  in  which  the  oflcnce  shall 
have  been  committed,  to  be  by  such  overseer  or  officer  paid  over  to  the  gene- 
ral use  of  the  rate  of  the  county  in  which  such  parUh,  dec.,  shall  be  situate, 
A  conviction,  under  this  section,  ordered  the  party  convicted  to  pay  the  fine 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  county:  held,  that  the  conviction  was  bad,  and  the 
magistrate*  liable  to  an  action  of  tmpass  at  the  suit  of  the  party  imprisoned 
under  it  (Chaddock  v.  Wilbraham,  3  New  Sens.  Ca.  227  ;  12  Jur.  130;  17 
Law  J.  79,  M.  C.,  C.  P.). 

In  trespass  by  A.  and  B.,  his  wile,  against  C.,  for  false  imprisonment  of 
B.,  C.  justified  under  an  execution  against  the  pit*,  fur  costs  in  a  former 
action  brought  by  them  against  C.,  alleging  the  recovery  of  the  judgment, 
the  issuing  of  the  ca.  *a.,  its  delivery  to  the  sheriff,  and  the  artvst  of  B.  there- 
under. The  pits,  replied,  confessing  the  recovery  of  tho  judgment  and  the 
issuing  of  the  ca.  *».,  tie  injurid  tua  propria  absque  rrsuiuo  count;  held, 
that,  as  the  judgment  and  writ  were  admitted  on  the  record,  upon  the  war- 
rant and  the  arrest  of  B.  under  it  being  proved  by  the  pits.,  the  justification 
was  made  out  without  any  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  deft.  (Newton  v.  Boodle, 
3  C.  B.  795). 
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Justification  under  a  writ  of  execution  issuing  from  an  inferior  court,  tested 
on  a  day  not  being  a  court  day,  is  bad  (Humphries  v.  Longmore,  17  Law  J. 
328,  C.  P.;  6C.B.  363). 

Form  of  Pleadings. 

Declaration.]  The  venue  in  this  action,  as  in  other  personal  actions,  is 
transitory,  and  may  be  laid  in  any  county ;  if  the  imprisonment  happened 
abroad,  the  place  where  it  occurred  should  be  laid  with  a  videlicet,  thus :  "At 
Fort  St.  George,  in  the  East  Indies,  to  wit,"  "  At  Westminster,  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex"  (Mostyn  v.  Fabrigas,  Cowp.  161 ;  Wall  v.  M'Namara,  1  T.  R. 
536).  As  to  the  venue,  in  actions  against  justices  of  the  peace,  and  con- 
stables, &c.,  see  "  JUSTICE  OF  THK  PEACE,"  "  OFFICEK." 

Venue]  The  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  30,  s.  41,  which  directs  that  actions 
brought  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  that  statute,  shall  be  tried  in  the 

county  where  that  fact  was  committed,  applies  only  to  the  case  of  par- 
[*16]  ties  exercising  particular  powers  conferred  by  the  *statute  (Thomas 

v.  Saunders,  5  B.  &  Ad.  462).  But,  a  police  magistrate  appointed 
under  2  &  3  Viet.  c.  71,  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  that  statute,  although 
in  the  exercise  of  an  act  within  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  a  county  justice 
(Hezeldine  v.  Grove,  3  Q.  B.  997).  By  21  Jac.  I.  c.  12,  s.  5,  it  is  enacted 
that  actions  against  justices  of  the  peace  for  anything  done  by  virtue  or  by 
reason  of  their  office,  shall  be  laid  in  the  county  where  the  fact  is  committed; 

2  &  3  Viet.  c.  71,  s.  53,  enacts  that  no  action  shall  be  brought  against  any 
person  for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  unless  the 'venue  be 
laid  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  (see  Hezeldine  v.  Grove,  3  Q.  B.  997).   The 
stat.  10  Geo.  IV.  c.  44,  s.  41,  enacts  that  actions  brought  against  any  per- 
son for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  that  act  shall  be  laid  in  the  county 
where  the  fact  is  committed.     A  charge  being  brought  before  the  deft.,  a 
justice  appointed  under  2  &  3  Viet.  c.  71,  pit.  was  examined  for  the  defence 
on  that  charge,  and  his  evidence  being  unsatisfactory  to  the  deft.,  he  was 
removed  into  an  adjoining  room  while  deft,  considered  the  charge,  as  to  which 
the  deft,  decided,  but  he  then  held  pit.  to  bail,  suspecting  him  of  perjury ;  at 
a  future  day  (some  witnesses  in  contradiction  having  gone  away),  and  on 
that  day  (the  witness  appearing),  committed  pit.  for  perjury.     The  bill  for 
perjury  was  thrown  out.     The  pit.  sued  the  deft,  in  false  imprisonment  for 
an  act  committed  less  within  months,  but  in  more  than  three,  and  laid  the 
venue  out  of  Middlesex,  in  the  county  where  the  imprisonment  took  place ; 
on  these  facts,  the  pit.  was  nonsuited  :  held,  that  the  nonsuit  was  right,  the 
deft,  not  appearing  to  have  acted  otherwise  than  bonajide,  and  being  there- 
fore entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  stat.  2  &  3  Viet.  c.  71,  as  to  limitation 
of  time  and  venue,  and  that  pit.  not  having  demanded  that  the  question  of 
bona  fides  should  be  put  to  the  jury,  could  not  demand  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  that  the  judge  had  nonsuited  him  on  the  objection  (Hezeldine  v.  Grove, 

3  Q.B.  997).     The  21  Jac.  I.  c.  12,  s.  5,  enacts  if  any  bill,  plaint,  or  suit, 
for  false  imprisonment,  shall  be  brought  against  any  J.  P.,  mayor,  or  bailiff, 
of  a  city,  or  town  corporate,  headborough,  portreeve,  constable,  tithingman, 
churchwarden,  or  overseer  of  the  poor,  or  their  deputies,  or  any  other  (who, 
in  their  aid,  or  by  their  commandment  shall  do  anything  concerning  their 
office)  concerning  anything  by  them  done,  by  virtue  of  their  office,  such 
action,  bill,  &c.,  shall  be  laid  within  the  county  where  the  trespass  was 
committed,  and  the  42  Geo.  III.  c.  85,  s.  6,  extends  to  all  persons  holding  a 
public  employment,  or  any  office,  station,  or  capacity,  civil  or  military,  in  or 
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out  of  this  kingdom,  and  who  by  virtue  of  such  employment,  nave  power  to 
commit  person*  to  safe  custody,  provided  that  when  any  action  shall  be 
brought  against  such  persons  in  this  kingdom,  the  pit.  may  lay  the  act  to 
have  been  done  in  Westminster,  or  in  any  county  where  the  deft,  shall  reside. 

An  unlawful  detention  is  a  new  capture,  and  may  be  declared  on  as  such 
(Wythers  v.  Henley,  Cro.  Jac.  879). 

Trespass  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment  may  be  laid  dirertu  dMm 
et  vicibtu  (Burgess  v.  Freelove,  8  B.  At  P.  425). 

Damage*.]  If  consequent  sickness  of  the  pit  be  intended  to  be  refied  on, 
it  must  be  stated  under  a  per  qttod  (Pettit  v.  Addington,  Pea.  «).  A  rule 
for  the  discharge  of  one  who  had  been  illegally  arrested  was  referred  by  the 
court  to  a  judge  at  chambers,  who  ordered  the  discharge,  and  offered  to  give 
the  costs  of  the  application  if  the  pit.  would  bring  no  action  for  the  arrest. 
The  action  was  afterwards  brought,  laying  inter  atia  as  damage,  that  the 
pit.  had  been  obliged  to  pay,  and  had  paid  a  large  sum  of  money  in  order  to 
procure  his  discharge.  There  was  no  distinct  evidence  of  payment 
of  money  by  the  pit.  or  his  attorney  :^»eld,  1st,  that  the  plr.  was  •en-  [  *17  ] 
titled  to  recover  his  costs;  but  2ndly,  that  as  the  declaration  had 
alleged  actual  payment  of  them  by  him,  he  could  not  recover  that  part  which 
had  not  been  paid,  but  so  much  only  as  had  been  advanced  by  his  attorney  , 
as  so  much  money  paid  by  himself,  through  an  agent  (Prilchett  v.  Boevy,  1 
Cr.  Ac  M.  775).  SrmUe,  had  the  count  alleged  that  the  pit.  had  been  forced, 
and  obliged,  and  became  liable  to  pay  damages  for  such  liability  to  his  attor- 
ney, be  might  have  then  recovered  (Ib,).  In  trespass,  against  several  defts., 
where  ail  are  implicated  in  one  joint  act  of  trespass,  the  damages  must  be 
against  sll  jointly,  though  all  may  not  have  been  equally  culpable  (Elliot  v. 
Allen,  1  C.B.  1»). 

If  then  be  an  abuse  of  an  authority  by  which  the  party  becomes  a  tres- 
passer ob  ittitio  the  ph.  is  entitled  to  recover  damages  as  well  for  the  part  of 
the  injury  which  would  have  been  justified,  had  there  been  no  abuse,  as  for 
that  part  which  is  directly  caused  by  the  abuse  (Kerby  v.  Deo  by,  1  M.  & 
W.  3*8). 

Putting  a  plea  of  felony  on  the  record  may  be  taken  into  consideration  by 
the  jury  in  aggravation  of  damages,  although  the  plea  is  withdrawn  by  the 
deft.'s  counsel  at  the  trial  (Warwick  v.  Foulkes,  14  M.  At  W.  507). 

A.  caused  B.  to  bo  arrested  on  suspicion  of  felony,  snd  taken  before  a 
magistrate,  who  remanded  htm  for  two  days  and  then  discharged  him. 
SemUc,  that  B.,  on  n  declaration  for  false  imprisonment  (in  the  usual  form) 
cannot  recover  for  the  two  days'  imprisonment  after  the  remand  (Hoi  turn  v. 
Lotun,  6  C.  At  P.  7226)  ;  whether  he  could  do  so  if  stated  as  special  damage, 
(fucere  (Ib.). 

By  R.  G.  II.  T.  4  Will  IV.  r.  6,  Ex.  Gr;  several  counts  in  trespass  for 
acts  committed  at  the  same  time  and  place,  arc  not  to  bo  permitted. 

In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  the  court  will  not,  after  the  lapse  of 
two  terms,  allow  a  count  to  be  added  to  the  declaration  (Connolly  v.  Fitch, 
2  Jur.  49). 

Toe  other  points  as  to  the  declaration  will  be  found  post,  "  TRESPASS  ;" 
44  ASSAULT  AND  BATTKRY." 


Plea.']  The  rules  as  to  pleas  in  general  will  here  prevail  (pott, 
44  TRESPASS").  In  trespass  for  fnlne  imprisonment  on  a  charge  of  ielony, 
the  deft,  was  allowed  to  plead  that  the  pit.  bad  forged  the  acceptance  of  n 
bill  of  exchange,  Ace.,  and  that  deft,  therefore  caused  him  to  be  taken 
before  a  magistrate  ;  that  he  had  issued  on  acceptance  knowing  it  to  be 
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forged,  &c. ;  that  deft,  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  pit.  had  forged 
the  acceptance,  &c.,  and  that  pit.  had  obtained  money  on  the  bill  by  false 
pretences,  &c.,  the  pit.  refusing  to  allow  the  circumstances  to  be  given  in 
evidence  under  one  plea,  and  it  not  necessarily  appearing  that  it  was  only 
one  transaction  (Currie  v.  Almond,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  224 ;  see  "  PLEA"). 
Money  cannot  be  paid  into  court  in  this  action  (see  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s. 
21).  The  general  issue  is,  not  guilty  (see  its  operation,  post,  "  TRESPASS"). 
A  person  of  decent  repute,  while  attending  a  fair  in  a  town  in  which  he 
was  a  stranger,  in  the  way  of  his  business  as  a  horse-dealer,  having  unknow- 
ingly uttered  a  forged  note,  for  which  he  was  afterwards  apprehended  by 
private  persons  without  a  warrant  on  his  way  home,  and  carried  before  a 
magistrate  for  examination,  by  whom  he  was  immediately  discharged,  can- 
not maintain  an  action  of  trespass  for  false  imprisonment  against  those  who 
so  apprehended  him.  And  such  circumstances  may  be  pleaded  in  justifica- 
tion, and,  if  proved,  will  entitle  the  deft,  to  a  verdict;  at  least,  the  Court  of 

Exchequer  would  not  grant  a  new  trial  when  the  ju/y  *had  been 
[  *18  ]  so  directed,  although  the  deft,  h.id  also  pleaded  the  general  issue 

(Guppy  v.  Brittlcbank,  5  Pri.  525). 

Not  Guilty  In/  Statute.']  The  power  enjoyed  by  justices  of  the  peace,  &c., 
of  giving  special  matter  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  is  not  taken 
away  by  the  new  rules  of  pleading  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV. ;  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will. 
IV.  c.  42,  having  expressly  reserved  such  rights  (see  post,  "  TRESPASS," 
"  Not  Guilty  by  Statute'').  But  by  R.  G.  T.  T.  1  Viet.,  it  is  further  ordered, 
that  in  every  case  in  which  a  deft,  shall  plead  the  general  issue,  intending  to 
give  the  special  matter  in  evidence  by  virtue  of  any  act  of  parliament,  he 
shall  insert  in  the  margin  of  the  plea,  the  words  "  by  Statute,"  otherwise 
such  plea  shall  be  taken  not  to  have  been  pleaded  by  virtue  of  any  act  of 
parliament,  and  such  memorandum  shall  be  inserted  in  the  margin  of  the 
issue,  and  of  the  nisi  prius  record. 

The  stat.  7  Jac.  I.  c.  5,  made  perpetual  by  21  Jac.  I.  c.  12,  ss.  5  and  12, 
gives  to  justices  of  the  peace,  mayors,  or  bailiffs  of  cities  or  towns  corporate, 
headboroughs,  portreeves,  constables,  tithingsmen,  churchwardens,  or  over- 
seers of  the  poor,  or  their  deputies,  or  any  other  (who  in  their  aid,  or  by 
their  command,  shall  do  anything  concerning  their  oflice)  concerning  any- 
thing by  them  done  by  virtue  of  their  oflice,  the  right  of  pleading  the  general 
issue,  and  giving  the  special  matter  in  evidence ;  and  the  42  Geo.  III.  c.  85, 
s.  6,  extends  to  all  persons  holding  a  public  employment  or  any  office, 
station,  or  capacity,  civil  or  military,  either  in  or  out  of  the  kingdom  ;  and 
who  by  virtue  of  such  employment  have  power  to  commit  persons  to  safe 
custody ;  and  the  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  16,  s.  44,  gives  the  right  to  persons  for  any- 
thing done  in  pursuance  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  but  it  is  more  usual  to  plead 
this  latter  defence  (1  Mont.  B.  L.  410).  The  plea  of  the  general  issue  by 
statute  cannot  be  pleaded  together  with  special  pleas  (Legge  v.  Boyd,  1  Man. 
&  G.  898).  Where  a  statute  enables  defts.  to  plead  the  general  issue  and 
give  the  special  matter  in  evidence,  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  so  pleaded,  is  not 
affected  by  the  new  rules  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  but  has  the  same  operation  as 
it  had  before  they  were  made,  putting  in  issue  not  only  the  defences  peculiar 
to  the  statute,  but  all  that  would  have  arisen  at  common  law  (Rossv.  Clifton, 
11  Ad.  &  E.  631 ;  see  also  Williams  v.  Jones,  ib.  643).  In  other  cases 
matter  of  justification  must  be  specially  pleaded. 

A  constable  may  justify  under  the  general  issue,  although  he  acted  without 
a  warrant,  provided  there  were  a  reasonable  charge  of  felony  made,  although 
he  afterwards  discharge  the  prisoner  without  taking  him  before  a  magistrate, 
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and  although  it  should  appear  that  no  felony  had  been  committed.  But  a 
private  person  who  makes  the  charge,  and  puts  the  constable  in  motion, 
cannot  justify  under  the  general  issue  (McCloughan  v.  Clayton,  Holt,  N.  P. 
478). 

Where  the  party  makes  the  charge,  obtains  a  warrant,  and  assists  the 
officer,  he  may  defend  under  the  general  issue  (Nathan  v.  Cohen,  3  Camp. 
257).  It  is,  in  general,  not  advisable  for  the  officer  to  join  in  the  plea  (8 
Bin*.  523). 

If  the  Lord  Chancellor  be  sued  for  committing  a  person  to  prison,  he  may 
plead  the  general  issue  (Decas  v.  Brougham  (Lord),  0  C.  &  P.  249).   There 
is  a  similar  provision  in  5  Ac  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50,  s.  100.     Highway  Act,  8 
Goo.  IV.  c.  126,  s.  147;  Turnpike  Act;  Poor  Law  Act;  Building  Act; 
Municipal  Corporations  Act;  Militia    and  Assessed  Tax   Act,  and  many 
other  statutes  in  protection  of  persons  acting  in  execution  of  their  office,  or 
others  in  aid  of  them.    By  5  At,  6  Viet.  c.  07,  s.  3,  this  power  of 
pleading  the  general  *issue  by  statute,  was  taken  away  in  all  cases  [  *10  ] 
where  the  privilege  was  given  by  local  or  personal  acts  (ace  "  TEKS- 
PASS,n  "  General  Jutu  by  Statute"). 

Matter  in  justification  of  ihe  imprisonment  must  be  pleaded  specially, 
snowing  that  the  imprisonment  was  lawful  (except  in  those  casts  where  the 
party  is  enabled,  by  some  statute,  to  give  the  matter  in  evidence  under  the 
general  issue) ;  for  it  is  a  rule,  that,  where  the  act  would,  at  common  law, 
prima  facie  appear  to  be  a  trespass,  any  matter  of  justification  or  excuse,  or 
done  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  or  authority,  must  in  general,  be  specially 
pleaded  (2  Camp.  178, 600;  Co.  Lit.  28*  6;  2  Saund.  206,  n.  1 ;  Con. 
Dig.  Pleader,  B.  15,  10).  And  this,  amongst  other  reasons,  is  to  prevent 
the  pit.  from  being  taken  by  surprise  at  the  trial,  and  then  assigning  various 
grounds  for  imprisoning  the  ph.,  of  which  he  had  no  notice  (3  Wils.  370, 
871 ;  Co.  Liu  292;  and  see,  further,  pott,  "TiisFAa*,  Puus  I*").  A 
plea  of  justification  is  to  enumerate  and  cover  the  whole,  or  the  pit.  without 
n  .special  replication  or  new  assignment  will  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the 
trespasses  proved  and  not  justified  (Bush  v.  Parker,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  72). 

Dffe:icf — Justification  under  Proem.}  The  deft,  in  an  action  for  false 
imprisonment,  pleading  a  justification  under  mesne  process  sued  out  by  him 
in  a  cause  in  w Inch  he  was  pit.,  may  state  thnt  the  writ  issued  upon  an  affi- 
davit to  hold  to  bail,  without  writing  forth  the  cause  of  action  (Belk  v.  Broad- 
bent,  3  T.  R.  183).  Where  tin?  action  is  brought  for  an  arrest  upon  a 
writ  of  capias,  issued  on  nn  informal  affidavit,  the  deA.  may  justify  under 
the  writ,  if  it  have  not  been  sot  aside  (Keddell  v.  Pakemsn,  2  C.  M.  Ac  R. 
30).  The  deft,  justified  under  process  of  outlawry.  The  pit.  replied  that 
there  was  no  affidavit  of  debt  made  and  filed,  Arc. ;  and  the  deft,  n -joined 
that  there  was  such  affidavit,  and  set  out  an  irregular  one,  and  the  pit. 
demurred :  In  Id,  that  deft,  was  entitled  to  judgment,  trespass  not  being 
maintainable  where  the  process  is  irregular  merely,  and  not  void  (Ib.).  The 
dell,  having  justified  the  assault  and  imprisonment  under  a  writ  sued  out  by 
him  as  attorney  for  J.  M.,  a»ain*l  the  ddt.  indorsed  for  bail  for  100/.,  which  was 
delivered  to  the  sheriff,  who  by  virtue  thereof  arrested  and  detained  the  pit. 
If  tlic  pit.  (instead  of  traversing  the  plea  as  he  ought  to  do,  if  the  arrest  were 
irregularly  made  by  the  sheriff's  officer,  without  a  sufficient  warrant  from 
the  deA.),  new  assign  that  the  trespass  complained  of  was  upon  another  and 
different  occasion  than  that  stated  in  the  plea,  and  after  the  supposed  arrest 
therein  mentioned,  the  deft.,  on  proof  of  the  fact  as  before  stated,  is  entitled 
to  a  verdict  (Oakley  v.  Davis,  16  liust,  82). 
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.  The  special  plea  must  admit  the  trespass ;  and  where,  to  an  action  for 
false  imprisonment,  brought  by  A.  against  B.,  C.,  and  D.,  they  pleaded  a 
plea  of  justification  under  process,  wherein  B.  said,  that  he,  as  attorney  for 
the  pit.  in  the  original  action,  delivered  the  warrant  made  by  the  sheriff  upon 
the  process  to  C.  and  D.,  as  his  bailiffs,  to  be  executed  in  due  form  of  law, 
and  that  C.  and  D.  thereupon  arrested  the  pit.  A.,  and  detained  him  in  prison, 
— this  was  holden  to  be  a  sufficient  admission  by  B.  of  the  trespass,  for  the 
purpose  of  his  justification;  for  he  who  commands  or  directs  another  to  do 
a  trespass  ia  guilty  of  the  trespass,  if  done  by  the  other  person,  pursuant  to 
his  direction  (Howe  v.  Tulle,  Willes,  14).  The  deft,  must  show  that  he 
imprisoned  pit.  by  lawful  authority,  and  such  authority  must  be  shown  (1 
Inst.  283  a;  Matthews  v.  Carey,  3  Mod.  137 ;  Carth.  73).  There  is  a  dif- 
ference,  however,  in  this  respect,  where  the  justification  is  under  judicial 
process  between  the  *party  to  the  cause,  or  a  mere  stranger,  and  the 
[*20]  officer  who  executes  the  process  of  the  court;  the  party  to  the  cause, 
or  a  mere  stranger,  must  set  forth,  in  his  plea,  the  judgment  (per 
Holt,  C.  J.,  Britton  v.  Cole,  Carth.  443;  1  Salk.  409),  as  well  as  the  writ; 
but  the  officer  need  only  show  the  writ  (Turner  v.  Felgate,  1  Lev.  05 ;  Cotes 
v.  Michill,  3  Lev.  20  ;  Middletonv.  Price,  infra)  under  which  he  acted;  for 
he  is  bound  to  execute  the  process  of  the  court,  having  competent  jurisdiction, 
without  inquiring  after  the  judgment. 

In  a  plea  justifying  an  arrest  by  a  sheriff's  officer  and  another  in  his 
assistance,  under  a  capias  against  pit.  the  process  must  be  stated  specially 
(1  Saund.  298,  n.  1);  the  sheriff  in  an  action  against  him  must  allege  a 
return  of  mesne  process,  but  the  officer  need  not  do  so,  Cro.  Car.  446 ; 
Shorland  v.  Govett,  5  B.  &  C.  488 ;  Salk.  409;  12  Mod.  396  ;  Com.  Dig. 
Pleader,  3  M.  24 ;  Rowland  v.  Neale,  Coup.  20 ;  Cole  v.  Hindsen,  6  T.  R. 
235;  Middleton  v.  Price,  2  Stra.  1784;  Freeman  v.  Blewett,  1  Ld.  Raym. 
033;  Hoe's  case,  5  Rep.  90).  In  case  of  writs  of  execution  no  return  need 
be  stated  (Cheasley  v.  Barnes,  10  East,  82  ;  Morse  v.  James,  Willes,  125); 
the  endorsement  for  bail  should  be  stated  (Nightingale  v.  Wilcoxson,  10  B. 
&  C.  202).  It  is  usual,  though  not  necessary,  to  state  the  delivery  of  the 
writ  to  the  sheriff  (Green  v.  Jones,  1  Saund.  298).  As  to  the  mode  of  plead- 
jng  the  warrant,  see  1  Saund.  298,  n.  5  ;  when  necessary  to  state  that  it  is 
under  seal,  see  2  Saund.  305,  n.  13;  1  Saund.  296;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  3 
M.  24;  Willes,  411 ;  B.  N.  P.  83).  If  there  be  any  doubt  as  to  the  regu- 
larity of  issuing  the  writ,  the  officer  should  justify  separately,  and  if  the 
officer  have  been  guilty  of  any  excess,  the  pit.  in  the  original  action  should 
also  plead  separately  (Middleton  v.  Price,  2  Stra.  1184;  Svvinstead  v. 
Lyddel,  1  Salk.  408). 

For  it  is  to  be  observed  that,  where  the  party  to  the  cause  and  the  officer 
join  in  pleading,  the  plea  must  contain  all  the  requisites  which  would  be 
necessary  in  case  they  had  pleaded  separately  (Phillips  v.  Biron,  Stra.  509; 
Smith  v.  Bouchier,  ib.  993;  Middleton  v.  Price,  ib.  1184);  for  it  is  a  general 
rule,  that,  where  two  or  more  join  in  a  defence,  although  the  justification 
may  be  sufficient  for  one  or  more,  yet  if  it  be  not  sufficient  for  the  rest,  it 
will  be  bad  as  to  all  the  defts.  In  justifying  under  process  of  inferior 
courts,  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  below  ought  to 
be  set  forth,  and  that  the  cause  of  action  below  arose  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  below  (Moravia  v.  Sloper,  supra;  Evans  v.  Monkley,  4  Taunt. 
50;  Willes,  689;  see  Trevor  v.  Wall,  1  T.  R.  157).  Merely  stating,  in  the 
plea,  the  declaration  in  the  court  below,  which  contained  an  averment  that 
the  cause  of  action  arose  within  the  jurisdiction,  is  not  sufficient  (Abney  v. 
Vernon,  3  Lev.  253).  It  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth  the  proceedings  at 
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length  in  the  inferior  court  (Patrick  v.  Johnson,  3  LOT.  403 ;  Hi  gin  son  v. 
Martin,  2  Mod.  107  ;  Rowland  v.  Veale,  Cowp.  18;  tee  Belk  v.  Broadbent, 
3  T.  R.  183;  Wrus.  Sauod.  02,  n.  2);  but  if  the  party  justify  under  a 
capias,  a  precedent  summons  ought  to  be  set  forth  (Marpole  T.  Barnett, 
Willes,  38,  n.  (a)  ) ;  or  it  should  be  shown,  by  inlendmcnt  or  otherwise,  that 
such  summons  had  issued  (Tiltey  r.  Foxall,  Willcs,  688,  38,  n.),  but  not 
under  a  cipiat  in  debt  in  an  inferior  court  (Adams  v.  Freeman,  2  Wils.  5). 
If  the  plea  justify  a  trespass  under  the  process  of  a  foreign  court,  it  seems  th-»t 
it  should  be  formed  in  analogy  to  similar  justifications  under  the  process  of 
our  inferior  courts ;  but,  at  any  rate,  a  plea  which  only  stales  that  the  court 
abroad  was  governed  by  foreign  laws,  that  the  properly  seiied  was  within 
its  jurisdiction,  that  certain  legal  proceedings  were  had  according  to  such 
foreign  laws,  against  the  property  in  question  in  *such  court, 
having  competent  jurisdiction  in  that  behalf,  «f  Uiliitr  proosiiMS*,  [  *21  ] 
dec.,  that  the  deft,  was  ordered  by  the  same  court,  having  compe- 
tent authority  in  that  behalf,  to  scute  the  property,  b  bad,  as  frnnf  too  gent- 
ral,  and  not  giving  the  pit.  notice  whether  the  deft,  justified  as  an  officer  of 
the  court  or  party  to  the  cause,  or  of  what  nature  the  charge  was,  or  by 
whom  instituted,  or  what  the  order  of  seizure  was,  whether  absolute  or 
guouxjue.  Ate.  (ColU.it  v.  Keith  (Lord),  2  Bast,  MO;  and  see,  in  general,  2 
Selw.  N.  P.  032). 

An  inferior  officer  in  justifying  under  a  warrant  of  attachment  issued  by 
a  sheriff  under  a  jtuticitt,  need  not  show  any  return  of  the  writ  or  warrant 
(Moore  v.  Taylor,  5  Taunt.  60);  nor  that  the  summons  issued  before  the 
distringas  (Ib.).  Where  several  join  in  one  justification  it  is  either  good  or 
bad  for  all  (Anon.  Lofll,  304). 

OH  Suspicion  of  JVoity  wilhotil  U'<irrn/»/J  Assault  and  battery  of  the 
pit.,  causing  him  to  be  taken  to  a  police  fetation,  and  thence  before  a  magis- 
trate, on  a  false  charge  of  having  unlawfully  attempted  to  procure  from  the 
banking-house  of  tbo  deft,  a  blank  cheque-book;  a  pica  neither  admitting 
that  a  felony  had  bern  committed,  which  alone  could  make  it  a  good  justifi* 
cation  at  common  law,  nor  that  the  pit.  had  born  found  committing  any 
oflencc  agiiinst  the  statute  7  Ac,  H  Geo.  IV.  r.  29,  so  a«  to  justify  bis  appre- 
hension without  a  warrant,  was  held  good  (Matthews  v.  Diddulph,  4  Sco.  N. 
R.  54 ;  1  Dowl.  N.  8.  '210,  pw/,  p.  •„",»).  Pica,  that  U  fore  the  time  when, 
Ate.,  certain  persons  unknown  hid  forged  receipts  on  certain  forged  dividend 
warrants,  and  received  the  mowy  in  rv»;«vt  thereof  in  Hank  of  England 
notes,  amongst  which  wa*  one  for  10U/.,  which  was  afterwards  exchanged 
there  for  other  notes,  and  amongst  them  <>n«-  for  UK)/.,  the  dale  and  number 
of  which  were  ofterwanl*  altered,  and  afterward*  the  pit.  was  suspiciously 
possessed  of  the  altered  note,  and  in  a  suspicious  mnnit'-r  disposed  of  it  to 
one  A.  B.,  and  after  and  before  the  tinx-  when,  &ic.  left  England  and  went 
to  Scotland,  and  there  continued  ;  whereupon  defts.  had  reasonable  cause  to 
susjM-ct,  and  did  suspect,  that  |>lt.  had  fur^'-d  the  ttaid  receiptK,  whereupon 
the  dcfts.  gently  laid  their  h  imls  on  th-  pit.,  und  carri<xl  him  to,  and  detained 
him  in,  Scotland,  in  order  that  he  mi^ht  b  •  cnoveyed  by  a  warrant  to  be 
issued  by  a  justice  of  Middlesex,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law :  held 
bad  ;  for  the  causes  of  suspicion  were  not  ithowii  with  certainty,  so  that  the 
court  iiii^hi  j'jdge  of  their  reasonableness.  And  using  the  term  suspicious 
will  not  aid  wlnt  it  necessary  to  bo  nverred  (Mure  v.  Kaye,  4  Taunt.  34  ; 
Hall  v.  Booth,  3  Nov.  &  M."  316;  Hedges  v.  Chapman,  '2  Bing.  523).  It 
is  for  the  court  to  jt)<lgc  whether  there  was  reasonable  cause  for  suspicion 
(Mure  v.  Kayc,  supra ;  6  Taunt.  162;  S.  C.  2  Moo.  80).  (juttrc,  whc-lhvr, 
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if  the  deft,  justify  an  arrest  in  Scotland,  as  made  on  suspicion  of  felony 
committed  here,  he  must  show  that  the  law  of  Scotland,  as  well  ns  of  Eng- 
land, warranted  such  arrest,  or  whether  the  deft.,  showing  by  his  plea  an 
arrest  made  in  Scotland,  which  if  made  in  England  would  be  warranted,  it 
does  not  lie  on  the  pit.  suing  in  England  to  reply,  that  by  the  law  of  Scot- 
land the  arrest  was  not  warranted  (Ib  ).  Where  the  defence  was,  that  one 
C.  M.  had  stolm  the  deft.'s  property,  and  that  he  had  reasonable  ground  of 
suspicion  that  the  pit.  had  received  it,  knowing  it  to  be  stolen ;  it  seems  that 
such  a  defence  is  no  answer  to  this  form  of  action,  and  that  the  deft,  ought 
to  have  shown,  that  a  felonious  act  of  receiving  the  goods  had  actu- 
[*22J  ally  taken  place,  and  that  he  had  ^reasonable  grounds  to  suspect  the 
pit.  (Dean  v.  Learmouth,  2  Jur.  808,  N.  P.  C.). 

A  peace  officer  may  justify  an  arrest  in  the  daytime,  on  a  reasonable 
charge  of  felony  without  a  warrant,  although  it  should  afterwards  appear 
that  a  felony  had  not  been  committed  (Samuel  v.  Payne,  Doug.  359;  see 
also  Cald.  291  ;  2  Esp.  540 ;  3  Camp.  420).  So  a  constable  having  rea- 
sonable ground  to  suspect  that  a  felony  had  been  committed,  is  authorized  to 
detain  the  party  suspected  until  inquiry  can  be  made  by  the  proper  authori- 
ties, although  it  afterwards  turn  out  that  no  felony  had  been  committed 
(Beckwith  v.  Philby,  G  B.  &  C.  636 ;  Nicholson  v.  Hardwick,  5  C.  &  P. 
495).  So  watchmen  and  beadles  may  at  common  law  arrest  a  person 
walking  in  the  streets,  on  the  same  ground,  alihough  no  felony  has  been 
committed  (Lawrence  v.  Hedged,  3  Taunt.  14). 

But  a  private  person  who  apprehends  another  on  suspicion  of  felony,  does 
it  at  his  peril,  and  is  liable  to  an  action,  unless  indeed  he  can  show  that  the 
party  has  actually  been  guilty  of  a  felony  (Adams  v.  Moore,  2  Sel.  N.  P. 
934).  Proof  of  mere  suspicion  will  not  bar  the  action,  although  it  may  be 
given  in  evidence  in  mitigation  of  damages  (Ib.).  Suspicion  that  a  person 
has  on  a  former  occasion  committed  a  misdemeanor,  is  not  any  justification 
for  giving  him  in  charge  to  a  constable  without  a  warrant  (Fox  v.  Gaunt,  3 
B.  &  Ad.  798 ;  see  Matthews  v.  Biddulph,  3  Man.  &  G.  390;  4  Sco.  N.  R. 
54).  Where  a  warrant  is  directed  to  a  constable  by  name,  commanding 
him  to  execute  it,  though  he  is  not  compellable  to  go  out  of  his  own  precinct, 
yet  he  may  if  he  will,  and  shall  he  justified  by  the  warrant  for  so  doing; 
but  if  the  warrant  be  directed  to  all  constables,  &c.,  generally,  it  shall  be 
taken  respectively,  and  no  constable  can  execute  it  out  of  his  precinct. 
(The  Village  of  Chorley,  Salk.  175) ;  but  if  directed  to  him  in  his  official 
character  only,  as  to  the  constable  of  the  parish  of  W.,  the  warrant  ought 
to  be  executed  within  the  limits  of  the  district  for  which  he  is  constable  (R. 
v.  Weir,  1  B.  &  C.  288;  and  see  Gladwell  v.  Blake,  5  Tyrw.  186). 

A  J.  P.  may  commit  a  feme  covert  who  is  a  material  witness,  upon  a 
charge  of  felony  brought  before  him,  and  who  refused  to  appear  at  the 
hearing,  or  to  find  sureties  for  her  appearance  (Bonnet  v.  Watson,  3  M.  & 
S. ;  see  Evans  v.  Rees,  12  Ad.  &  E.  55). 

In  a  plea  of  justification  by  an  officer,  care  must  be  taken  to  state  his 
appointment  accurately  (7  East,  174).  If  a  constable  plead,  specially,  a 
justification  of  an  imprisonment,  without  a  warrant,  for  a  breach  of  the 
peace,  it  seems  necessary  to  aver  that  he  had  view  of  the  breach,  it  having 
been  decided  that  a  constable  cannot  arrest  for  an  affray  out  of  his  view 
without  a  warrant,  except  a  felony  is  likely  to  ensue  (3  Ch.  PI.  1078,  n.,  and 
cases  there  cited;  Timothy  v.  Simpson,  ante,  p.  14). 

Process  ought  to  describe  the  party  against  whom  it  is  meant  to  be  issued, 
and  the  arrest  of  one  person  cannot  be  justified  under  a  writ  sued  out  against 
another.  The  deft,  pleaded  that  J.  S.  sued  out  a  writ  of  latitat  against  the 
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pit ,  A.  B.,  therein  called  C.  D.  directed  to,  Ace.,  and  then  set  forth  the  writ, 
authorizing  the  sheriff  to  arrest  C.  B.,  A:c.,  who  directed  his  warrant  to  the 
deft,  commanding  him  to  take  the  said  A.  B.  therein  called  by  the  name  of 
C.  D.,  concluding  with  an  averment  thru  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  in  the 
said  writ  and  warrant  mentioned  are  one  and  the  same  person :  held  bad  on 
general  demurrer  (Shadgett  v.  Clipson,  8  East,  828 ;  see  Cole  T.  liindson, 
R.  v34).  But  see  Crawford  v.  Satchwell,  2  Stra.  1218 ;  where,  bow. 
ever,  the  party  had  appeared  in  the  original  action  'and  had  done 
an  net  to  avow  that  he  had  been  sued  by  the  right  name  (see  Price  [*23] 
v.  Harwood,  3  Campb.  108 ;  and  Hoye  t>.  Bush,  1  Man.  At  G.  784). 

Breach  of  react.]  It  seems  that  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  a  plea 
that  the  deft,  was  possessed  of  a  house,  and  that  the  pit.  was  then  making  a 
great  disturbance  therein,  and  refused  to  depart  when  requested,  and  was  in 
a  great  beat,  fury,  and  ready  and  desirous  to  make  an  affray,  and  cause  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  whereupon  the  deft,  gave  the  pit.  into  custody,  is  bad 
(Wheeler  v.  Whiting,  B  C.  At  P.  262).  Quart,  if  necessary  to  allege  that 
a  constable  bad  view  of  the  breach  of  the  peace  (see  Timothy  v.  Simpson, 
teener  Parke  B.,  1  C.  M.  At  R.  758,  760). 

The  deft,  pleaded  that  the  pit  attempted  forcibly  to  break  and  enter  his 
messuage  or  public-house  without  deft.*  leave;  whereupon  be,  the  deft.. 
resisted  such  entrance,  and  because  the  fit.  behaved  himself  violently,  and 
created  a  disturbance  in  the  street,  by  which  means  a  mob  was  assembled, 
and  the  dcft.'s  business  interrupted,  and  his  customers  annoyed,  and  because 
the  pit.  threatened  to  continue  such  violent  conduct,  and  to  renew  his  attempts 
and  efforts  to  get  into  the  boose,  and  because  no  request  or  entreaty  of  the 
deft,  to  the  ph.  to  abstain  from  and  abandon  his  attempts  and  efforts  was 
complied  with,  the  deft,  in  ordrr  to  preserve  ti*  peace,  and  to  secure  himself 
from  a  renewal  of  such  attempts  and  efforts,  gave  him  in  charge  to  a  con- 
stable to  be  carried  before  a  justice  of  the  peace :  held,  that  the  plea  was 
food  after  verdict  (Ingle  v.  Bell,  1  M.  Ac  W.  519).  The  plea  must  show 
either  that  the  breach  of  the  peace  was  continuing,  or  some  certain  facts  from 
which  the  renewal  of  the  breach  was  to  be  apprvbcnded  (Banes  v.  Brewster, 
2  Q.  B.  375).  So  it  must  show  that  at  the  lime  the  pit.  was  given  in  charge 
he  was  committing  a  breach  of  the  peace,  or  that  there  was  reasonable  ground 
for  apprehending  that  a  breach  of  the  peace  would  be  committed  (Grant  v. 
Moser,  5  Man.  Ac  G.  123,  see  ante,  p.  13). 

Where,  in  an  action  of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment  on  the  last  day 
of  October,  the  deft,  justified  on  the  13th  of  August,  under  a  warrant  from 
the  sheriff,  and  averred  it  to  be  the  tame  trespaMi;  the  court  was  of  opinion 
that  the  plea  was  good  without  a  traverse,  the  day  not  being  material  (Tyler 
v.  Wall,  Cro.  Car.  228).  Where  the  deft,  justified  under  process  out  of  the 
sheriff's  court  in  London,  qute  est  rmlrm,  &c.,  and  traversed  being  guilty, 
alttrr  rtl  alio  modo,  the  traverse  was  held  ill  on  a  special  demurrer,  the  qua 
est  eat lem  being  itself  a  sufficient  traverse  (Counnay  v.  Satchwell,  1  Stra. 
694;  2  Saund.  5  a,  n.  3).  Where,  in  false  imprisonment  at  Bristol  tta  deft, 
justified  arresting  the  pit.  at  Gloucester  under  a  commission  of  rebellion,  and 
traversed  the  imprisonment  at  Bristol ;  the  plea  was  held  bnd,  because  the 
matter  of  the  justification  was  transitory  and  not  local,  and  therefore  the 
deft,  ought  to  have  justified  in  the  place  where  the  action  was  brought  (Cow- 
light  v.  Edwards,  Cro.  Kliz.  174). 

A  plea  which  professes  to  justify  several  assaults  and  false  imprisonments, 
laid  in  separate  counts,  must  show  distinct  occasions  upon  which  the  deft, 
was  justified  in  committing  each  particular  trespass  (M'Curday  v.  Driscoll, 
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1  Cr.  &  M.  618).  Declaration  for  assauft  in  seizing  and  laying  hold  of  pit., 
pulling  and  dragging  him  about,  striking  him,  forcing  him  out  of  a  field,  in 
and  through  a  pond,  and  then  imprisoning  him  ;  plea,  justifying  the  assault, 
seizing  and  laying  hold  of  the  pit.,  and  pulling  and  dragging  him  about: 
held,  no  answer  to  the  entire  charge  in  the  declaration  (Bush  v.  Parker,  1 

Bing.  N.  C.  72). 

[  *24  ]  *tn  case  of  a  justification  at  common  law  by  a  constable  under 
the  warrant  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  a  plea  is  bad  which  does  not 
show  that  the  justice  had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  upon  which  the 
warrant  is  granted.  Where  a  limited  authority  only  is  granted,  if  the  party 
to  whom  such  authority  is  given  extends  the  exercise  of  his  jurisdiction  to 
objects  not  within  it,  his  warrant  will  be  no  protection  to  officers  who  act 
under  it ;  therefore,  when  an  officer  justifies  under  a  warrant  so  granted  by 
a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction,  he  must  show  that  the  warrant  was  granted 
in  a  case  which  fell  within  such  limited  jurisdiction  (Morrell  v.  Martin,  3 
Man.  &  G.  594,  597). 

If  whilst  A.  is  unlawfully  imprisoned  by  B.,  C.  commits  an  assault  upon 
him,  C.  is  guilty  of  the  false  imprisonment  as  well  as  B.,  and  if  A.  sue  both 
separately,  the  pendency  of  one  suit  may  be  pleaded  in  abatement  to  the 
other  (Boyce  v.  BaylifT,  1  Camp.  60;  see  Day  v.  Porter,  2  Moo.  &  R.  151). 

Amends — Payment  of  Money  into  Court.']  By  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  a.  4, 
justices  who  are  sued  for  matters  done  in  the  execution  of  their  office,  who 
have  neglected  to  tender  amends,  or  have  tendered  insufficient  amends  before 
action  brought,  may  by  leave  of  the  court  where  the  action  depends,  at  any 
time  before  issue  joined,  pay  into  court  such  sum  as  he  shall  see  fit.  But 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  allowed  to  pay  money  into  court  in  an  action  of 
false  imprisonment,  it  must  appear  that  he  is  sued  as  a  justice  for  some  mis- 
behaviour in  his  office  (Casbourn  v.  Ball,  3  Bl.  R.  859).  Where  the  notice 
of  action  given  to  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  an  act  done  by  him  in  the  exe- 
cution of  his  office  does  not  clearly  and  explicitly  contain  the  cause  of  action, 
in  pursuance  of  the  24th  Gco.  II.  c.  44,  in  omitting  the  place  where  the  act 
complained  of  was  done,  a  tender  of  amends  will  not  cure  the  defect  (Mar- 
tins v.  Upcher,  6  Jur.  582 ;  3  Q.  B.  662 ;  see  Breese  v.  Jerdein,  4  Q.  B. 
585;  Jones  v.  Nichols,  13  M.  &  W.  361;  Jacklyn  v.  Fytche,  14  M.  &  W. 
381).  In  an  action  against*  a  magistrate,  the  deft,  after  issue  joined  may 
move  to  withdraw  the  general  issue,  pay  money  nto  court,  and  plead  de 
novo  (Devagnes  v.  Boys,  7  Taunt.  33 ;  Nestor  v.  Newcome,  3  B.  &  C.  159). 
The  above  stat.  also  authorizes  the  plea  of  the  general 'issue.  It  is  not 
necessary  that  a  party  who  pleads  a  tender  under  this  act  should  bring  the 
money  into  court  (Bac.  Abr.  Tender,  P,  6). 

By  the  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  53,  s.  116,  an  officer  of  excise,  or  any  person 
employed  in  the  revenue  of  the  excise,  or  any  person  acting  in  the  aid  or 
assistance  of  such  officer  or  person,  may  tender  amends  within  one  month 
after  notice  of  action  given  (see  sect.  114);  and  he  may  plead  in  bar,  if  not 
accepted.  By  the  117th  seclion  he  may,  if  he  have  neglected  to  tender 
amends,  or  have  not  tendered  sufficient  amends,  pay  money  into  court  before 
issue  joined.  As  to  whether  the  money  should  be  paid  into  court,  see  Jones 
v.  Gooday,  9  M.  &  W.  744,  and  Ch.  jun.  PI.  673;  as  to  whether  it  should 
be  pleaded  specially,  see  Jones  v.  Gooday,  supra. 

Limitations  against  Parties.']  The  statute  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  8,  enacts, 
that  no  action  shall  be  brought  against  any  justice  of  the  peace  for  anything 
done  in  the  execution  of  his  office,  or  against  any  constable,  &c.,  acting  us 
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aforesaid,  unless  commenced  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  act  com* 
milled;  see  also  10  Geo,  IV.  c.  44,  a.  1.  The  stat.  ti  e*  3  Viet.  c.  71,  s. 
53,  enacts,  that  no  action  shall  be  brought  against  any  person  for  anything 
done  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  unless  commenced  within  three  calendar 
months  after  *tbe  act  committed.  See  more  fully  for  this  subject,  [  *25  ] 
"LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  or.** 

If  a  constable  act  without  a  warrant,  the  34th  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  8,  does 
not  apply ;  the  action  may  therefore  be  brought  within  any  time  allowed  by 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  (21  Jac.  I.  c.  16 ;  Postlethwaile  r.  Gibson,  3  Bsp. 
996).  If  one  be  imprisoned  by  a  justice  of  the  peaee  on  the  1st  of  January, 
and  kept  in  prison  till  the  1st  of  February,  he  may  bring  his  action  within 
six  months  of  the  latter  day,  the  whole  Ming  one  entire  trespass  (Pickersgill 
v.  Palmer,  B.  N.  P.  34).  The  last  day  of  imprisonment  is  exclusive  (Hardy 
v.  Ryle,  0  B.  At  C.  609).  So  nsMjr  days  "  at  the  least,**  mean  so  many 
clear  days  (Mitchell  v.  Foster,  13  Ad.  &  E.  472);  therefore,  where  a  statute 
required  an  act  to  be  done  so  many  days  at  the  least  before  a  given  event, 
both  the  day  of  the  act  and  the  day  of  event  are  excluded  (R.  d.  Shropshire 
JJ.  v.  Newport,  8  Ad.  Ac.  E.  173;  Zouch  v.  Empsey,  4  R  &  A,  633;  see 
Young  v.  Uiggoo,  6  M.  At  W.  49). 

If  s  plea  of  justification  consists  of  two  facts,  each  of  which  would,  when 
separately  pleaded,  form  a  good  defence,  it  will  sufficiently  support  the  justi- 
fication, if  one  of  these  facts  be  found  by  the  jury  (Salisbury  v.  Mickle- 
thwaite,  1  Taun.  146).  See  more  fully  •*  Puu."  M  TaasrAse/ 

Jtfplioalum,]  The  general  rules  as  to  replications  in  trespass  win  here 
prevail  (port,  "TaasrAss").  If  the  deft,  justify  as  constable,  and  without 
warrant  taking  the  pit  for  a  breach  of  the  peace,  or  under  public  act  of  par- 
liament,  or  under  a  right  for  all  persons  given  by  thr  common  law  (Com. 
Dig.  Ploadrr,  F,  18 ;  12  Mod.  560,  3),  or  if  the  deft,  justify  under  process 
of  a  court  not  of  record,  the  general  replication,  de  utjurid,  is  sufficient,  all 
making  mailer  of  foot,  and  making  but  one  cause  (Ib. ;  Co.  67  a, ;  1  Ch. 
PL  620 ;  see  "  RarucA  riox").  But  if  the  deft,  justify  by  warrant  of  a  jus- 
lice  of  the  peace,  the  replication  must  be  special,  and  must  admit  or  protest 
the  warrant,  nnd  reply  tie  injurid  as  to  the  residue,  or  take  issue  simply  on  the 
warrant  (Ib.) ;  and,  where  the  justification  is  under  a  writ,  warrant,  or  other 
process  of  a  court  of  record,  the  pit.  must  not  reply  de  in/arid  generally, 
putting  the  whole  of  the  plea  in  issue;  0  Rep.  67  a.  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  F, 
IV,  20;  Ch.  PI.  020;  but  must,  according  to  the  (acts  of  such  particulsr 
case,  cither  deny  the  issuing  of  the  writ  or  making  of  the  warrant,  1  Saund. 
990  6.,  or  protest  (he  writ  or  warrant,  and  reply  tie  injurui  as  to  the  resi- 
due; or,  if  the  parties  have  been  guilty  of  any  illegal  conduct,  as  undue 
violence,  or  an  imprisonment  before,  the  issuing  or  after  the  return  of  the 
writ,  the  pit.  should  reply  the  facts  or  new  assign  (Ib. ;  1  Ch.  PI.  620,  n.  6 ; 
Scwell  v.  Dnrford,  Lut.  1430;  King  v.  Tibburt,  Skin.  387;  Com.  Dig. 
Pleader,  3  M.  10;  Atkinson  v.  Multi-son,  2  T.  U.  173;  Monnervatt  v. 
Smith,  2  Camp.  176;  Oakley  v.  Davis,  10  East,  85 ;  Date  v.  Wood,  7  Moo. 
33),  an  I  matter  which  shows  that  the  deft,  by  subsequent  tniscouduct 
became  a  trespasser  ab  tm/io,  must  bo  specially  replied  (Shorilond  v.  Go- 
veil,  Hl\.\  C.  485;  Taylor  v.  Eastwood,  1  East,  212  ;  1'iggoti  v.  Kemp, 
1  C.  A:  M.  197). 

Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  plt.'s  dwelling-hoiinc,  and  assaulting 
and  imprisoning  him,  Ate. :  pleas,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  as  to  all  the 
trespasses  alleged,  except  the  breaking  of  the  house,  a  justification  under  a 
writ  of  ca.  ia.,  and  a  warrant  thereon,  by  virtue  of  which  the  dells,  entered 
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the  house,  the  outer  door  being  open,  and  arrested  the  pit.  Replication  (ad- 
mitting the  writ  and  warrant),  de  injuria  absque  residue  causa. 
[  *26  ]  It  was  proved  that  the  *defts.,  who  were  bailiffs,  in  execution  of  the 
warrant,  broke  open  the  outer  door  of  plt.'s  house,  and  so  gained 
an  entrance  and  arrested  him :  held,  that  the  averment  in  the  plea  that  the 
outer  door  was  open,  was  material ;  for,  that  the  door  being  open,  was  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  defts.'  right  to  enter  and  arrest  the  pit.  in  his 
house,  and  therefore  that  the  plea  was  sufficiently  traversed  by  the  general 
replication,  and  it  was  not  accessary  to  reply  the  breaking  of  the  outer  door 
(Kerbey  v.  Denby,  6  Ad.  &  E.  336). 

When  two  of  the  defts.,  as  sheriffs  of  London,  gave  a  warrant  to  the 
other  defts.  to  arrest  the  pit.  under  a  ca.  sa.,  one  of  whom  arrested  him,  but 
not  having  a  warrant  to  produce,  it  being  in  the  hands  of  the  other  bailiff', 
gave  the  pit.  in  charge  to  a  policeman,  under  pretence  of  an  accusation  of 
felony,  when  he  was  taken  to  a  police  station,  and  thence  to  Whitecross- 
street  prison,  under  the  ca.  sa.  ;  the  pit.  brought  trespass  for  taking  him  on 
a  charge  of  felony  to  a  police  station,  and  thence  to  a  prison  ;  the  sheriffs, 
after  pleading  the  general  issue,  justified  the  taking  from  the  police  station 
to  the  prison  under  the  ca.  sa.  The  pit.  admitting  the  writ  and  the  delivery 
of  the  warrant  to  the  bailiff*,  replied  de  injuria  absque  residuo  causa  held 
under  this  replication,  that  he  could  not  give  evidence  to  involve  the  sheriffs 
in  the  misconduct  of  the  bailiff,  committed  before  the  pit.  arrived  at  the  sta- 
tion-house. To  obtain  the  admission  of  such  evidence,  the  circumstances 
should  have  been  replied  specially  (Price  v.  Peek,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  380). 

The  deft,  pleaded  that  the  pit.  was  trespassing  on  the  deft.'s  close.  Repli- 
cation that  the  defts.  had  nothing  in  the  close  except  under  R.  N.  C. ;  that 
before  the  time  when,  &c.,  and  before  the  defts.  had  anything  in  the  close, 
R.  N.  C.  demised  it  from  year  to  year  to  W.  C. ;  that  W.  C.  permitted  pit. 
to  plant  a  crop  of  teazles,  on  condition  that  W.  C.  should  have  one  half  of 
the  crop  and  the  pit.  the  other,  and  that  pit.  entered  to  cut  his  teazles,  when 
deft,  assaulted  him:  held,  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  plea,  though  it  did  not 
allege  that  W.  C.'s  interest  in  the  land  was  continuing  when  pit.  entered  to 
cut  the  teazles  (Kingsbury  v.  Collins,  4  Bing.  20'J). 

Replication,  Excess,  and  New  Assignment.'}  To  a  declaration  contain- 
ing two  counts,  the  deft,  pleaded,  first,  the  general  issue  ;  and  secondly,  that 
he  and  one  A.  B.  being  bail  for  the  pit.  in  an  action  still  pending,  seized  the 
pit.,  to  render  him  in  discharge  of  the  recognizance  entered  into  by  him  and 
A.  B.,  and  detained  him  until  he  made  satisfaction  as  to  the  demand  for 
which  the  action  was  brought,  and  the  pit.  replied  de  injuria,  and  it  appeared 
that  the  deft.,  in  addition  to  detaining  the  pit.  until  he  had  made  satisfaction, 
kept  him  in  custody  an  hour  afterwards,  and  until  he  paid  the  expenses 
incurred  by  the  deft.'s  becoming  bail :  held  that  this  was  one  continuing 
trespass,  and  that,  therefore,  the  pit.  ought  to  have  newly  assigned,  in  order 
to  recover  for  that  part  of  the  detention  and  imprisonment,  which  was  unjus- 
tifiable,— viz.,  as  to  the  expenses  the  bail  had  been  put  to  (Lamberth  v.  Hodg- 
son, 1  Bing.  317).  Semble,  it  is  not  necessary  to  reply  excess  in  any  case 
where  the  allegations  in  a  declaration  are  covered  by  a  pica  of  justification  ; 
but  that  evidence  of  acts  consistent  with  the  declaration,  but  not  within  the 
jurisdiction,  may  be  given  under  de  injuria  (Reese  v.  Taylor,  4  Nev.  &  M. 
470).  In  assault,  battery,  and  imprisonment,  the  deft,  justified  the  whole  as 
master  of  a  ship,  in  which  the  pit.  was  a  sailor,  and  refractory,  and  the  pit, 
replied  de  injuria.  If  by  the  evidence  it  appear  that  the  deft,  improperly 
knocked  the  pit.  down,  in  addition  to  putting  him  in  irons,  the  pit.  cannot 
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•recover,  as  if  he  meant  to  admit  that  all  was  proper  except  the  knocking 
down,  and  to  proceed  for  that  alone,  be  should  have  new  assigned  (Gale  v. 
Dairy mple,  1  C.  &  P.  381). 

W'berc,  to  assault  and  false  imprisonment,  the  deft,  justified  under  a  cop*!* 
a/I  rerpondenilui*i  and  the  pit  replied  that  the  deft,  released  him  from  the 
arrest,  and  afterwards  arrested  him  again,  and  prayed  judgment,  because 
the  deft,  had  acknowledged  the  trespass ;  held  bad,  and  that  the  plu  ough: 
10  have  new  assigned  (Scott  v.  Dixon,  2  Wils.3);  see  u  N«w  ASSIGNMENT." 

If  in  trespass  against  an  attorney  for  (also  imprisonment,  under  process 

which  was  set  aside  for  irregularity,  the  deA.  justify  under  the  process,  it  is 

a  good  replication  that  the  process  was  irregularly  sued  out,  and  was  after. 

wards  set  aside  by  rule  of  court  for  irregularity  (Codrington  v.  Lloyd,  8  Ad. 

449). 

Wli'-ro  the  deA.  justifies  the  imprisonment  under  a  commitment,  as  magis- 
trate, for  a  bailable  offence,  in  consequence  of  an  information  upon  oath,  the 
ph.,  under  the  general  replication,  de  ur/urid,  cannot  give  in  evidence  a  lender 
and  refusal  of  bail,  but  ought  to  reply  that  matter  specially  (Sayal  v.  Rocb- 
ford,  1  Bast;  2  Bl.  R.  1105). 

If  an  action  be  brought  for  detaining  the  pit.  in  prison  from  such  a  day  to 
another,  and  deA.  plead,  as  to  part,  M  not  guilty,"  within  four  years,  pit.  may 
reply  that  U  was  one  continued  imprisonment,  and  so  oust  the  deA.  of  the 
benefit  of  the  statute  (Coventry  v.  Apsiey,  Salic.  4*0). 

'  Amend*.}  Where  the  deA.  pleads  that  he  has  tendered  to  the  pit.  a  certain 
sum,  being  sufficient  amends,  the  pit.  should  reply  that  he  did  not  tender  the 
sum  stated,  or  that  that  sum  was  insufficient,  and  not  that  be  did  not  tender 
amends  (Williams  v.  Price,  3  B.  6t  Ad.  696). 


Prtftdtnt*. 

Declaration  for  forcing  pit.  oat  of  a  bw»»,  tearing  bU  clothe*,  and  imprisoning  hist  in  % 
walch-huUM,  and  afterward*  taking  him  to  a  policv -office. 

(Ctmmtmermtnt  •«  ••»*,  Vol.  I,  p.  799.  Vrmar.]  For  that  the  deft*,  on  Ac.  (lit  afcy 
•/  tmpriftmmtmt,  »r  •••  aUy  •*•«(  tk»  itmt)  viih  force  and  arm*  awaullrd  th«  pit  and  iheo 
sstasd  and  Uid  hold  of  him  and  with  f  rral  (ore*  and  tio'.cnce  (In  far  tUlrmrmt  I*  awsSftV 
img  le  6U /«cf«  •/  Ikt  e»tt  Umlimg  it  m»re  */gren*fi*f  (!••  U  rutty  we*  u  »•<  «</riM»/«) 
pulled  and  dragged  him  about  and  f  aw  and  struck  lam  a  j  real  many  violent  blows  an<i 
stroke*  and  also  then  cart  pushed  tad  threw  bin  down  diver*  aUira  and  trod  and  tiam. 
plod  and  jumped  upon  him  attd  then  driffed  him  ibroufh  and  along  diver*  puaaft*  and 
east  and  threw  him  into  the  public  »lreru  and  rrnt  lore  damaged  anal  dcwtrovrd  UM 
clothe*  and  wearing  apparrl  to  wit  one  coal  one  pair  of  Mocking*  and  one  hat  of  the  pit 
of  great  value  to  wit  of  the  value  oT.£40  which  he  the  pit.  then  wore  and  wu  clothed  with 
and  alao  then  forced  and  compelled  the  pit.  to  ro  in  and  along  divert  public  ctrecta  and 
highways  to  a  police  office  and  then  imprisoned  him  and  krpt  and  detained  him  in  prison 
without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  whatsoever  for  a  long  space  of  time  to  wit  for 

the  apace  of hours  (w  days)  then  ncil  following  contrary  to  law  and  again*!  UM 

will  of  the  pit  By  mean*  of  which  aiid  several  premise*  one  of  the  knee-cap*  of  the  plu 
waa  then  put  out  and  the  pit.  waa  then  greatly  bruised  and  wounded  and  became  and  wu 
sick  sore  lame  and  disordered  and  so  remained  and  continued  fur  a  long  •;•«<-«  of  time  to 
wit  from  Ihencc  hitherto  during  all  which  lime  he  the  pit  thereby  then  •uffcred  and  un- 
derwent great  pain  and  was  hindered  and  prevented  from  performing  and  transacting  hi* 
necessary  atfair*  and  businc**  by  him  during  that  time  to  be  performed  and  transacted 
and  waa  aJao  then  greatly  eiooaed  and  injured  in  hi*  credit  and  circumstance*.  (If  fit. 
•M*  Migtd  to  pay  *»y  doctor  t  bill,  or  tutt*i*rd  any  oifirr  tpteial  damtgr,»dd  tn 
•  9trmt*ttomrH»*mr;  ttt  •«*<?,  "  AJSADLT"  It  ten  *tualto»dda  common  e»**t  [ 
ftrf*Utimfrtso«mt*t,*i**Jctprect<itKl;  •/*•  •  c***tjor  common 


28  FALSE  IMPRISONMENT, 

Vol.  I.,  p.  150.  But  now  the  declaration  should  be  confined  toone count,  unless  separate  in- 
juries can  be  proved.  Conclude  as  usual. 

Common  count  for  false  imprisonment. 

And  also  for  that  the  deft,  on  &c.  with  force  and  arms  &c.  made  another  assault  upon 
the  pit.  and  then  beat  bruised  and  ill-treated  him  the  ph.,  and  then  imprisoned  him  and 
kept  and  detained  him  in  prison  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  whatsoever  for 

a  long  time  to  wit  for  the  space  of hours  then  next  following  contrary  to  law  and 

against  the  will  of  the  pit.  (As  toother  counts,  see  obseivation,  supra). 

See  form  of  plea  of  general  issue,  pott,  "  TRESPASS." 

Pica  justifying  imprisoning  pit.  for  a  breach  of  the  peace. 

And  for  a  further  plea  in  this  behalf  (as  to  the  making  the  said  assault  upon  the  pit.  in 
the  said  declaration  mentioned  arid  imprisoning  him  and  keeping  and  detaining  him  in 

prison  for  a  pait  of  the  time  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  to  wit  for  the  space  of 

part  of  the  time  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned)  the  deft,  says  that  just  before  the  said 
time  when  &c.  to  wit  on  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid  at  \  <•.  aforesaid  the  pit.  with 
force  and  arms  &c.  made  an  assault  upon  the  deft,  and  beat  and  ill-treated  him  and  there- 
upon the  deft,  then  gave  charge  of  the  pit.  to  a  certain  peace-officer  of  our  said  lady  the 
queen  to  wit  one  A.  l>.  who  then  had  view  of  the  said  breach  of  the  peace  of  our  said  lady 
the  queen  so  committed  by  the  pit.  as  aforesaid  and  requested  the  said  peace-officer  to  take 
the  pit.  into  his  custody  and  carry  him  before  some  justice  or  justices  of  our  said  lady  the 
queen  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  to  answer  the  pre- 

mises and  to  be  examined  and  dealt  with  according  to  law  and  the  said  peace-officer  at 
such  request  of  the  deft,  and  the  deft,  in  the  aid  and  assistance  of  the  said  peace-officer 
then  gently  laid  their  hands  upon  the  pit.  in  order  to  take  and  did  then  take  the  pit.  into 
the  custody  of  such  peace-officer  and  kept  and  detained  him  so  in  custody  until  the  pit. 
afterwards  and  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be  was  carried  before  one  of  her  majesty's 
justices  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  for  examination  con- 

cerning the  premises  and  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law  and  on  that  occasion  the  pit. 
was  necessarily  and  unavoidably  imprisoned  and  kept  and  detained  in  prison  for  the  said 
space  of  time  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned  as  he  lawfully  might  for  the 
cause  aforesaid  which  are  the  same  supposed  trespasses  in  the  introductory  part  of  this 
plea  mentioned  and  whereof  the  pit.  hath  above  thereof  complained  against  him  the  deft. 
And  this  &c.  (Conclude  with  a  verification  as  post,  "PLEA.")  (Signature). 

See  other  forms  of  pleas  justifying  imprisonment  under  and  without  process,  3Ch.  PI. 
330,  et  seq. 

See  forms  of  replications,  &c.  3  Ch.  PI.  490,  ft  seq. 


Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

Proof  of  Imprisonment.]  The  R.  G.  H.  T.  4,  have  introduced  no  altera- 
tion in  the  effect  of  the  pleadings  in  action  to  the  person.  Under  the  general 
issue  the  pit.  must  prove  the  fact  of  imprisonment,  and  the  special  damage 
if  any.  Every  restraint  on  the  person  imposed  by  another,  would  appear 
to  constitute  an  imprisonment,  though  no  actual  force  is  made ;  and,  there- 
fore, if  a  person  send  for  a  constable,  and  give  another  in  charge  for  felony, 
and  the  constable  tell  the  party  charged  that  he  must  go  with  him,  on  which 

the  other,  in  order  to  prevent  the  necessity  of  actual  force  being 
[  *^9  ]  used,  expresses  his  readiness  to  go,  and  *does  actually  go,  this  is  an 

imprisonment,  and  gives  the  party  thus  consenting  to  go,  an  action 
of  false  imprisonment  (see  Pocock  v.  Moore,  1  R.  &  M.  321).  If  an  officer 
show  his  warrant  to  the  party  charged  with  the  offence,  who  therefore  volun- 
tarily attends  the  officer  to  a  magistrate,  it  is  not  such  an  arrest  as  will  sup- 
port trespass  and  false  imprisonment  (2  N.  R.  211;  1  Esp.  431).  If  a 
person,  whose  real  name  is  William,  is  asked,  before  process  issue  against 
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him,  whether  his  name  is  not  John,  he  cannot  maintain  trespass,  for  he  shall 
not  be  allowed  to  avail  himself  "of  the  mistake  which  he  himself  occasioned,** 
per  Ld.  Ellcnborough,  3  Campb.  110;  and,  in  1  B,  &  A.  050,  where  his 
lordship  said  that  Lord  Loughborough  had  held  the  same,  and  the  old  de- 
cisions, Moo.  457,  Hard.  523,  which  supported  a  contrary  doctrine,  are 
overruled,  on  the  principle  of  tolmti  nan  jit  m/wria,  Ib.  An  unlawful  de- 
tention is  evidence  of  a  new  caption  (Cro.  Jac.  870);  and  see  post,  "  MALI- 
-  ABKBST,"  as  to  what  constitutes  an  arrest.  Every  imprisonment 
includes  an  assault  (1  R,  &  M.  321).  Most  of  the  case*  under  that  head 
are  applicable  here. 

Where  pit.,  attempting  to  pass  in  a  particular  direction,  was  obstructed  by 
deft.,  who  prevented  him  from  going  in  any  direction  but  one,  not  being  that 
in  which  he  had  endeavoured  to  pass :  held,  no  imprisonment ;  and  this, 
whether  the  ph.  had  or  had  not  a  right  to  pass  in  the  first-mentioned  direc- 
tion :  per  Patteson,  Coleridge,  and  Williams,  JJ. ;  Jiuexlitnte  Lord  Denman, 
(Bird  v.  Jones,  7  Q.  B.  742). 

Where  a  complainant  went  to  a  magistrate  for  a  warrant,  and  afterwards 
accompanied  the  constable  charged  with  the  execution  of  the  warrant,  and 
pointed  out  to  him  the  person  to  be  arrested ;  held,  that  this  was  evidence  to 
go  to  the  jury  of  a  participation  in  the  arrest  (West  v.  Small  wood,  3  M.  at 
W.  419).  Proof  must  be  given  of  circumstances  from  which  the  judge  and 
jury  may  decide  whether  there  was  or  was  not  a  restraint  or  detention  of 
the  person ;  it  will  not  suffice  for  the  witnesses  to  swear  that  they  considered 
the  pit.  was  in  custody  and  thought  he  was  under  restraint,  nor  is  it  enough 
to  show  that  the  deft.,  at  a  police-office  stood  before  the  pit.  and  said  "  You 
cannot  go  away  until  the  magistrate  comes,**  if  it  appear  that  he  relin- 
quished that  attitude,  and  went  to  another  part  of  the  office  before  the  pk. 
had  made  any  attempt  to  depart  (Cant  v.  Parsons,  0  C.  &  P.  504).  Telling 
•  policeman  to  take  charge  of  B.  is  the  same  as  idling  him  to  take  B.  into 
custody,  and  is  sufficient  to  support  the  action  (Wheeler  v.  Whiting,  0  C.  6t 
P.  M2). 

In  an  action  against  the  Governor  of  Gibraltar  it  was  proved  that  a  party 
of  soldiers,  under  the  command  of  his  military  secretary,  surrounded  the 
plt.*s  house,  and  that  whilst  a  search  was  making  in  the  adjoining  house  for 
a  Spaniard  who  was  suspected  to  be  concealed  there,  the  pit  in  attempting 
to  leave  his  house  was  prevented  from  so  doing  by  a  sentinel  placed  at  the 
door  who  compelled  him  to  return ;  that  the  deft,  had  repeatedly  expressed 
a  desire  to  apprehend  the  Spaniard ;  that  his  secretary,  being  unattached, 
could  not  employ  the.  troops  on  such  a  service  except  by  his  direction*,  and 
that  the  deft,  had  never  called  hi*  secretary  to  account  for  what  be  had 
done.  The  pit.'*  brother  also  proved  that  the  ph.  had  told  him  that  the  deft, 
expressed  to  the  ph.  his  regret  at  having  been  obliged  to  direct  the  search. 
The  deft,  offered  no  evidence:  verdict  for  pit.  field,  that  the  jury  were 
warranted  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  u.-fl.  had  ordered  the  search, 
and  that  the  act  complained  of  was  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  deft.'s 
orders  (Glynn  v.  Houston,  2  Man.  At  (J.  337  ;"  2  Sco.  N.  R.  648).  The 
plt.'s  brother,  who  was  examined  on  interrogatories,  was  asked  upon 
•cross-examination,  as  to  some  particulars  of  a  conversation,  which  [*30] 
the  pit.  hod  told  him  he,  the  ph.,  had  held  with  the  deft,  and  being 
asked  on  re-examination  to  detail  the  whole  conversation,  stated  that  the  pit. 
had  informed  him  that  the  deft,  had  expressed  his  regret  at  being  obliged  to 
direct  the  search  :  held,  that  this  evidence  was  admissible  (Ib.). 

Where  it  appeared  that  the  pit.  entered  the  deft.'*  (a  public)  bouse,  after 
the  doors  had  been  closed  for  the  night,  and  conducted  himself  with  inso- 
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lence,  upon  which  the  deft,  sent  for  a  policeman  and  charged  him  with  intent 
to  commit  felony,  upon  which  he  was  detained  in  custody  two  days,  the  court 
refused  to  set  aside  the  verdict  for  the  pit.,  because  the  deft,  was  not  justified 
in  making  such  a  charge,  or  in  saying  that  he  was  acting  in  aid  of  the  con- 
stable in  taking  the  pit.  into  custody;  he  should  have  turned  him  out  of  the 
house  (Rose  v.  Wilson,  1  Bing.  353). 

To  a  plea  that  the  pit.  was  wilfully  breaking  down  deft.'s  fences,  where- 
fore deft,  apprehended  him,  and  took  him  before  a  magistrate ;  to  which  the 
pit.  replied  that  he  broke  the  fences  in  the  bona  fide  assertion  of  a  right  of 
way;  without  this,  that  he  broke  them  wilfully,  or  for  any  other  purpose 
than  in  exercise  of  his  right  of  way.  Rejoinder  that  the  pit.  was  wilfully 
committing  damage  and  spoil  to  the  deft.'s  property:  held,  that  evidence  of 
the  existence  of  a  right  of  way  over  the  locus  in  quo  was  properly  received 
with  a  view  to  show  the  character  of  the  plt.'s  act  (Looker  v.  Holcomb,  4 
Bing.  183). 

Breach  of  Peace.]  Proof  of  annoyance  and  disturbance  by  a  person  at 
a  public  meeting,  such  as  crying,  "  hear,  hear,"  and  putting  questions  to  a 
speaker,  and  making  observations  on  his  statement,  will  not  justify  the 
chairman  in  giving  him  in  charge  to  the  police,  but  to  justify  such  a  pro- 
ceeding, it  must  be  shown  that  what  was  done  amounted  to'a  breach  of  the 
peace  (Wooding  v.  Oxley,  9  C.  &  P.  1). 

Trespass  and  expulsion  against  three,  with  a  count  for  imprisonment,  the 
expulsion  having  been  proved  against  the  three  defts.  the  plt.'s  counsel  went 
into  evidence  of  the  imprisonment,  but  that  appeared  to  have  been  by  one  of 
the  defts.  only:  held,  that  the  plt.'s  counsel  could  not  abandon  the  first  tres- 
pass proved  against  all  three,  and  go  on  with  the  case  as  to  the  imprison- 
ment by  the  one  deft,  only  (Tait  v.  Harris,  6  C.  &  P.  73 ;  1  Moo.  &  R. 
282).  In  trespass  against  several  defts.,  where  upon  proof  of  trespass 
affecting  different  defts.,  the  counsel  for  the  pit.  elects  to  proceed  on  the  tres- 
passes affecting  two  only  of  the  defts.,  he  cannot  afterwards  proceed  even  as 
against  those  defts.  on  other  trespasses  affecting  all  the  defts.  (Hitchen  v. 
Peale,  2  Moo.  &  R.  30). 

Where  a  declaration  which  consisted  of  one  count,  stated  an  imprison- 
ment of  the  pit.  at  a  shop,  and  at  a  station-house,  and  at  a  police-office,  and 
the  only  imprisonment  was  in  the  shop,  and  the  jury  having  found  for  the 
pit. ;  the  judge  refused  to  order  the  verdict  to  be  entered,  as  to  part  of  the 
count,  for  the  pit.,  and  as  to  the  residue  for  the  deft.  (Myers  v.  Goodchild, 
8  C.  &  P.  313). 

Damages.]  Under  the  general  issue  pit.  must  prove  the  special  damage, 
if  any  (Rose.  Ev.  476).  The  circumstances  under  which  the  imprisonment 
took  place  should  be  proved  as  fully  as  possible :  whether  pit.  was  unneces- 
sarily exposed  in  the  streets,  and,  if  arrested  on  suspicion  of  felony,  whether 
he  was  taken  before  a  magistrate,  to  be  examined  as  soon  as  possible  (Com. 
Dig.  Imprisonment,  H,  4),  or  whether  he  was  detained  after  it  was  clear  that 

he  was  *innocent,  for  what  period  of  time  he  was  detained,  and  in 
[*31]  what  manner,  whether  he  was  confined  in  an  unusual  and  unhealthy 

place,  whether  he  was  handcuffed,  and  that  he  did  not  attempt  to 
escape  (4  B.  &  C.  596).  It  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  officer  had  the 
authority,  was  near,  and  acting  in  the  arrest,  without  proving  that  he  was 
the  person  who  actually  made  the  arrest  (Cowp.  65).  The  pit.  should  be 
prepared  to  prove  his  special  damage,  as  laid :  unless  pit.  has  specially 
stated  his  damage,  with  a  per  quod,  he  will  not  be  entitled  to  adduce  evi- 
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of  it ;  therefore,  pit  cannot  give  evidence  of  having  caught  the  gaol 
fever  from  being  in  prison,  and  communicated  it  to  her  husband,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  be  died,  unless  it  is  specially  stated  in  the  declaration  as 
substantive  matter  of  injury  or  complaint  /Peak.  Ad.  Ca.  87);  or  that  pit 
had  been  stinted  in  his  allowance  of  food  during  his  confinement  (\b. ;  1 
Esp.  62,  354).  As  to  what  may  be  proved  under  the  alia  rnormtu,  and 
damages  generally  (post,  "TsBsrAss"). 

Where  the  deft,  justified  on  the  ground  that  the  pit  had  committed  a 
felony,  and  at  the  trial  abandoned  the  plea,  and  exonerated  the  pit.  from  the 
charge :  held  that  this  was  such  a  persisting  in  the  charge  contained  in  it  as 
could  be  taken  into  account  by  the  jury  in  estimating  the  damage  (Warwick 
v.  Foulkes,  12  M.  dt  W.  607). 

Admission  of  Co- Trespasser*.]     Evidence  of  an  admission  made  by  one 
of  several  defls.  in  trespass,  will  not,  it  it  true,  establish  the  others  to  be  co- 
trespassers;  but,  if  they  be  established  to  be  co-trespassers  by  other  compe- 
tent evidence,  the  declaration  of  the  one,  as  to  the  motives  and  circumstances 
of  the  trespass,  will  be  evidence  against  all  who  are  proved  to  have  combined 
together  for  the  common  object  (per  Lord  Bllenborough,  II  East,  585).     If 
three  defls.  have  jointly  imprisoned  the  pit,  the  declaration  of  one  of  tbr 
defts.,  made  tome  weeks  afterwards,  in  the  absence  of  the  others,  tending  * 
•how  that  the  imprisonment  arose  from  malice,  is  admissible  evidence  in  • 
action  for  false  imprisonment  brought  against  all  three  (Wright  v.  Count, 
C.  Ac  P.  c.  233 ;  aee  further,  •»  " 


i.l  If  upon  the  trial  of  an  action  against  a  justice  of  At) 
mayor,  or  bailiff  of  a  city  or  town  corporate,  bead-borough,  portrrve, 
ible,  tuning-man,  churchwarden,  or  overseer  of  the  poor,  and  **»r 
ties,  die.  (tee  21  Jac.  1.  c.  123,  and  42  Geo.  111.  c.  80),  the  pit-bait 
not  prove  that  the  trespass  was  committed  within  the  county  where*  the 
action,  dec.,  is  laid ;  then  the  jury  shall  find  the  deft.,  without  regard  o  the 
pit's  evidence,  not  guilty. 

Whan  the  action  is  brought  against  a  constable,  bead  borough,  f  other 
officer,  or  against  any  person  acting  by  bis  order,  and  in  bis  aid,  or  any 
thing  done  in  nbfli'iaooe  to  any  warrant  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  .ny  jut* 
lice  of  the  peace,  the  pit.  must  prove  that  a  demand  had  been  mae  or  left 
at  the  usual  place  of  abode  of  such  constable,  die,  by  himself,  <r  by  his 
attorney,  in  writing,  signed  by  himself  of  \\»  perusal  and  copy  of  men  war* 
rant,  and  the  tamo  has  been  refused  or  negUcted  for  six  days  ifter  such 
demand  (24  Goo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  6);  in  which  case  the  ju«tice  of  tHe  peace 
need  not  be  joined  in  the  action.  A  duplicate  original  demand  it  tufficient 
evidence  (Jory  v.  Orchard,  2  B.  dc  I*.  30).  B««t  all  difficulty  would  be 
avoided  by  giving  a  notice  to  produce  Mb.),  per  Rookc,  J.),  and  Buller,  J., 
held,  that  a  demand  signed  by  the  pit.  *  attorney  is  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  (Ib.) ;  sed  quart,  for  the  word*  are  very  explicit  On  a  demand  by 
the  pit's  agent  for  a  perusal  and  •copy  of  the  warrant,  d«rt*.  gave 
a  copy,  and  said  the  original  was  in  the  hands  of  tho  gaoler.  Tito  [  *32  ] 
agent  said  he  knew  that,  and  made  no  objection  to  th»  tender  of  a 
copy.  The  gaoler  in  fact  always  kept  such  worrafl's.  Held,  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  demand  under  the  above  siaute  (Atkins  v.  Kilby,  11 
Ad.  dt  E.  777).  Where  the  warrant  commands  ihc  taking  of  the  goods  of 
A.,  and  those  of  B.  be  taken :  held,  that  the  magistrate  was  not  responsible, 
and  that  then;  was  not  any  necessity  for  demanding  a  copy  of  the  warrant 
(Parton  v.  Williams,  2  B.  &  A.  330).  A  demand  need  not  be  made  when 
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the  officer  does  not  act  within  his  jurisdiction  in  obedience  to  the  warrant 
(Gladwell  v.  Blake,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  645). 

If  the  action  be  brought  against  a  magistrate  for  any  thing  done  in  his 
office  of  justice,  or  against  any  other  person  who  is  entitled  to  a  notice  of 
action,  the  service  of  the  notice  of  action  within  the  proper  time  must  be 
proved  (see  p.  7 ;  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s  3) ;  that  is,  one  calendar  month  at 
least  before  action  brought  (5  &  6  Viet.  c.  97,  s.  4),  exclusive  of  the  day  of 
giving  notice,  and  the  day  of  suing  out  the  writ  (Young  v.  Higgon,  6  M.  & 
W.  49);  and  no  evidence  shall  be  given  by  the  pit.,  on  the  trial  of  any  such 
action,  of  any  cause  of  action,  except  such  as  is  contained  in  the  notice  (24 
Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  5). 

Where  a  constable  appointed  under  a  local  act  (which  gave  twenty-one 
days'  notice  before  the  bringing  of  any  action  for  any  thing  done  under  the 
act)  executed  a  warrant  under  the  powers  of  another  general  act  of  parlia- 
ment which  gave  no  such  protection,  he  was  holden  not  to  be  entitled  to 
notice  of  action  (Shatwell  v.  Hall,  10  M.  &  W.  523). 

The  pit.,  the  secretary  of  a  joint-stock  bank  in  London,  with  a  branch  at 
.,  went  with  the  cashier  to  the  latter  place,  with  a  paper  purporting  to  be 
\n  order  upon  the  party  having  charge  of  the  branch  bank  to  deliver  up  to 
hem  the  books  and  moneys  in  his  custody,  and  the  deft.,  one  of  the  directors 
thi  bank,  seeing  a  light  in  the  house  at  nn  unusual  hour  went  there,  and, 
V  being  satisfied  of  their  authority  to  act  as  they  were  doing,  gave  them 
iteharge  to  a  policeman,  who  handcuffed  them,  and  put  them  in  a  cage  for 
tonight.  In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  evidence  that  the  deft,  had  on 
'hubllowing  morning  gone  to  the  banking-house  in  London,  broken  open 
'heiesks  of  the  secretary  and  cashier,  and  abstracted  papers  for  the  pur- 
posl  it  was  suggested,  of  depriving  them  of  the  means  of  justifying  their 
conAct,  was  held  to  have  been  properly  received  (Edgell  v.  Francis,  1  Sco. 
N.  1  118;  4  Jur.  366).  The  deft,  having  called  witnesses  to  prove,  in 
mitigtion  of  damages,  that  nearly  all  the  money  in  the  bank  at  D.,  at  the 
time  c  the  transaction,  was  composed  of  his  own  balance,  the  pit.  was  per- 
mitted^ cross-examine  them  generally  as  to  the  existence  of  bill  transac- 
tions bVween  the  deft,  and  the  bank  in  London,  for  the  purpose  of  insinuat- 
ing, tha  though  the  local  balance  was  in  the  deft.'s  favour,  yet  the  general 
might  fyve  been  against  him :  held,  no  ground  for  a  new  trial.  The  jury 
gave-20tf.  damages:  held,  not  excessive  (Ib. ;  1  Sco.  N.  R.  119). 

The  o(us  of  justifying  rests  on  the  deft. ;  therefore,  in  trespass,  lor  causing 
the  pit.  b  be  apprehended  under  a  justice's  warrant :  held,  that  the  pit. 
might  maintain  the  action  without  producing  the  warrant  (Holroyd  v.  Don- 
caster,  11  Moo.  441 ;  nom.  Holroyd  v.  Lancaster,  3  Bing.  492).  Where 
the  first  zoiint  of  a  declaration  stated,  that  the  deft,  assaulted  and  imprisoned 
the  pit.,  and  during  such  imprisonment  struck,  pulled,  and  pushed  him 
about:  and  the  deft,  pleaded,  that  he  arrested  the  pit.  under  process,  and 
that  the  latter,  whilst  in  custody,  having  conducted  himself  in  a  violent 
manner,  *the  deft,  necessarily,  and  to  prevent  his  escape,  struck, 
[  *33  ]  &c. :  held,  that  the  second  count  of  the  declaration  (which  omitted 
the  battery  having  been  justified  by  proof  of  the  writ,  warrant,  and 
arrest  under  them,  the  pit.,  although  one  assault  only  was  proved,  was  still 
entitled  to  judgment,  having  proved  the  trespasses  as  laid  in  the  first  count 
(Phillips  v.  Howgate,  5  B.  &  A.  220). 

Where  a  declaration  for  false  imprisonment  against  A.  and  B.  contained 
two  counts,  to  both  of  which  the  defts.  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  justified  the 
first  under  mesne  process ;  A.,  as  the  pit.  in  that  action,  and  B.  as  the  bai- 
liff: and  the  ph.,  by  a  new  assignment,  admitting  the  arrest  to  be  lawful, 
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replied  that  B.,  with  the  consent  or  A.,  voluntarily  released  him,  and  that 
they  afterwards  imprisoned  him  for  the  time  mentioned  in  the  first  count  ; 
the  pit.  having  (ailed  in  proving  the  new  assignment,  by  not  showing  the 
consent  of  A.,  shall  not  be  permitted  to  prove  the  same  trespass  against  B. 
under  the  other  count  (Atkinson  v.  Matteson,  2  T.  R.  172). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

The  deft,  may  call  witnesses,  under  the  plea  of  the  general  issue,  to  prove 
that  be  did  not  imprison  or  assault  pit.  Where  there  is  any  question  as  to 
the  identity  of  the  deft.,  be  may  prove  that  be  was  not  present  at  the  time, 
or  that  it  was  done  by  another  person,  ore.  He  may  also  show  that  no 
actual  imprisonment  took  place,  as  where  the  party  attended  of  his  own  ac- 
cord (ante,  p.  29).  Under  a  special  plea,  the  deft,  must  be  prepared  to 
prove  all  the  facts  put  in  issue.  As  to  evidence  in  justification  by  sheriff*, 
constables,  officers,  justices  of  the  peace,  4tc.,  see  ante,  pp.  8,  31,  and  also 
those  titles.  In  an  action  against  a  private  person,  who  justifies  imprisoning 
pit.  by  delivering  him  to  a  constable  on  suspicion  of  felony,  he  must  prove 
the  circumstances  as  stated  in  his  plea,  snowing  the  grounds  for  suspicion  ; 
and  he  should  prove  a  felony,  as  stated  in  the  plea,  had  been  committed 
(Mir,  pp.  11,  15,  21  ;  2  Sclw.  N.  P.  890).  If  be  justify  that  he  himself 
imprisoned  pit,  be  must  prove  pit.  committed  the  felony,  (Ib.)  ;  and,  in  such 
case,  proof  of  mere  suspicion  will  not  bar  the  action,  though  it  may  go  in 
mitigation  of  damages  (Adams  v.  Moore,  S  8elw.  N.  P.  890).  A  private 
person  may  prevent  the  perpetration  of  a  /Many;  therefore,  he  may  impri- 
•on  a  husband  to  prevent  his  murdering  his  wife  (liandcock  v.  Baker,  2 
B.  At  P.  260).  So,  if  two  persons  are  fighting,  and  there  is  reason  to  fear 
that  one  of  them  wul  be  killed  by  the  other,  it  is  lawful  to  part  and  impri. 
son  them,  till  their  anger  is  cooUd  (9  Rot  Abr.  559).  See  further,  pott, 


Under  General  laue  by  Statute].  Where  a  party  merely  acts  in  the  aid 
and  assistance  of  an  officer,  he  may  defend  under  the  general  issue  (9 
Campb.  257);  but  not  if  be  act  as  the  prime  mover  and  principal  in  the 
transaction  (2  Stark.  445;  Holt,  N.  P.  478);  and  a  private  pemon  who 
makes  the  charge  and  puts  the  constable  in  motion,  cannot  justify  under 
the  general  issue,  he  must  plead  the  special  circumstances  by  way  of  justi- 
fication (Ib.  478). 

If  after  demand  and  compliance  by  showing  to  the  party  the  warrant  of 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  permitting  him  to  take  a  copy  thereof,  an  action 
be  brought  against  a  constable  for  anything  done  under  it,  without  making 
the  justice  of  the  peace  who  signed  the  warrant  a  deft.,  then  on  producing 
and  proving  such  warrant  at  the  trial  of  such  action,  the  jury  shall  give 
their  verdict  for  the  deft,  notwithstanding  any  defect  of  jurisdiction  in  such 
justice  ;  and  if  the  action  be  joint  against  the  constable  and  such  justice, 
then,  *on  proof  of  such  warrant,  the  jury  shall  find  for  the  consta- 
ble, Ace.,  notwithstanding  any  such  defect  of  jurisdiction  as  aforesaid  [*34] 
(24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  6).  The  officer  must  prove  that  he  acted  in 
obedience  to  the  warrant,  and  where  the  justice  of  the  peace  cannot  be 
liable,  the  officer  is  not  within  the  protection  of  the  statute  (Money  v. 
Leach,  3  Burr.  i768;  Wilton  v.  Green,  5  Bast,  233;  Bell  v.  Oakley,  2  M. 
At  S.  259). 

In  trespass  for  false  imprisonment  on  a  criminal  charge  the  deft,  cannot 
cross-examine  as  to  the  bad  character  of  the  pit,  nor  as  to  previous  charges 
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made  against  him  (Downing  v.  Butcher,  2  Moo.  &  R.  374).  Where  the 
pit.  declared  for  giving  him  in  charge  to  a  policeman,  the  deft,  may,  in 
mitigation  of  damages,  show  that  the  pit.  had  for  several  days  been  in 
the  habit  of  going  after  him,  and  annoying  him  (Thomas  v.  Powell,  7  C. 
&  P.  807). 

A.  went  to  the  house  of  B.  to  demand  a  debt,  which  B.  said  he  could  not 
pay,  angry  words  passed,  and  B.  told  A.  to  leave  his  house,  which  he  re- 
fused to  do  unless  he  was  paid,  whereupon  B.  sent  for  a  police-officer,  and 
had  him  locked  up  in  the  watchhouse :  held,  that  if  A.  had  been  making 
a  disturbance  B.  would  have  been  justified  in  turning  him  out  of  the  house, 
but  not  in  imprisoning  him  (Green  v.  Bartram,  4  C.  &  P.  308;  see  Rose 
v.  Wilson,  1  Bing.  353 ;  see  Timothy  v.  Simpson,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  757;  ante, 
p.  14). 

Where  there  is  a  series  of  matters  complained  of  in  trespass,  and  the 
plea  amounts  to  a  justification  of  all,  in  order  to  entitle  the  deft,  to  a  ver- 
dict, he  must  make  out  all  the  material  allegations  in  the  plea;  therefore 
where  the  declaration  complained  of  an  assault,  putting  the  pit.  out  of  a 
shop  and  imprisoning  him  in  custody  of  a  police-officer,  and  the  plea  was 
molliter  manus,  &c.,  and  a  justification  of  the  imprisonment,  because  the 
pit.  had  assaulted  ihe  deft,  and  the  assault  was  not  proved.  Held,  that 
although,  without  it,  the  first  part  of  the  plea  was  sustainable,  yet  being  a 
material  allegation  to  maintain  the  plea,  as  to  the  imprisonment,  it  was  ne- 
cessary to  prove  it  to  entitle  the  deft,  to  a  verdict  (Reece  v.  Taylor,  4  Nev. 
&  M.  471 :  see  Timothy  v.  Simpson,  5  C.  M.  &  R.  757). 

Arresting  without  Warrant.']  The  deft,  justified  on  the  ground  that  the 
pit.  had  been  his  lodger,  and  after  she  had  left  her  apartments,  he  discovered 
that  some  feathers  had  been  missing  from  a  bed  which  she  had  occupied,  and 
he  suspecting  her  to  have  stolen  them  had  her  apprehended.  The  deft,  took 
a.  policeman  at  night  to  the  plt.'s  new  lodging  a  few  days  after  she  had  left 
his  house,  and  had  her  apprehended  and  taken  to  a  station-house,  the  next 
day,  on  examination  before  a  magistrate,  she  was  discharged.  Held,  that 
as  the  deft,  had  taken  the  law  into  his  own  hands,  and  not  adopted,  as  a 
prudent  person  would  have  done  under  such  circumstances,  the  cautious 
course  of  having  a  previous  investigation  before  a  magistrate,  and  obtaining 
a  warrant  from  him,  it  was  incumbent  upon  him  to  make  out  to  the  entire 
satisfaction  of  the  jury,  not  only  that  a  felony  had  been  committed,  but  that 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  were  such  that  they,  or  any  reasonable  person, 
acting  without  passion  or  prejudice,  would  fairly  have  suspected  the  pit.  of 
being  the  person  who  had  committed  it  (Allen  v.  Wright,  8  C.  &  P.  522). 
Where  the  deft,  had  pleaded  that  the  pit.  had  stolen  feathers  from  a  bed  in 
a  room  let  to  him  by  the  deft.,  for  which  he  gave  the  pit.  in  custody  of  a 
policeman ;  who,  because  the  pit.  resisted,  beat  him  and  took  him  to  a  sta- 
tion. There  was  no  evidence  of  any  resistance  by  the  pit.,  nor  blow  given 
by  the  policeman.  Held,  that  on  proof  of  the  other  allegation  the  plea  was 
substantially  made  out  (Atkinson  v.  Warne,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  827;  3  Dowl. 

483).  In  trespass  for  causing  the  *plt.  to  be  taken  to  a  police  station- 
[*35]  house,  if  it  appear  that  the  going  proceeded  originally  from  the  plt.'s 

own  will,  the  deft,  will  be  entitled  to  a  verdict,  on  eilher  not  guilty, 
or  leave  and  license  pleaded;  but  the  pit.  will  not  be  deprived  of  his  right 
to  recover  damages,  if  it  appear  that,  being  acted  upon  by  the  deft.'s  having 
made  a  charge  of  felony  against  him  in  the  presence  of  a  policeman,  he 
went  voluntarily  with  the  policeman  to  the  station-house  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  the  charge  (Peters  v.  Stanway,  6  C.  &  P.  737).  Where  it  ap- 
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peared  that  the  deft,  had  seen  two  young  men  steal  some  boots  from  a  boot- 
maker's  window  and  run  off,  and  that  the  deft,  followed  and  pointed  out  the 
pit.  as  one  of  the  young  men  to  a  policeman,  who  took  the  ph.  into  custody, 
and  the  deft,  did  not  give  any  charge  to  the  policeman ;  the  jury  (bund 
for  the  pit.  and  the  court  refused  a  new  trial  (Hudson  v.  Howard,  1  Jur 
058). 

Where  several  are  charged  in  trespass  for  assault  and  imprisonment,  and 
the  assault  and  part  of  the  imnrisoomcnr,  were  committed  before  one  of  the 
defts.  (a  watchhouso  keeper)  was  at  all  concerned  ia  the  transaction,  that 
deft,  must  be  acquitted,  in  order  to  enable  the  pit.  to  give  evidence  of  the 
whole  fads,  or  else  the  evidence  must  be  confined  to  those  which  took  place 
after  the  deft,  became  implicated  (Aaron  y.  Alexander,  3  Camp.  M). 

Where  the  deft.  justiA.-d  under  1  Geo.  IV.  c.  56  (Petty  Trespass  Act),  as 
the  owner  of  land  on  which  the  ph.  was  trespassing:  law,  that  to  make  out 
his  justification,  he  must  give  positive  proof  of  actual  damage  being  done,  so 
as  to  entitle  the  jury  to  decide  upon  the  quantum  of  it,  and  that  the  jury  were 
not  to  presume  damage  from  the  mere  (act  of  a  trespass  being  committed 
(Butler  v.  Tarby,  2  C.  At  P.  565).  The  above  act  is  repealed  by  7  At  8 
Qeo.  IV.  c.  37  ;  but  Sem'Jf,  the  principle  of  this  decision  will  apply  to  the 
latter  act  (Ib.). 

In  trespass  against  a  private  individual  lor  giving  the  pit.  into  custody  on 
a  charge  of  felony,  reasonable  and  probable  cause  of  suspicion  is  good  evi- 
dence in  mitigation  of  damages  under  a  plea  of  not  guilty  (Perkins  v.  Vang, 
han,  6  Jur.  1 1 14).  A  bill  or  exchange  purporting  to  be  accepted  by  A.  R, 
was  presented  to  him  by  the  delU,  upon  which  be  said  the  aooaaiaaoi  bad 
keen  forged  by  the  ph.  The  deft,  and  the  pit,  in  company  with  a  police- 
rnan,  subsequently  called  upon  A.  R,  and  the  deft,  asked  him  to  repeat  the 
charge,  which,  after  some  conversation  with  the  pit.  lie  would  not  do.  The 
pit.  then  brought  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  to  which  the  deft,  pleaded 
not  guilty,  and  the  facts.  At  the  trial,  A.  B.  was  pot  called  by  the  deft,, 
but  the  conversation  was  given  ia  evidence.  The  jury  found  for  the  deft. 
generally.  HHd.on  motion  for  a  new  trial  that  the  conversion  was  rightly 
received  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  m  gttta,  and  also  would  have  been  under 
the  general  i**ue  in  mitigation  of  damages  (bad  the  verdict  been  for  the  pit.) 
although  malice  was  not  the  gist  of  such  an  action  (Ib.). 

The  deft.  pU-adcd  that  his  goods  had  been  stolen,  thai  he  suspected  the  pit. 
of  the  felony,  and  gave  her  into  custody ;  stating  several  grounds  of  suspi- 
cion. The  pit.  called  a  policeman  to  prove  that  the  deft,  directed  him  to  take 
the  pit.  into  custody ;  who  on  his  cross-examination  said  that,  at  th*  same  time, 
and  in  the  presence  of  ih  •  pit.,  the  deft,  stated  that  the  good*  had  been  Union, 
and  also  slated  some  of  the  grounds  of  suspicion  mentioned  in  the  plea. 
Held,  that  this  was  evidence  for  the  jury  to  consider,  and  from  which  they 
might  find  that  the  felony  had  been  committed,  and  that  the  dell,  had  good 
cause  to  suspect  the  ph.,  if  this  evidence  MII-II-  «1  them  that  the  facts  really 
were  so.  Held,  also,  that  although  in  tins  pica  the  deft,  ought  to 
set  out  his  grounds  of  suspicion,  yet  that  *he  would  be  entitled  to  a  [  *36  ] 
verdict  without  a  proof  of  (he  whole  of  them,  if  he  proved  that  a 
felony  was  in  fact  committed,  and  proved  si  nvich  of  the  grounds  of  sus- 
picion as  satisfied  the  jury  that  ho  had  reasonable  cause  to  *u«pect  the  pit. 
(Williams  v.  Crosswcll,  2*C.  A:  K.  4:W,  Erie). 

On  the  trial  for  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  on  a  charge  of  felony,  if 
the  plt.'s  counsel  ask  his  witness  what  was  said  by  the  deft,  when  the  parties, 
were  before  the  magistrate,  the  defl.'s  counsel  may  ask,  on  cross-examina* 
tion,  what  was  said  by  the  magistrate  (Richards  v.  Turner,  1  C.  Ac  M.  414). 
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Where  a  plea  of  justification  of  an  imprisonment  on  a  charge  of  felony 
states  that  the  pit.  committed  the  felony,  the  jury  must  try  that  question  in 
the  same  way  ns  if  they  were  sitting  in  a  criminal  court  trying  the  pit.  for 
the  offence  itself;  and  if  a  witness,  who  admits  that  he  stole  similar  property 
at  the  same  time,  be  called  to  sustain  the  plea,  though  he  is  not  exactly  in  the 
situation  of  an  accomplice,  yet  it  seems  that  his  testimony  ought  to  receive 
some  confirmation  (Richards  v.  Turner,  1  C.  &  M.  414). 

Where  the  writ  in  the  original  action  authorized  the  arrest  of  the  pit.  by 
the  name  of  F.  F.,  his  real  name  being  F.  W.  F.,  and  in  which  he  sued;  it 
was  held  that  the  plea  of  justification  was  supported  by  the  production  of  the 
writ,  and  of  evidence  of  the  identity  of  F.  F.  and  F.  W.  F.,  and  that  the 
issue  of  the  identity  of  the  pit.  and  the  deft,  in  the  former  action,  was  suf- 
ficiently raised  by  the  plea  without  any  averment,  that  the  pit.  was  known 
by  one  name  as  well  as  the  other  (Fisher  v.  Magnay,  3  Dowl.  N.  S.  40). 

Where,  in  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  sergeant-at-arms  of  the  House 
of  Commons,  for  forcibly,  and  with  the  assistance  of  armed  soldiers,  break- 
ing into  the  messuage  of  the  pit.  (the  outer  door  being  shut  and  fastened), 
and  arresting  him  there,  the  deft,  justified  under  a  speaker's  warrant,  to  which 
there  was  a  new  assignment  of  excess  in  using  military  force:  held,  that  evi- 
dence of  acts  of  violence  of  the  mob  committed  in  parts  adjacent,  though  out 
of  view  and  hearing  of  the  pit.  in  his  house,  if  they  appear  to  be  connected 
with  the  same  purpose  as  actuated  those  about  the  plt.'s  house,  might  be  ad- 
mitted to  show  the  danger  and  difficulty  of  executing  the  warrant  without 
force  against  the  pit.  in  his  own  house,  without  the  aid  and  protection  of  the 
military  (Burdett  v.  Coleman,  14  East,  163,  183;  13  East,  27;  and  see 
Burdett  v.  Abbott,  5  D,  165 ;  14  East,  1 ;  4  Taunt.  401). 

Where,  to  an  action  of  trespass  by  the  pit.  against  four  defts.,  they  pleaded, 
first,  not  guilty;  and  secondly,  a  justification  that  they  were  acting  in  aid  of 
civil  authority,  in  executing  a  warrant;  and  also  in  dispersing  a  riotous  and 
unlawful  assembly,  at  which  the  pit.  was  present,  and  aiding  and  abetting; 
and  the  pit.  proved  that  he  was  struck  by  one  of  the  defts.  whilst  he  and 
and  the  three  others  were  acting  with  a  common  object,  as  the  members  of  a 
yeomanry  corps  of  cavalry :  held,  that  he  could  not  go  into  evidence  to  show 
that  other  individuals  were  wounded  on  the  occasion  (Bedford  v.  Birley,  3 
Stark.  76).  But  evidence  is  admissible  in  support  of  such  pleas  as  to  the 
meeting  of  a  number  of  persons  in  the  night  time,  if  expressions  were  used 
by  them  at  the  time,  tending  to  show  the  object  of  their  meeting,  and  that  it 
was  for  the  purpose  of  being  drilled,  although  it  was  not  proved  that  the  pit. 
was  one  of  the  party  (Ib.). 

So,  evidence  is  admissible  of  the  fact  that  the  drillings,  previous  to  a 
meeting  on  a  certain  day,  excited  the  alarm  of  individuals,  and  conversations 
between  strangers  going  to  a  meeting  to  be  drilled,  may  be  admitted  in  order 
to  show  the  object  of  such  meeting  (Ib.). 

*And,  a  statement  made  to  a  committee  of  magistrates  appointed 

[  *37  ]   to  provide  for  public  security,  by  a  number  of  persons  of  the  town 

of  M.,  expressing  their  apprehensions  for  the  safety  of  the  town,  is 

admissible  in  evidence  to  show  the  propriety  of  calling  in  the  military  to  act 

in  aid  of  the  civil  power  (Ib.). 

And,  a  warrant  having  been  issued  by  magistrates  at  the  time  of  a  par- 
ticular meeting  for  the  apprehension  of  several  persons  present  thereat,  evi- 
dence is  admissible  of  a  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  constables  intrusted  with 
such  a  warrant  to  execute  it,  and  of  the  grounds  of  such  refusal  (Ib.). 

And,  resolutions  passed  at  a  meeting  of  persons  held  at  a  distant  place, 
and  proved  to  have  been  proposed  and  read  by  the  person  who  presided  at 
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•ueh  particular  meeting,  and  who  also  was  present  at  a  subsequent  meeting, 
are  admissible  with  a  view  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  conspiracy,  and  the 
nature  and  object  of  the  latter  meeting  (Ib.). 

Cott».]  The  21  Jac.  1,  c.  12,  s.  4,  enacts  that  if  the  verdict  shall  pass  for 
any  J.  P.,  mayor,  or  bailiff  of  a  city,  or  town  corporate,  bead  borough,  port- 
reeve, constable,  tithingman,  churchwarden,  overseer  of  the  poor,  and  their 
deputies,  or  others  (acting  in  their  aid,  6tc.),  or  the  pit  shall  become  non- 
suit, or  suffer  any  discontinuance,  the  deft,  shall  have  double  costs  (see  42 
Geo.  III.  c.  85).  By  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  07,  s.  1,  so  much  of  any  clause  in  My 
public  local  and  personal,  or  local  and  personal,  or  acts  of  a  local  or  per- 
sonal  nature,  by  which  double  or  treble  costs,  or  any  other  than  the  usual 
costs,  between  party  and  party  are  given,  are  repealed,  and  in  lieu  thereof 
the  usual  costs  between  party  and  party  are  given,  and  no  more.  Sect.  2, 
repeals  so  much  of  any  clause  or  provision  in  any  public  act,  whether  double 
or  treble,  or  any  other  than  the  usual  costs  between  party  and  party,  are 
given,  with  a  proviso  that,  instead  of  recovering  double  or  treble  or  other 
costs,  the  parties  shall  receive  such  full  and  reasonable  indemnity,  as  to  all 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  incurred  in  and  about  any  action,  suit,  or  other 
legal  pfooBMing  as  shall  be  taxed  by  the  proper  officer  in  that  behalf,  subject 
to  be  reviewed  in  like  manner,  and  by  the  same  authority  as  any  other  taxa- 
tion of  costs  by  such  officer.  By  the  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  2,  if,  upon  issue 
joined  on  a  plea  of  lender  by  a  J.  P.,  the  jury  find  the  amends  so  tendered 
to  have  been  sufficient,  they  shall  give  a  verdict  for  the  deft,  and  in  such 
case,  or  in  case  the  pit.  shall  become  nonsuit,  or  discontinue  his  action,  or 
judgment  be  given  for  such  deft,  upon  demurrer,  such  J.  P.  shall  be  entitled 
to  the  like  costs  as  if  he  had  pleaded  the  general  issue  only;  and  if  the  jury 
find  that  no  amends  were  tendered,  or  that  the  same  were  not  sufficient,  and 
also  against  the  deft,  on  any  other  plea,  they  shall  give  a  verdict  for  the  pit., 
and  such  damages  as  they  think  proper,  which  be  shall  recover  together 
with  his  costs,  and  by  sect  3,  no  pi L  shall  recover  any  verdict  against  such 
J.  P.,  where  the  action  is  grounded  on  any  act  of  the  deft,  as  J.  P.,  unless  it 
be  proved  upon  trial  that  such  notice  was  given ;  but  in  default  thereof,  such 
J.  P.  shall  recover  a  verdict  and  costs.  If,  in  an  action  against  a  J.  P.,  and 
a  constable  nor  ing  under  his  warrant,  the  pit.  shall  obtain  a  verdict  against 
the  J.  P.,  and  the  judge  before  whom  tho  cause  shall  be  tried,  shall  in  open 
court  certify  on  the  back  of  the  record  that  the  injury  for  which  such  action 
was  wilfully  and  maliciously  committed  the  pit.  shall  be  entitled  to  have  and 
receive  double  costs  of  suit  (24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  7).  This  enactment  relates 
only  to  the  co«ts  incurred  in  the  ordinary  course  of  law  (Thomas  v.  Saunders, 
1  Ad.  At  E.  553,  per  Taunton,  J. ;  see  stat.  5  At  6  Viet  c.  97,  ••  Tretpau" 
"  Cbati." 

•If  the  damages  are  less  than  40*.  the  ph.  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover costs,  unless  the  judge  immediately  after  trial  certify  that  the  [  *38  ] 
trespass  or  grievance  was  wilful  and  malicious  (see  3  Ac  4  Viet.  c. 
24,  s.  2). 

The  43  Geo.  HI.  c.  141,  s.  2,  which  deprives  pit.  of  his  costs  of  suit 
against  a*  magistrate,  if  the  latter  prove  at  the  trial  that  ihe  pit.  was  guilty  of 
the  offence  imputed,  only  applies  to  cases  where  the  conviction  has  been 
quashed  (Rogers  v.  Jones,  5  B.  Ac  C.  400;  Gray  v.  Cookson,  16  East,  13). 

Witnrssf*.]  If  A.  imprison  B.,  and  in  continuation  of  that  imprisonment 
deliver  him  in  charge  to  C.,  who  keeps  him  in  custody,  the  acts  and  decla- 
rations of  C.  are  evidence  against  A.  (Powell  v.  Hodgcts,  2  C.  At  P.  432). 
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In  an  action  against  two,  a  witness  for  the  pit.  stated  that  one  of  the  clefts. 
had  said  before  a  magistrate  that  he  was  authorized  by  the  other  deft.,  that 
•what  one  deft,  had  said  was  not  evidence,  and  that  they  must  not  allow  it  to 
influence  their  minds,  but  it  was  not  possible  to  exclude  it  because  it  was 
evidence  against  the  deft,  who  had  uttered  it :  held,  that  the  judge's  caution 
to  the  jury  removed  all  grounds  of  complaint  as  to  the  reception  of  the  evU 
dence  (Peat  v.  Utterton,  2  Jur.  919). 

A  person  under  whom  the  deft,  justifies  may  be  rendered  a  competent 
witness  for  the  deft.,  by  indorsement  on  the  record,  under  3  &  4  Will.  IV. 
c.  42;  Creevey  v.  Bowman,  1  M.  &  R.  496;  contra  Green  v.  Warburton, 
2  M.  &  R.  105;  see  "WITNESS"). 
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FORM  OF  REMEDY,  p.  38. 

FORM  OF  PLEADINGS,  p.  39. 
Declaration,  p.  39. 
Plea,  p.  40. 

PRECEDENTS,  p.  41. 

EVIDENCE  FOR  PLAINTIFF,  p.  43. 


Form  of  Remedy. 

WHERE  the  sheriff"  makes  a  false  return,  an  action  on  the  case  lies  against 
him,  at  the  suit  of  the  person  damnified  by  such  false  return  (Com.  Dig. 
Return,  E,  2 :  Henden  v.  Evans,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  204 ;  Wintle  v.  Freeman, 
11  Ad.  &  E.  539 ;  Dalton,  190  ;  Vin.  Abr.  Return,  647  ;  see  Wylie  v.  Birch, 
4Q.  B.  566);  and  it  is  the  only  remedy  ( Anon.  Lofft.  371 ;  Goubot  v.  Downy, 
1  Cr.  &  M.  772).  No  action  can  be  maintained  unless  the  party  be  dam- 
aged (Wylie  v.  Birch  ;  4  Q.  B.  576  ;  see  Clifton  v.  Hooper,  6  Q.  B.  468); 
but  the  sheriff  is  not  liable  to  an  action  till  he  has  made  his  return  (More- 
land  v.  Leigh,  1  Stark.  388,  and  see  post,  43);  the  sheriff  is  liable  for  a  false 
return,  if  he  return  non  est  inventus,  when  he  has  or  might  have  taken  the 
deft.  (Beckford  v.  Montague,  2  Esp.  475 ;  and  see  Pitcher  v.  King,  9  Ad.  & 
E.  288  ;  Wardall  v.  Smylh,  1  Camp.  382),  though  since  the  return  he  has 
brought  an  action  on  the  judgment  and  obtained  a  judgment  thereon  (Ib.). 

If  he  return  cepi  corpus  or  paratum  haLeo,  when  he  has  taken  the  deft., 

and  let  him  go  without  bail,  he  is  liable  to  an  action,  if  the  *deft. 

[  *39  ]   he  not  in  custody,  or  bail  above  be  not  put  in  and  perfected  at  the 

return  of  the  writ  (Tidd,  Pr.  309).     But  when  the  sheriff  has  taken 

bail,  he  is  not  liable  to  an  action  upon  the  return  of  cepi  corpus  or  paratum 

hdbeo,  for  it  was  his  duty  to  take  bail ;  and  though  the  latter  part  of  the 

return  be  not  strictly  true,  yet  this,  which  was  the  ancient  return,  is  not 

altered  by  the  statute  23  Hen.  VI.  c.  9  (see  Tidd,  Pr.  310). 

If  the  deft,  resides  within  a  liberty  whose  bailiff  has  the  execution  and 

(a)  3  U.S.  Dig.  Tit.  "Sheriff,"  sub.  sec.  3,  p.  432 ;  2  Supp.  U. S.  Dig.  p.  783,  sub.  eec. 
vii.;  1  U.S.  Ann.  Dig.  443. 
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return  of  writs,  and  the  sheriff  return  that  the  bailiff  has  returned  that  the 
deft,  is  not  found  in  his  bailiwick,  if  the  return  is  false,  the  bailiff  is  liable  to 
an  action,  the  sheriff  not  being  liable  at  common  law  for  the  false  return  of 
the  bailiff  (1  Tidd.  Pr,  310). 

The  sheriff  having  arrested  a  party,  permitted  him  to  go  at  large  without 
taking  a  bail  bond,  returned  cepi  corpus,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the 
rule  to  bring  in  the  body,  put  in  bail,  held,  be  was  not  liable  to  an  action  for 
a  false  return  (Pariente  v.  Plumbtree,  2  B.  Ai  P.  35). 

Where  A.  delivered  a  Ji.  fa.  to  the  sheriff,  with  instructions  to  execute 
it,  and  afterwards  gave  notice  not  to  execute  until  further  notice,  and 
the  pit.  delivered  a  JL  fa.  to  be  executed  immediately,  and  the  sheriff  told 
and  paid  the  money*  to  A.,  and  returned  nulla  Uma  to  plt.'s  writ,  the  pit., 
in  an  action  for  false  return,  was  held  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  levied, 
on  the  ground  that  the  first  was  not  then  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  to  be 
executed  (Hunt  v.  Hooper,  12  M.  &  W.  664). 

An  executor  may  maintain  case  for  a  false  return  to  final  process  (WiU 
Hams  v.  Carey,  4  Mod.  403 ;  12  Mod.  71).  It  seems  a  corporation  may  be 
sued  for  a  false  return  (Yarborough  v.  England  (Bank  of),  16  East,  7). 
As  to  when  the  late  or  present  sheriff  is  liable,  tee  Harrison  v.  Paynter,  6 
M.  Ac  W.  397  ;  "  ESCAPB  ON  Mrsra  Piocns.** 

No  action  lies  against  a  sheriff  for  a  false  return  of  *u/&s  oona  by  his  bail, 
iff  to  a  writ  of  Ji.  fa.  issued  out  of  Hi  county  court  (Pitcher  v.  King,  0  Ad. 
&  B.  288;  Brown  v.  Copley,  8  Son.  N.  R.  350).  SmiofV,  though  the 
return  bo  made  with  the  sheriff's  privity,  and  by  hi*  direction  (Clegg  v. 
Woolan,  died  1  Arch.  Pr.  657). 

When  after  a  return  to  a  ft .  fa.  that  part  only  of  the  debt  has  been  levied, 
and  that  the  debtor  has  not  goods  whereon  the  whole  can  be  levied,  the 
creditor  accepts  that  part  on  account,  he  does  not  thereby  waive  his  right  of 
action  for  a  false  return  (Holmes  v.  Clifton,  4  P.  At  D.  112  ;  10  Ad.  673, 
overruling  Beynoo  v.  Gmrnut,  1  C.  At  P.  154). 

Form  of  Pleading t. 

The  venue  is  transitory  (Griffith  v.  Walker,  1  Cr.  At  M.  772);  1  Wils. 
330).  In  the  framing  of  the  declaration  in  an  action  for  a  (also  return,  the 
judgment  and  the  writ  must  be  suited  and  proved  in  evidence,  and  a  variance, 
in  any  material  point,  between  the  allegation  and  proof,  will  be  fatal.  At 
to  what  is  a  variance,  see  ante,  pp.  10G7,  1073). 

Declaration.]  In  an  action  for  a  false  return  to  a  as.  «a.  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  aver  in  the  declaration  that  the  sheriff  had  notice  from  the  pit  that 
thfl  deft,  was  within  his  bailiwick,  so  that  be  might  arrest  him  (llercford 
(Dean  of)  v.  Macnamara,  5  D.  At  R.  05). 

Where  the  declaration  for  a  false  return  to  a  Ji.  fa.  alleged,  that  from  the 
day  of  the  delivery  of  the  writ,  until,  and  at  and  after  the  return  thereof,  he 
was  sheriff  of  the  county  of  K.,  and  the  writ  appeared  to  have  been  returna- 
ble on  the  12lh  of  July,  and  the  deft.'s  shrievalty  expired  on  the  7th  of  that 
month:  held,  no  variance,  as  'it  was  immaterial  to  allege  in  the 
declaration,  that  the  deft,  was  sheriff  of  the  county  at  the  return  [  *40  ] 
of  the  writ  (Jervis  v.  Sidney,  3  D.  &  R.  483).  The  declaration 
stated,  that  the  pit.,  by  judgment  of  the  court  recovered  39/  10*.,  adjudged 
to  him  for  his  damages  by  him  sustained,  as  well  by  occasion  of  the  not 
performing  the  several  promises,  as  for  his  costs,  dec.,  concluding  proutpaUt 
per  recorditm.  Upon  production  of  the  judgment  it  appeared  that  a  remitU- 
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tur  had  been  entered  as  to  all  the  counts  in  the  declaration,  except  the  first, 
and  that  the  damages  were  awarded  for  the  not  performing  the  promise  in 
that  count  mentioned  only  :  held,  a  fatal  variance  (Edwards  v.  Lucas,  5  B. 
&  C.  339). 

It  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to  the  record  of  the  judgment  (Stoddart  v. 
Palmer,  3  B.  &  C.  2) ;  declaration  for  a  false  return  to  a  fi.  fa.  against  the 
goods  of  R.  and  J.  S.,  alleging,  that  "although  R.  and  J.  S.  had  goods,  &c., 
within  his  bailiwick,  &c. ;  yet,  deft.  &c."  This  allegation  is  sustained 
though  pit.  do  not  prove  that  J.  S.  had  any  goods,  for  it  is  severable  that 
both  or  either  of  them  had  goods  (Jones  v.  Clayton,  4  M.  &  S.  349)  ;  there- 
fore their  declaration  stated,  that  the  pit.  in  T.  T.  2  Geo.  IV.  by  judgment 
recovered,  &c.  "as  appears  by  the  record,"  and  proof  was  of  a  judgment  in 
E.  T.  3  Geo.  IV.,  held  no  variance,  for  the  above  averment  was  surplusage, 
and  might  be  rejected,  inasmuch  as  the  judgment  was  not  the  foundation  of, 
but  mere  inducement  to  the  action  (Ib.).  So,  where  the  declaration  bore 
date  13th  July,  1837,  Victoria  having  acceded  to  the  throne;  and  alleged 
the  recovery  of  a  judgment  of  K.  B.,  in  the  seventh  year,  &c.  of  the  late 
king,  as  appeared  by  the  record,  "  still  remaining  in  the  said  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself:"  on  motion,  for  judgment,  on 
production  of  the  record,  held,  no  variance  (Lewis  v.  Alcock,  6  Dowl.  78). 

If  the  declaration  state  the  deft,  to  be  indebted  to  the  pit.  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  he  must  strictly  prove  that  the  cause  of  action  was  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered  (Parker  v.  London  (Sheriffs),  2  Esp.  477,  n.)  An  aver- 
ment that  two  persons,  named  A.  and  B.,  became  bail  at  the  request  of  the 
sheriff,  is  proved  by  showing  that  they  became  bail  at  the  request  of  his 
officer,  in  order  to  prevent  the  sheriff  from  being  fined  (Evans  v.  Sweet,  1 
C.  &  P.  277). 

Plea.]     To  a  count  for  a  false  return  to  a  Ji.  fa.  on  a  judgment  on  the 
King's  Bench  against  B.,  the  sheriff  pleaded  that  after  the  suing  out  of  the 
said  writ,  and  after  the  said  return,  the  pit.  sued  B.  in  the  King's  Bench  on 
the  said   judgment,  and  recovered  judgment  thereon,   which  still  remained 
in  force,  by  means  of  which  premises  the  said  judgment  in  the  said  court 
mentioned  became  merged,  and  satisfied,  theji.fa.  abandoned,  and  the  deft, 
discharged :  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  (Pitcher 
v.  King,  9  Ad.  &  E.  288  ;  2  Jur.  1014).     A  special  plea  showing  payment 
by  the  sheriff  of  the  proceeds  of  the  execution,  either  in  discharge  of  rent  or 
of  a  prior  writ,  is  bad  (Drewe  v.  Lainson,  11  Ad.  &  E.  537  ;  see  Heenan  v. 
Evans,  4  Sco.  N.  R.  2  ;  3  Man.  &  G.  398).     Where  the  pit.  alleged  the 
delivery  of  a  writ  of  Ji.  fa.   at  the  suit  of  pit.  against  D.,  indorsed  to  levy, 
&c.,  by  virtue  of  which  writ  the  sheriff  seized  D.'s  goods  of  the  value  of  the 
moneys  so  indorsed  and  directed  to  be  levied  as  aforesaid,  and  then  levied 
the  same  thereout:  held,  that  this  last  allegation  meant  that  the  sheriff  had 
sold  under  the  plt.'s  writ,  and  that  he  had  the  proceeds  in  his  hands  for  the 
purpose  of  handing  over  to  the  pit. :  held,  also,  that  if  at  the  time  of  executing 
the  plt.'s  writ  the  sheriff  had  in  his  office  a  prior  writ  of  Ji.  fa.,  and  had 
paid  the  proceeds  of  the  execution  to  the  creditor  on  the  prior  writ,  his  plea 
should  have  traversed  *lhe  allegation  that  he  had  levied  under  the 
[  *41  ]    plt.'s  writ,  and  that  having  set  out  the  above  facts  specially,  with 
a  verification,  the  plea   was  bad  on   special  demurrer,  as  being 
argumentative  (Drewe  v.  Lainson,  11  Ad.  &  E.  529).     The  pit.  sued  out  a 
writ  oftestatum  Ji.  fa.  against  the  goods  of  J.  R.,  in  July,  1840,  the  sheriff's 
officer  took  possession  of  the  goods  under  this  writ,  and  a  sale  of  all  J.  R.'s 
effects  was  made  in  July,  1840,  but  the  officer  held  a  writ  of  Ji.  fa.  against 
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those  goods  indorsed  for  an  amount,  which,  together  with  the  landlord's 
rent,  exceeded  the  sum  realized  by  the  sale;  this  suit  was  of  a  date  prior  to 
that  of  the  plt.'s :  under  these  circumstances  the  officer  paid  the  money  to  the 
exigency  of  the  prior  writ,  and  the  pit.  took  nothing.  In  an  action  thereupon, 
brought  against  the  sheriff,  it  was  held  that  nttUa  Lo*a  would  have  been  a 
good  plea,  so  that  the  sheriff*  said  he  did  not  seize  nor  levy  under  (he  plt.'s 
writ,  that  the  word  "  nor"  was  not  disjunctive,  so  as  to  put  the  sheriff*  to  the 
proof  both  that  he  did  not  seize  and  not  levy ;  that  it  was  enough  for  him  to 
c  that  be  did  not  seize,  because  seize  is  to  be  understood  with  respect  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  case;  and,  as  applied  to  the  case  of  an  action 
against  a  sheriff*  for  a  false  return,  it  refers  only  to  such  goods  as  could  be 
levied,  and  that  the  sheriff  having  seized  and  levied  all  the  goods  according 
to  the  exigency  of  the  first  writ  could  not  seize  any  thing  under  the  second 
(Heenan  v.  Evans,  4  800.  N.  R.  2 ;  5  Jur.  1087).  The  declaration  alleged 
the  recovery  of  a  judgment  against  W.,  and  the  issuing  of  a  writ  tat.  Jl.fa. 
directed  to  tho  deft,  by  virtue  of  which  he  seized  the  goods  of  W.,  and  re- 
mained  in  possession  for  a  long  time.  Breach,  that  the  deft,  wrongfully  for- 
bore  to  sell  the  goods  from  the  13th  of  April  until  the  17th  of  May,  when  he 
returned  that  be  bad  taken,  dec.,  the  goods  of  W.,  and  falsely  returned  that 
the  goods  remained  in  bis  bands  for  want  of  buyers.  Pleas,  first,  the  deft, 
did  not  seize  or  take  in  execution  any  goods  of  VV.,  or  remain  in  possession 
under  the  writ ;  secondly,  that  the  deft,  could  not  during  the  time  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  have  sold  the  goods;  thirdly,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy 
against  W.,  by  which  the  goods  vested  in  the  official  assignee:  held,  that 
the  first  plea  was  bad  for  duplicity;  that  the  second  amounted  to  the  general 
issue,  and  that  the  third  was  an  argumentative  denial  that  the  goods  seized 
were  the  goods  of  W.  (Rowe  v.  Ames,  8  Dowl.  750 ;  6  M.  dt  W.  747). 
The  declaration  stated  that  the  deft,  seized  and  took  in  execution  divers 
goods,  die,,  and  levied  the  value,  dec.,  thereout :  held,  that  the  traverse  that 
the  defts.  did  not  seize  or  take  and  levy  thereout,  was  too  Urge,  and  that  it 
ouj?ht  to  have  been  in  the  disjunctive  (Stubbs  v.  Lainson,  1  M.  dt  W.  728 ; 
5  Dowl.  162).  It  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff*  in  executing  a  /.  fa.  to  possess 
himself  of  all  the  goods  of  the  debtor  within  bis  bailiwick,  or  of  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  execution,  and  therefore  to  an  action  for  a  false  return  that  the 
goods  remained  in  the  sherifTs  hands  for  want  of  buyers ;  a  plea  by  the 
sheriff*  that  he  seized  certain  goods  (specifying  them)  and  other  goods  of  the 
debtor  in  his  bailiwick,  and  that  while  he  was  in  possession  of  the  goods  he 
was  directed  by  the  execution  creditor  to  withdraw  from  the  possession  of  all 
the  goods  but  those  specified,  and  that  he  was  unable  to  find  buyers  for  the 
specified  goods,  which  consequently  remained  in  his  bands  for  want  of  buyers: 
held,  ill,  for  not  showing  that  he  possessed  himself  of  the  whole  of  the  deft. 'a 
•nods,  or  so  much  as  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution  (Pitcher  v.  King, 
13  Law  J.  162,Q.B.). 

See  forms  of  pleas,  3  Ch.  PI. 


•Precedent*.  [  *42  ] 

Declaration  tjmiiul  sheriff  for  a  faUe  return  of  nut  la  bona  to  a  writ  of  Jim  fmeiat. 

[Statt  tie  judgment,  ai  pott,  •*  JUDGMENT,"  and  afteruardt  proceed  <*«*;]  And  the  pit. 
farther  Mill)  that  the  Mid  judgment  being  in  full  force  and  the  uid  damage*  (or,  if  in 
debt.  My,  debt  and  damage*)  «o  recovered  a*  aforesaid  remaining  unpaid  and  unuuifted 
bo  the  Mid  A.  B.  on,  oic,  in  UM  year  of  the  rei j n  of  our  Mid  lad/  the  queen  for 


42  FALSE  RETURN. 

the  obtaining  satisfaction  thereof  sued  and  prosecuted  out  of  the  said  court  of  our  said  lady 
the  queen  before  the  queen  herself  (or,  if  in  C.  P.,  of  the  Bench  aforesaid)  at  Westminster 
aforesaid  a  certain  writ  of  our  said  lady  the  queen  called  a  fieri  fici'is  directed  lo  the 
sheriff  of  by  which  said  writ  our  said  lady  the  queen  commanded  the  said  sheriff 

that  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  E.  F.  in  his  the  said  sheriff's  bailiwick  he  should 
cause  to  be  levied  the  damages  (or,  if  in  dtbt  say,  debt  and  damages)  aforesaid  and  that 
he  should  have  that  money  before  our  said  lady  the  queen  (or,  if  in  C.  P.,  say  justices  of 
the  bench)  at  Westminster  aforesaid  on,  &c.  to  render  to  the  pit.  for  his  damages  (or  debt 
and  damages)  aforesaid  and  that  the  said  sheriff  should  have  there  then  that  writ.  Which 
said  writ  afterwards  and  before  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  said  sheriff  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned  to  wit  on  the  said  &c.  was  duly  indorsed  with  a  direction  for  him  the  said  sheriff 
to  levy  £  besides  sheriffs'  poundage  officers  fees  and  all  other  incidental  expenses 

and  which  said  writ  so  indorsed  afterwards  and  before  the  said  return  thereof  to  wit  on 
&c.  was  delivered  to  the  now  deft,  who  then  and  from  thence  until  and  at  and  after  the 

return  of  the  said  writ  was  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  S .  to  be  executed  in  due 

form  of  law.     By  virtue  of  which  said  writ  the  deft,  so  being  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of 

S •  as  aforesaid  afterwards  and  before  the  said  return  of  the  said  writ  to  wit  on,  &c., 

last  aforesaid  and  within  his  biiliwick  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid  seized  and  took  in 
execution  divers  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  E.  F.  of  great  value  lo  wit  of  the  value  of 
the  moneys  so  indorsed  on  the  said  writ  and  directed  to  be  levied  as  aforesaid  and  then 
levied  the  same  thereout  Yet  the  deft,  so  being  such  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of 

S aforesaid  not  regarding  his  duty  as  such  sheriff  but  contriving  and  wrongfully 

and  unjustly  intending  to  injure  prejudice  and  aggrieve  the  pit.  in  that  behalf  and  to  de. 
prive  him  of  the  said  moneys  so  indorsed  on  the  said  writ  and  directed  to  be  levied  as 
aforesaid  and  of  the  means  of  obtaining  the  same  had  not  the  said  money  so  levied  aa 
aforesaid  or  any  part  thereof  before  our  said  lady  the  queen  (or  before  the  justices  of  the 
bench)  at  Westminster  aforesaid  at  the  return  of  the  said  writ  according  to  the  exigency 
thereof  and  of  the  said  indorsement  so  made  thereon  as  aforesaid  but  therein  wholly 
failed  and  made  default  nor  hath  he  paid  the  said  sum  of  jC  or  any  part  thereof  to 

the  pit.  and  now  the  deft,  at  the  return  of  the  said  writ  and  after  the  said  levy  to  wit  on 
&c.  aforesaid  falsely  and  deceitfully  returned  to  the  said  court  of  our  said  lady  the  queen 
upon  the  said  writ  that  the  said  E.  F.  had  not  any  goods  or  chattels  in  his  bailiwick 
whereof  he  could  cause  to  he  levied  the  damages  (or  debt  and  damages)  aforesaid  or  any  part 
thereof  as  by  the  said  writ  and  the  return  thereof  remaining  of  record  in  the  said  court 
of  our  said  lady  the  queen  before  the  queen  herself  fully  appears.  BY  means  of  which 
said  premises  the  pit.  hath  been  and  is  greatly  injured  and  deprived  of  the  means  of  ob- 
taining the  said  moneys  so  indorsed  on  the  said  writ  and  directed  to  be  levied  as  aforesaid 
and  which  are  still  wholly  unpaid  as  aforesaid  and  is  likely  to  lose  the  same. 

Second  count,  for  not  levying,  and  false  return  ofnulla  bona.  . 

[The  same  as  the  first  count  to  the  statement  of  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  dsft.,  and 
then  proceed  as  follows:]  And  although  there  were  then  and  afterwards  and  before  the 
return  of  the  said  lust-mentioned  writ  divers  gfoods  and  chattels  of  the  said  E.  F.  within 
the  bailiwick  of  the  now  deft,  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid  whereof  the  deft,  could  and 
might  and  ought  to  have  levied  the  moneys  so  indorsed  on  the  said  last-mentioned  writ 
and  directed  to  be  levied  as  last  aforesaid  whereof  the  deft,  so  being  sheriff  as  aforesaid 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid  had  notice.  Yet  the  now  deft,  so  being  sheriff  of  the  said 

county  of  as  aforesaid  not  regarding  the  duty  of  his  office  as  such  sheriff 

[  *43  ]  *but  contriving  and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  intending  to  injure  prejudice  and 

aggrieve  the  now  pit.  in  this  behalf  and  to  deprive  him  of  the  moneys  so  in- 
dorsed on  the  said  last-mentioned  writ  and  directed  to  be  levied  as  last  aforesaid  and  of 
the  means  of  obtaining  the  same  did  not  nor  would  within  a  reasonable  term  for  that  pur- 
pose which  hath  long  since  elapsed  levy  the  moneys  last  aforesaid  or  any  part  thereof 
but  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do  and  therein  failed  and  made  default  and  at  the 
return  of  the  said  last-mentioned  writ  to  wit  on  &,c.  aforesaid  falsely  and  deceitfully 
returned  to  the  said  court  of  our  said  lady  the  queen  that  the  said  E.  F.  had  not  any 
goods  or  chattels  in  his  bailiwick  whereof  he  could  cause  to  be  levied  the  damages  (or  debt 
and  damages)  last  aforesaid  or  any  part  thereof  a-  by  the  said  last- mentioned  writ  and 
return  thereof  remaining  &c.  (Proceed  as  in  the  first  count  to  the  end). 
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Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

If  these  facts  are  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  the  pit.  must  be  prepared 
to  prove  the  judgment ;  the  writ,  indorsement  and  return ;  and  the  falsehood 
of  such  return.  As  to  the  manner  of  proving  judgment,  see  jMtf,  "  Jcoc- 
»*icrs,"  "  RECOBDS."  As  to  proof  of  the  writ;  see  «« Warn."  The  issuing 
of  process  and  lodging  it  with  sheriff  must  be  proved,  The  pit.  should  give 
in  evidence  an  examined  copy  of  the  writ  and  return. 

The  judgment  is  not  the  foundation  of,  but  mere  inducement  «o  the  action 
(Stoddart  v.  Palmer,  3  B.  Ar  C.  2 ;  but  see  Wy lie  v.  Birch,  4  Q.  B.  970, 
where  Patteson,  J.,  says  Stoddart  v.  Palmer  does  not  support  this  position). 
The  untrue  return  is  the  ground  of  action,  though  the  injury  to  the  pit. 
depends  on  the  right  to  recover  on  the  judgment  (Rose.  Ev.  017).  The  j-lt. 
need  not  prove  an  actual  levy  after  seizure  under  a  Jf. /a.  (Stubbs  v.  Laineoo, 
1  M.  Ac  W.  728). 

The  pit.  must  prove  the  falsehood  of  the  return,  thus  to  a  return  of  now 
fit  inrentut  the  plL  may  show  that  the  person  against  whom  the  sheriff  had 
the  writ  did  not  abscond,  but  continued  in  the  daily  exercise  of  his  usual 
occupation,  appeared  publicly,  and  appeared  to  any  one  who  came  to  him 
on  business  (Bcckford  v.  Montague,  2  Csp.  475).  It  is  not  sufficient  merely 
to  prove  that  the  debtor  was  within  the  deft's  bailiwick,  but  notice  to  the 
undcrsheriff  in  the  county,  or  to  the  bailiff  to  whom  the  warrant  was  directed 
must  be  shown  (Gibbon  v.  Coggan,  9  Camp.  180).  But  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  pit.  is  bound  to  give  this  notice  to  the  sheriff,  for  he  is  bound  to 
make  due  inquiries  for  the  purpose  of  finding  the  debtor  (Dyke  v.  Duke,  4 
B.  N.  C.  107 ;  see  Brown  v.  Jama,  I  at  *  W.  713). 

The  pit  on  a  traverse  of  the  allegation,  in  the  declaration  of  a  levy,  will 
support  the  issue  primt  facie,  by  proving  a  sale ;  because  as  the  traverse 
admits  a  seizure  under  the  plt.'s  writ,  any  sale  would  be  presumed  to  be 
also  under  it,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  applicable  to  it  (Drewe  v.  Lainson,  11 
Ad.  Ac  K.  538).  And  upon  this  issue  he  may  show  that  the  judgment  in 
ropcct  of  which  a  prior  writ  issued  is  fraudulent,  and  that  the  sheriff  had 
notice  of  it,  and  the  debtor's  conduct  with  reference  to  the  prior  writ  is  evi- 
dence of  fraud  (Inway  v.  Magnay,  11  M.  At  W.  207). 

So,  if  he  return  ttulla  lon-i,  pit.  may  falsify  such  return,  by  showing  that 
there  were  goods  of  the  deft.'s  on  the  premises  when  be  delivered  the  writ 
to  the  sheriff  (Bradley  v.  Wyndham,  1  Wils.  44).     Where  the  pit.  alleged 
that  the  deft,  seized  and  took  the  goods/ Ace.,  which  the  deft  tra- 
versed it  is  sufficient  primafacif  evidences  for  tbe*plt.  to  prove  that  [  Ml  ] 
the  sheriff  seized  the  goods  (Stubbs  v.  Lainson,  1  M.  Ac  W.  728). 
Where  the/,  fa.  was  against  the  goods  of  A.  and  B.,  the  pit.  must  have 
a  verdict  if  he  prove  that  cither  had  goods  (Jones  v.  Clayton,  4  M.  Ac  S. 
849). 

Under  the  plea  of  nttlla  bona,  the  deft,  may  show  tlmt  the  proceeds  of  the 
execution  are  exhausted  by  the  payment  of  the  landlord's  rent,  expenses,  and 
a  prior  execution  (Wintlc  v.  Fret-man,  11  Ad.  At  E.  539;  5  Jur.  000). 
SfmUe,  the  facts  might  bo  given  in  evidence  under  the  pica  of  not  guilty 
(Ib.,  per  Ld.  Donman),  or  at  least  under  a  traverse  of  the  seizure  (Wright 
v.  Lainson,  3  M.  &  W.  44).  The  rent  must  be  shown  to  be  due,  but  slight 
evidence  will  do  (Keightly  v.  Birch,  3  Camp.  521 ).  If  the  tenant  hold  under 
a  written  lease,  the  lease  must  be  produced  (Augustcin  v.  Challis,  1  Exch. 
•279).  If  the  sheriff  can  show  that  the  pit.  assented  to  his  withdrawing,  on 
u  claim  made  for  rent  and  taxes,  be  will  have  a  good  defence,  though  no  rent 
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or  taxes  were  due  (Stuart  v.  Whittaker,  1  R.  &  M.  310).  Where  the  de- 
claration alleged  a  levy  of  the  goods,  a  traverse  of  such  levy  will  put  in 
issue;  1.  Whether  the  goods  were  sold  at  all.  2.  Whether  they  were  sold 
under  the  plt.'s  writ.  3.  Whether  the  proceeds  were  applicable  to  the  plt.'s 
writ  (Drevve  v.  Lainson,  11  Ad.  &  E.  538).  The  insufficiency  of  the  goods 
to  satisfy  prior  claims  will  entitle  the  deft,  to  a  verdict  (Heenan  v.  Evans,  3 
Man.  &  G.  398).  Where  the  defence  is  that  the  party  against  whom  the 
writ  issued  is  become  bankrupt,  and  that  a  commission  has  issued  against 
him,  the  bankruptcy  must  be  regularly  proved  (B.  N.  P.  41 ;  see  Dowden  v. 
Fowle,  4  Camp.  38 ;  see  the  mode  of  proving  the  bankruptcy,  see  "  BANK- 
RUPTCY"). 

And,  if  the  sheriff  return  that  he  has  seized  the  goods,  which  remain  in 
his  hands  for  want  of  buyers,  where  a  price  has  been  offered  for  the  goods, 
although  not  equal  to  their  full  value,  pit.  will  recover,  on  proving  such 
fact  (Barnard  v.  Leigh,  1  Stark.  43 ;  but  see  Keightly  v.  Birch,  3  Camp. 
521). 

The  plea  of  not  guilty  admits  the  judgment.  The  writ,  the  delivery  of  it 
to  the  sheriff'  that  there  were  goods  in  his  bailiwick,  and  that  he  had  notice 
of  it.  The  only  matters  of  defence  available  under  that  plea  are  that  he 
did  not  levy  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  he  did  not  make  the  return 
alleged  (Lewis  v.  Alcock,  6  Dowl.  389).  The  declaration  charged,  that 
although  there  were  goods  of  the  debtor,  the  deft,  did  not  levy  within  a  reason- 
able time,  but  returned  nuUa  bona;  held,  on  not  guilty,  that  the  fact  of  there 
being  goods  was  not  put  in  issue,  and  that  the  deft,  therefore  could  not  show 
an  assignment  by  the  debtor  before  execution  issued  (S.  C.  3  M.  &  W.  188). 
The  breach  is  that  deft,  did  not  use  due  diligence  to  levy,  and  returned  nulta 
bona.  If  he  proved  that  he  did  not  return  nuUa  bona,  the  latter  proposition 
would  be  disproved.  If  he  did  use  due  diligence,  the  former  would  be  proved 
(Ib.  per  Parke,  B.).  And,  therefore,  the  deft,  cannot,  under  this  plea,  set  up 
the  defence  that  the  debtor  had  assigned  the  goods  to  a  third  party  (Ib.).  The 
plea  puts  in  issue  only  the  fact  of  the  sheriff  having  the  money  in  his  hands, 
and  making  the  return  alleged,  and  it  is  not  competent  to  him  under  that  plea 
to  set  up  as  a  defence  the  bankruptcy  of  the  debtor  before  the  execution  of 
the  writ  (Wright  v.  Lainson,  2  M.  &  W.  739). 

By  R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  in  actions  on  the  case,  the  plea  of  not  guilty 
shall  operate  as  a  denial  only  of  the  breach  of  duty,  or  wrongful  act  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  by  the  deft.,  and  not  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  induce- 
ment. Inducement  includes  anything  which  does  not  involve  the  special 
charge  alleged  against  the  deft.  The  breach  of  duty  alleged  is — 
[  *45  ]  1st,  his  not  having  the  money  ready;  *2dly,  his  making  such  a  re- 
turn (Ib.  748,  per  cur.).  Under  a  plea  denying  the  allegation  in  the 
declaration  that  the  deft,  seized  the  goods  of  A.  B.,  the  deft,  may  prove  the 
trading,  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  and  an  act  of  bankruptcy  before  the 
date  of  the  levy  (Wright  v.  Lainson,  3  M.  &  W.  45  ;  Rowe  v.  Ames,  6  M.  & 
W.  747).  Where  the  declaration  is  for  neglecting  to  sell,  and  falsely  return- 
ing that  the  goods  remained  unsold  for  want  of  buyers,  the  plea  of  not  guilty 
puts  in  issue  the  neglect  of  duty  (Rowe  v.  Ames,  supra). 

Where  it  was  proved  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  that  the  warrant 
on  aji.fa.  was  directed  to  three  persons  as  special  bailiffs,  that  the  plt.'s  at- 
torney was  present  at  the  time  of  executing  it,  and  ordered  one  of  the  per- 
sons to  use  the  deft,  kindly,  and  not  take  any  of  his  household  goods,  for 
that  his  landlord  would  soon  be  in  the  country,  and  pay  the  debt,  and  there- 
upon another  of  the  persons  rode  round  the  farm  and  grounds  and  said,  "  / 
seize  all  this  corn  and  cattle"  and  took  some  account  thereof,  for  the  use  of 
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the  pit ;  afterwards  the  landlord  sued  out  a  ji.  /<*.,  and  the  sheriffs  bailiffs 
not  being  in  possession  of  the  goods  under  the  former  writ,  nor  having  left 
any  body  with  them,  he  got  his  execution  executed,  and  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  he  promised  to  pay  the  pit.  It  wns  left  to  the  jury  on  this 
donee  whether  the  first  execution  was  intended  to  be  or  was  really  executed, 
and  the  jury  thought  it  was  not,  and  gave  a  verdict  for  the  she'rifi*,  which 
was  afterwards  confirmed  by  the  court  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  (Bradley 
v.  Wyndham,  1  Wils.  44;  2  Tidd,  Pr.  1044).  But  if,  after  such  a  return, 
the  deft,  become  bankrupt  on  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  before  the 
seizure,  it  is  competent  for  the  sheriff  lo  show  this  as  an  answer  to  an  action 
for  not  selling  the  goods  on  a  venditioni  erponas  (Beynon  v.  Gnrrett,  1  C. 
&  P.  154).  In  an  action  for  a  false  return  of  Hittia  btma  to  a  writ  of/./j., 
the  sheriff  cannot  give  in  evidence,  even  in  mitigation  of  damages,  that  he 
held  an  inquisition  to  inquire  whether  the  property  in  the  goods  was  in  the 
deft,  or  not  (Glossop  v.  Pole,  3  M.  &  S.  175). 

Where  the  sheriff  defends  his  return  of  mtUa  kmo,  on  the  ground  that  the 
person  against  whom  the  writ  issued  was  the  domestic  servant  of  an  ambas- 
sador of  a  foreign  state,  pit.  may  show  that  the  appointment  was  fraudulent 
and  merely  to  afford  a  ground  of  such  pretended  defence  (Dcloalle  v.  Plo» 
mer,  3  Camp.  47).  The  sheriff  cannot  go  into  circumstantial  evidence  to 
impeach  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  of  a  collateral  fraud  (Tyler  v.  Leeds 
(Duke  of),  2  Stark.  218;  ace  Inway  v.  Magnay,  11  M.  &  W.277,  per  cur.). 
As  to  whether  the  pit.  may  do  so  where  he  disputes  a  judgment  of  another 
creditor  under  an  execution  under  which  the  sheriff  had  the  goods  when 
plt.'s  writ  was  delivered  (see  Warmoll  v.  Young,  5  B.  At  C.  MO ;  Pea.  65). 
Hut  if  the  judgment  be  void,  or  clearly  and  palpably  fraudulent  it  will  be  a 
defence  (Lane  v.  Chapman,  11  Ad.  6t  E.  9M;  Penn,  v.  Scholey.  5  Esp. 
243 ;  Ilarrod  v.  Benson,  8  B.  6t  C.  219,  per  Ld.  Teodcrden ;  see  Inway  v. 
Magnay,  supra). 

If,  in  an  action  for  false  return  ofnulla  btma  to  a /./a.,  the  pit.  prove  the 
debtor  to  be  possessed  of  certain  goods,  it  is  no  defence  for  the  sheriff  to  show 
a  prior  execution  to  sn  amount  of  greater  value,  if  to  that  execution  the 
sheriff  has  also  returned  nttlta  txma ;  nor  if  the  sheriff  have  the  proceeds  of 
the  goods  in  his  bands,  can  he  defend  himself  on  the  ground  that  ihojt.fa. 
for  the  false  return  of  which  the  action  is  brought,  was  delivered  at  the  sheriffs 
office  at  a  quarter  past  six  o'clock  on  the  day  on  which  it  was  returnable 
(Towne  v.  Crowdcr,  2  C.  6c  P.  350 ;  see  Underwood  v.  Mordant,  2  Vcrn. 
230). 

Where  the  site  riff  returns  that  he  has  levied  part  only  of  the  *sum 
directed  to  be    levied  on  the  fi.  fu.t  he  may  prove  that  pit.  has    [*46] 
waived  his  right  of  action,  by  receiving  the  money  which  the  sheriff 
has  returned  to  have  been  received  by  him  (Beynon  v.  Garratt,  1  C.  At  P. 
154;  overruled  by  Holmes  v.  Clifton,  10  Ad.  &  E.  673,  ante). 

Where  the  sheriff  returns  nulLi  bona,  and  (here  is  a  recovery  again*: 
him  for  a  false  return,  it  was  considered  that  there  vests  no  property  in  the 
goods  in  him  or  the  ph.,  but  they  remain  in  the  deft.,  and  are  liable  to  a 
subsequent  execution  for  his  debt  (Underwood  v.  Mordant,  tupra  ;  but  see 
Clcgg  v.  Woolan,  MS.  1832). 

Where  it  was  proved  the  sheriffs  officer  had  frequently  an  opportunity  of 
arresting  the  deft.,  who  afterwards  absconded :  it  was  holdcn  that  the  jury 
did  right  in  assessing  the  damages  to  the  amount  of  the  whole  debt  (Powell 
v.  Hord,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1411;  Tidd  Pr.  886).  In  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  for  a  false  return  of  non  ntnt  invtnti  per  quod  the  defts.  were 
waived,  and  put  to  expense  in  reversing  the  waiver:  held,  that  the  pits,  were 
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only  entitled  to  recover  the  taxed  costs  (Jenkins  v.  Biddulph,  12  Moo.  390  ; 
4  Bing.  160).  In  Wylie  v.  Birch,  4  Q.  B.  566,  it  was  held  that  the  sheriff" 
was  not  liable  even  to  nominal  damages  for  a  false  return  where  the  pit. 
had  not  sustained  any  actual  damages  (see  Clifton  v.  Hooper,  6  Q.  B.  468). 
Evidence  that  the  original  deft,  acknowledged  the  debt  is  admissible  in  an 
action  against  the  sheriff  (Kempland  v.  Macauley,  4  T.  R.  426 ;  Dyke  v. 
Aldridge,  7  T.  R.  665;  11  East,  584  n.). 

Where  the  defence  is  that  the  goods  in  question  were  assigned  before  the 
execution,  the  pit.  in  reply  may  show  the  assignment  to  have  been  fraudulent 
(Dewey  v.  Bayntun,  6  East,  257). 

Where  the  question  is  whether  the  goods  of  the  debtor  had  passed  under 
his  bankruptcy,  the  deft,  need  not  put  in  the  deposition  of  the  petitioning 
creditor,  to  show  what  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  was,  nor  is  the  deft, 
limited  to  the  debt  only  which  is  stated  in  such  deposition  (Birt  v.  Stephen- 
son,  8  C.  &  P.  741). 

Where  the  sheriff  is  sued  for  returning  nulla  bona,  instead  of  levying  on 
certain  property  which  belonged  jointly  to  the  debtor  and  to  another,  the 
proper  measure  of  damages  is  half  the  value  of  the  goods  (Tyler  v.  Leeds 
(Duke  of),  2  Stark.  218). 

Where  the  sheriff  returns  nulla  bona,  after  having  taken  goods  as  the 
goods  of  the  deft,  in  execution,  a  person  who  claims  property  in  the  goods, 
and  who  has  taken  them  out  of  the  sheriff's  hands,  is  a  competent  witness 
in  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  a  false  return,  to  prove  the  value  of  his 
property  in  the  goods ;  as  the  sheriff  cannot,  after  a  return  of  nulla  bona, 
maintain  an  action  against  him,  being  precluded  by  his  return,  disclaiming 
all  interest  in  the  goods  (Thomas  v.  Pearce,  5  Pri.  547;  Ward  v.  Wilkin- 
son. 4  B.  &  A.  410  ;  Bland  v.  Ansley,  2  N.  R.  331).  The  assistant  to  a 
sheriff's  officer,  who  is  left  in  possession  under  an  execution,  is  a  competent 
witness  for  the  sheriff  (Clark  v.  Lucas,  1  C.  &  P.  156).  Semble,  that 
where  a  sheriff  sets  up  the  bankruptcy  of  the  debtor,  the  petitioning  cre- 
ditor is  a  competent  witness  for  the  deft.  (Wright  v.  Lainson,  2  M.  &  W. 
739). 

The  declarations  of  a  sheriff's  officer  respecting  goods  seized  by  him 
under  a  fi.  fa.,  and  in  his  possession  at  the  time,  are  evidence  against  the 
sheriff,  though  made  after  the  return  day  of  the  writ  (Jacobs  v.  Humphrey, 
2  C.  &  M.  413).  See  "  SHERIFF." 


[  *47  ]  *FEE  SIMPLE. 

See  "  EJECTMENT." 


FEME  COVERT. 
See  "  HUSBAND  AND  WIFE,"  "  ABATEMENT." 


FINE  AND  RECOVERY. 

Proof  of  J\     The  chirograph  of  a  fine  is  sufficient  evidence  of  it  (Black  v. 
Braybrook,  2  Stark.  13);  the  chirographer  being  the  person  appointed  by 
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law  for  that  purpose,  he  must  be  trusted,  as  far  as  he  acts  under  its 
authority  (B.  N.  P.  229) ;  but,  where  the  fine  is  to  be  proved  with  pro- 
clamatioos,  the  chirograph  alone  will  not  be  sufficient, — the  proclamations 
must  be  examined  with  the  roll;  the  chirographer  not  being  appointed 
to  copy  the  proclamations,  therefore  his  indorsement  on  the  back  of  the  fine 
is  not  binding  (Ib. ;  Doe  d.  Hatch  v.  Bluck,  6  Taunt.  486 ;  Waldron  v. 
Coome,  3  Taunt.  166).  The  enrolment  of  a  fine  is  established  by  the  certi- 
ficate of  its  enrolment  (1  Ph.  Ev.  362). 

By  the  chirograph  of  a  fine  the  caption  appeared  to  be  on  the  23rd  of  Oc- 
tober, 1701,  whereas  in  (act  the  fine  was  not  acknowledged  till  the  2nd  of 
March  following :  and  this  was  offered  to  be  proved,  but  the  court  refused 
to  admit  the  evidence,  being  of  opinion  that  no  proof  of  the  time  of  acknow- 
ledging a  fine  ought  to  be  admitted  contrary  to,  or  against  the  chirograph 


f,  and  that  the  record  which  was  the  chirograph  of  the  fine  could  not 


be  falsified  until  it  was  vacated  or  reversed  (Say  At  SeaJe  (Lord)  v.  Lloyd, 
in  error;  4  Bro.  P.  C.  73).  An  examined  copy  of  the  record  of  a  one 
levied  with  proclamations  it  as  good  evidence  of  the  fine  as  the  chirograph 
itself  certified  by  the  officer  (Doe  d.  Gilbert  v.  ROM,  7  M.  At  W.  103).  A 
fine  with  proclamations  was  levied  in  the  great  session!  for  the  county  of 
Denbigh.  The  proclamations  indorsed  on  the  fine  were  beaded  with  the 
words,  "  According  to  the  form  of  the  statute.**  The  2nd  proclamation  was 
stated  to  be  made  at  R.,  in  the  county  of  D.,  without  stating  that  it  was  made 
at  the  great  sessions  M  required  by  34  At  35  Hen.  VIII.  c.  26,  s.  41  :  held, 
that  this  wan  sufficient,  and  that  from  the  previous  words  the  proclamation 
must  be  understood  to  have  been  made  at  the  great  sessions  (Doe  d.  Jones 
v.  Harrison,  3  B.  d:  Ad.  764).  The  date  of  a  chirograph  of  a  fine  was  two 
days  later  than  the  day  of  the  first  proclamation,  both  days  being  in  the 
same  term,  two  other  proclamations  in  the  three  following  terms :  held  to  be 
a  good  fine  with  proclamations  (Doe  d.  Fleming  v.  Ford,  1  Ad.  At  B.  756 ; 
t  War.  Ac  M.  813). 

By  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  83,  other  officers  are  substituted  for  the  chirogra- 
pher, where  copies  are  thereby  made  as  available  as  the  others,  and  the 
records  of  fines  are  now  in  the  custody  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  (1  Ac  2 
Viet.  c.  94).    As  to  the  proof  of  Welsh  fines  (see  5  Viet.  c.  32,  s.  2 ;  Doe 
v.  Price,  16  M.  Ac.  W.  603).     Fines  and  recoveries  are  abolished 
by  3  Ac  4  Will.  IV.  c.  74 ;  see  "  EIBCMBHT").     All  fines  levied     [  *46  ] 
in  C.  P.  shall  be  conclusively  deemed  to  have  been  levied  with 
proclamations,  except  where,  at  the  passing  of  the  act,  (31st  August,  1648) 
the  land  was  enjoyed  under  a  title  inconsistent  with  such  fine  (11  At  12 
Viet.  c.  70). 


FLEET  BOOKS. 
See  "  PPBUC  DOCVHEKTS." 


FORBEARANCE. 
See  "  GUARANTEE." 
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FOREIGN  ATTACHMENT,  (a) 

Pleadings  as  to.]  The  courts  do  not,  ex  pfficio,  take  notice  of  the  custom 
of  London,  of  proceedings  by  foreign  attachment;  consequently,  the  same 
must  be  pleaded,  and  set  forth  specially  (1  Roll.  106;  Co.  Ent.  139,  6;  1 
Saund.  142  a;  1  Saund.  60,  n.;  sed  qucere,  1  Doug.  378). 

A  foreign  attachment  is  a  bad  plea,  either  when  the  parties  are  both  resi- 
dent in  London  or  when  the  plf.  is  an  executor  or  administrator  (Barrymore 
(Lord)  v.  Taylor,  1  Esp.  327)  ;  the  plea  must  aver  that  the  garnishee  resi- 
ded within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  mayor's  court  (Tamin  v.  Williams,  (2  Chit. 
Rep.  438  ;  3  Doug.  281).  Queere,  whether  it  is  necessary  to  aver,  that  the 
deft,  in  the  action  in  that  court  had  notice  of  the  custom  and  of  the  attach- 
ment against  the  garnishee  (Ib.).  If  the  plea  state  the  custom  to  be  "  that  if 
any  person  be,  or  hath  been  indebted  to  any  other  person  within  the  said 
city,  &c."  it  ought  to  aver  that  the  deft,  in  the  plaint  was  indebted  to  the  pit. 
within  the  city  (Morris  v.  Ludlam,  2  H.  Bl.  362).  A  plea  stated  the  cus- 
tom to  be,  that  if  the  pit.  in  a  plaint  in  debt  against  another  in  the  mayor's 
court,  allege  that  any  other  person  owes  to  the  then  deft,  any  money  that 
may  be  attached,  and  that  the  pit.  below  alleged  that  he  and  any  other  per- 
son owed  to  the  deft,  below  a  certain  sum  of  money :  held  bad,  as  the  per- 
son owing  the  money  to  the  deft,  must,  within  the  custom  as  pleaded,  be  a 
different,  person  from  the  pit.,  and  it  is  doubtful  whether  a  custom  for  a  party 
to  attach  money  in  the  hands  of  himself  and  partner  can  be  supported,  even 
if  properly  pleaded  (Nowell  v.  Hallett,  4  B.  &  A.  646).  It  is  not  necessary 
to  aver  the  custom  that  the  pit.  below  shall  swear  to  the  debt,  or  the  fact  that 
he  did  swear  to  it ;  nor  that  the  pit.  in  the  principal  case  was  indebted  to  the 
pit.  below,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  mayor's  court;  nor  that  a  writ  of 
sci.  fa.  issued  against  the  garnishee,  it  is  enough  to  state,  that  he  was 
"  warned  to  show  cause"  (Banks  v.  Self,  5  Taunt.  234).  Where  a  foreign 
attachment  is  a  bar,  it  might  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue, 
non  assumpsit  (Nathan  v.  Giles,  and  Giles  v.  Nathan,  5  Taunt.  558 ;  Mar. 
226).  A  foreign  attachment  pending  is  no  bar  to  an  action  until  judgment 
be  recovered  in  the  attachment  (Ib.).  A.  deposits  goods  with  B.  as  a  secu- 
rity for  money  advanced  by  B.,  with  a  promise  to  deliver  the  bill  of  lading 
when  it  should  arrive,  indorsed  to  B. ;  C.  is  employed  as  a  broker 
[  *49  ]  to  dispose  of  the  goods  *for  B.'s  benefit;  before  the  bill  of  lading 
arrives,  the  goods  are  attached  in  the  mayor's  court,  in  the  hands 
of  C.,  by  a  creditor  of  A. :  held,  that  the  transfer  of  the  property  to  B.  was 
complete,  though  the  bill  of  lading  had  never  been  indorsed,  and  that  there- 
fore the  foreign  attachment  was  no  answer  to  an  action  by  B.  against  C. 
for  the  proceeds  (Ib.). 

A  garnishee,  against  whom  a  recovery  was  had  in  the  mayor's  court  in 
foreign  attachment  after  a  summons  to  the  deft,  and  nihil  returned,  might 
protect  himself  by  giving  such  proceedings  in  evidence  under  non  assumpsit 
in  an  action  to  recover  the  same  debt,  brought  by  deft,  below,  without  proving 
the  debt  of  the  pit.  below,  who  attached  the  money  in  his  hands,  although 
by  the  course  of  proceedings  in  the  mayor's  court,  bail  not  having  been  put 
in,  the  pit.  below  was  not  obliged  to  prove  the  debt  to  entitle  himself  to  re- 
cover against  the  garnishee  (M'Daniell  v.  Hughes,  3  East,  367).  To  prove 
that  the  deft.,  under  process  of  foreign  attachment,  has  paid  a  sum  of  money 
to  a  creditor  of  the  pit.,  the  record  of  the  cause  in  the  mayor's  court,  with 

(fl)  1  U.  S.  Dig.,  Tit.  "Attachment,"  p.  311;  1  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.,  Tit.  "Attachment," 
p.  207 ;  1  Ann.  Dig.  p.  66 ;  2  Id.  37  ;  3  Id.  54. 
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an  entry  of  satisfaction,  is  conclusive  evidence.  The  record  is  only  prima 
facie  evidence  that  the  debt  for  which  the  action  was  brought  in  the  mayor's 
court  arose  within  the  limits  of  the  city  (Huxham  v.  Smith,  2  Camp.  21). 
To  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  the  deft,  pleaded  a  recovery  by 
foreign  attachment  at  the  suit  of  a  creditor  of  the  pit.  and  that  the  creditor 
had  execution  of  the  sum  recovered  according  to  the  custom  of  London,  ph. 
replied,  that  no  execution  was  executed ;  issue  thereon :  held,  that  without 
execution  executed,  deft,  was  not  discharged  .from  his  debt  to  ph.,  and  that 
having  joined  issue  on  the  fact  of  the  execution,  the  jury  were  not  estopped 
by  a  record  of  satisfaction  in  the  foreign  attachment  from  finding  according 
to  the  fact ;  that  the  attorney  of  deft.,  the  garnishee  in  the  foreign  attach* 
inent,  was  not  incompetent  to  prove  the  custom  in  such  attachment,  and  that 
it  was  no  answer  to  a  plea  of  recovery  under  foreign  attachment,  that  ph. 
had  no  notice  of  the  proceedings  (Mag rath  v.  Hardy,  4  Ding.  N.  C.  789)  6 
Sco.  627).  The  pits,  being  foreign  merchants,  had  a  sum  of  money  belong* 
ing  to  them  in  the  hands  of  the  deft*.,  the  pits,  also  dealt  with  R.  At  Co., 
who  resided  abroad,  and  were  indebted  to  them  in  a  sum  exceeding  the  debt 
due  from  the  deft*,  to  the  pits. ;  R.  Ac  Co.,  attached  money  in  the  hands  of 
the  defts.,  according  to  the  custom  of  London,  aa  being  the  money  of  the 
pita.  The  attachment  was  tried,  and  a  verdict  recovered  against  the  defts. 
as  garnishees ;  judgment  was  obtained,  and  a  certificate  granted  by  the  officer 
of  the  court  informing  the  dcfts.,  that  judgment  had  been  entered.  On  the 
production  of  the  certificate  by  R.  Ac  Co.,  the  defts.,  as  garoUbeea,  paid  the 
amount  of  the  verdict,  by  debiting  the  pita,  in  the  dcft's.  books  of  account, 
and  crediting  R.  Ac  Co.  therewith,  under  aa  engagement  that  the  money 
should  be  returned  if  the  proceeding  failed.  The  pita,  afterwards  appeared 
to  the  action  in  the  mayor's  court,  and  put  in  bail,  by  which  the  attachment 
was  dissolved.  Held,  nrst,  that  this  was  not  a  compulsory  payment,  aa  by 
the  custom  it  was  not  required  to  be  made  until  after  the  execution  executed: 
and  secondly,  that  the  transfer  made  by  the  deft*,  in  their  books  of  account 
did  not  amount  to  judgment,  unless  the  pit.  had  directed  it  to  bo  done,  or  has 
subsequently  assented  to  it  (Wetter  v.  Racker,  4  Moo.  172;  1  H.  At  II.  404). 
A.  proceeded  by  foreign  attachment  against  B.,  who  surrendered  and  pleaded 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court;  A.  discontinued  the  foreign  attachment  and 
arrested  B.,  by  process  out  of  K.  B. :  held,  that  the  foreign  attachment  was 
not  such  an  arrest  as  entitled  B.  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody  in 
the  present  suit  on  entering  *a  common  appearance  (Wood  v.  Thomp-  [  *50  ] 
son,  1  Mar.  395 ;  5  Taunt.  851 ;  and  see  Bromley  v.  Peek,  1  Mar. 
397 ;  5  Taunt.  852).  Where  judgment  had  been  obtained  in  the  lord  mayor's 
cod  it,  against  a  garnishoe  who  had  removed  his  person  and  effects  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court ;  held,  that  execution  could  not  issue  against  him  out 
of  the  court  of  King's  Bench,  under  the  19  Geo,  111.  c.  70,  s.  4,  as  that 
statute  is  confined  to  suits  in  inferior  courts  (Bui WIT  v.  Marshall,  1  D.  A: 
R.  937  ;  5  B.  Ac  A.  821).  The  court  of  Common  Picas  will  not  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  an  action  commenced  there  to  abide  the  event  of  an  action  in 
the  mayor's  court,  where  it  is  sought  to  try  by  a  foreign  attachment,  the  title 
to  the  same  property  which  is  in  suit  there  (Smith  v.  O^le,  0  Taunt.  74). 
A  ph.  who  had  obtained  a  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  proceeded 
on  it  by  foreign  attachment  in  the  lord  mayor's  court,  and  while  the  deft. 
was  in  custody  under  the  attachment,  sued  out  a  ca.  sa.  in  the  exchequer  on 
the  same  ju.i^mcnt:  held,  that  the  ca.  sa.  was  not  irregular,  however,  the 
deft,  might  be  entitled  to  apply  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  to 
compel  lite  pit.  to  forego  either  it  or  the  foreign  attachment  (Chambcrlayne 
v.  Green,  9  M.  At  W.  790). 
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A  custom  in  an  inferior  court  to  issue  process  of  foreign  attachment  for 
the  purpose  of  compelling  the  appearance  of  the  deft.,  without  a  previous 
summons,  is  bad,  and  the  judgment  therein  will  be  set  aside  at  the  instance 
of  the  garnishee  (Bruce  v.  Waite,  1  Man.  &  G.  1  ;  1  Sco.  N.  R.  81).  In 
Fisher  (administratrix)  v.  Lane,  3  Wils.  297,  2  Bl.  R.  834,  which  was  an 
action  by  Mrs.  Fisher  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the  intestate,  the  deft, 
pleaded  non  assumpsit,  and  gave  in  evidence  a  payment  to  one  J.  Anson, 
under  a  judgment  in  a  foreign  attachment.  But  it  did  not  appear,  from  the 
evidence,  that  Mrs.  Fisher  had  ever  been  summoned  to  appear  in  the  city 
.court,  or  that  she  had  any  notice  of  the  proceeding  upon  the  foreign  attach- 
ment:  held,  that  if  any  custom  to  proceed  in  this  manner  existed  it  was  void. 
A  summons  to  the  dell.,  or  nihil  returned,  and  information  of  the  goods  in 
the  hands  of  the  garnishee,  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record  in  the 
court  below  (Magrath  v.  Hardy,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  782 ;  6  Sco.  627).  . 

In  assumpsit,  this  defence  may  be  given  in  evidence,  under  the  general 
issue  (1  Salk.  291,  280;  1  Saund.  67  a,  n.;  Morris  v.  Ludlam,  2  H.  Bl. 
362;  Com.  Dig.  Attachment,  A.);  but,  in  debt  on  a  specialty,  it  must  be 
pleaded  specially  (1  Saund.  67  a,  n.  1 ;  Co.  Ent.  139&);  and  so  in  covenant 
(Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  b,  8 ;  sec  the  Reg.  Gen.  II.  T.  4  Will.  IV.). 

In  a  plea  of  foreign  attachment  in  the  city  of  London,  where  it  was  al- 
leged that  a  plaint  had  been  levied  against  the  pit.  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  but  there  was  no  allegation  of  issuing 
a  scire facias  to  warn  the  deft.,  who  was  the  alleged  garnishee,  previously  to 
the  commencement  of  the  suit;  the  Court  held  the  plea  sufficient  (Webb  v. 
Hurrell,  4  D.  &  L.  824;  4  C.B.  287).  Where,  pending  an  action,  a  foreign 
attachment  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  was  executed,  but  which  latter  suit 
had  been  commenced  previous  to  the  action :  held,  that  it  might  be  pleaded 
to  the  further  maintenance  of  the  action  (Ib.).  In  such  a  plea,  if  the  custom 
as  stated  does  not  allege  any  precept  to  the  serjeant-at-mace  to  warn  the 
deft,  to  be  necessary,  and  the  custom  is  not  traversed,  an  averment  of  such 
a  precept  need  not  be  introduced  (Ib.). 

Witness.]  The  garnishee  under  a  foreign  attachment,  who  has  received 
the  money,  is  not  an  admissible  witness  to  prove  the  regularity  of  the  pro- 
ceeding or  the  justice  of  his  demand  (Barryrnore  (Lord  v.  Taylor,  1  Esp. 
327  ;  see  "  WITNESS"). 
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Pleadings  as  to.]  Assumpsit  lies  on  a  foreign  judgment,  it  not  being  a 
record  in  "this  country  (Walker  v.  Wetter,  1  Doug.  4;  Hall  v.  Odber,  11 
East,  124 ;  Messin  v.  Massareen,  3  Taunt.  85,  n.);  and  it  lies  on  an  Irish 
judgment  (Harris  v.  Saunders,  4  B.  &  C.  411 ;  Vaughan  v.  Plunkett,  3 
Taunt.  85,  n.).  Assumpsit  will  not  lie  on  a  decree  of  a  foreign  court,  whereby 

the  deft,  is  ordered  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  the  pit.  on  a 
[  *51  ]  certain  day  first  deducting  thereout  the  costs  to  be  taxed,  by  the 

proper  officer  where  the  deft.'s  costs  have  not  been  taxed,  either  at 
his  own  request,  or  upon  the  party  proceeding  at  the  instance  of  the  pit. 
(Sadler  v.  Robins,  1  Camp.  253).  It  lies  on  a  Scotch  judgment  of  horning 
against  a  Scotchman  born,  for  a  debt  contracted  in  Scotland  (Douglas  v. 
Forrest,  4  Bing.  686;  and  upon  a  Scotch  decree  (Douglas  v.  Forrest,  4  Bing. 
686 ;  Russell  v.  Smyth,  9  M.  &  W.  810).  An  action  may  be  brought  on  a 
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decree  of  a  colonial  court  for  payment  of  a  balance  due  on  a  partnership 
account  (Henley  v.  Soper,  8  B,  &  C.  16 ;  see  Sadler  v.  Robins,  supra),  A 
judgment  of  one  of  the  superior  courts  of  Ireland,  or  of  any  other  than  one 
of  the  superior  courts  of  this  country,  is  not  conclusive  against  the  deft,  if  it 
appear  that  he  was  not  duly  served  with  proceat  in  the  action  (Ferguson  v. 
Mahon,  11  Ad.  &  B.  179).  It  is  a  good  plea  therefore,  that  the  deft,  was 
never  served  with,  nor  had  any  notice  of  any  process  in  the  action  (Ib.) ; 
aee  Sims  v.  Henderson,  17  L.  J.  209,  12  Jur.  778).  The  assignee  of  an 
Irish  judgment,  by  cognovit,  may  sue  in  this  country  in  his  own  name  (OCal- 
laghan  v.  Thomond  (Marchioness),  3  Taunt.  82).  It  is  expedient  to  add 
counts  for  the  debt,  upon  which  the  judgment  waa  founded,  that  the  pit.  may 
be  enabled  to  recover  upon  these,  if  the  judgment  should  be  impeached  with 
success  (2  Ch.  PI.  178,  n. ;  aee  Kingston'*  (Ducheaa  of)  case,  9  Smith,  L.  C.). 

So  also  debt  lies  (Henry  v.  Adey,  3  East,  221  ;  1  Doug.  1 :  see  Harns 
v.  Saundera,  4  B.  6x  C.  418;  OCallaghan  v.  Thomond,  (Marchioness),  3 
Taunt.  85 ;  Perkins  v.  Stewart,  9  Pri.  1 ;  Russell  v.  Smith,  9  M.  &  W.  810  ; 
Sims  v.  Henderson,  tvpra) ;  and  debt  is  preferable,  unless  there  be  another 
demand,  recoverable  only  in  assumpsit  (2  Ch.  PI.  178 ;  see  post,  •»  JUDG- 
MENT*'). Debt  will  lie  upon  a  decree  of  a  colonial  court  of  equity,  for  the 
balance  of  an  account  between  partners,  and  in  such  an  action  the  court  will 
look  at  the  substance  without  regarding  the  form  of  the  proceedings  upon 
which  the  decree  is  founded  (Henley  v.  Soper,  8  B.  dt  C.  16).  When  in- 
tended  to  be  set  up  as  a  defence,  it  need  not  be  pleisM  specially  in  assumpsit 
or  case;  but  it  must  be  so  in  trespass  or  covenant  (see  post,  "  JVOOMEVT"; 
see  R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.) ;  but,  although  debt  will  lie  here  on  a  foreign 
judgment,  deft,  may  go  into  the  consideration  for  it  (ifessin  v.  MsssafMB 
(Lord),  4  T.  R.  493). 

A  plea  of  nultid  raw/ pleaded  to  sn  action  of  debt  on  an  Irish  judgment 
recovered,  must  conclude  to  the  country ;  for  though,  since  the  union,  such 
judgment  be'a  record,  yet  it  is  only  provable  by  an  examined  copy  on  oath, 
the  veracity  of  which  is  only  triable  by  a  jury  (Collins  v.  Mat  hew  (Lord),  5 
East,  473).  But  the  correctness  of  this  plea  is  questionable,  for  an  Irish 
judgment  is  no  record  here  (see  Harris  v.  Saunders,  4  B.  At  C.  411).  To 
nssumpftit  upon  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Session  of  Scotland,  the  deft,  pleaded 
that  he  was  not  ot  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit  in  the  Scotch 
court,  or  at  any  lime  during  the  proceedings  therein  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  court,  nor  w.is  ho  at  any  time  before  the  making  or  pronouncing  of 
the  decree  in  any  manner  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  said 
court  notified,  nor  did  he  then  know  of  the  proceedings,  so  that  ho  could  or 
might  by  himself,  his  proctor,  attorney,  or  agent,  appear  or  plead,  or  in  any 
way  defend  himself  in  the  said  action,  nor  did  he  appear  to  any  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, whereby  the  snid  decree  woi  and  is  contrary  to  natural  justice, 
and  wholly  inoperative  and  void :  held,  insufficient  (Cowan  v.  Braidwood,  1 
Man.  &  G.  882),  held  also,  that  the  statement  in  the  plea  that  tho 
decree  was  contrary  to  natural  justice,  Arc.,  was  a  mere  "conclusion  [  *52  ] 
of  Inw  from  the  facts  previously  alleged,  and  was  not  travcrsablc  (Ib.). 

The  judgment  of  a  foreign  court  will  not  be  regarded,  where  it  appears  on 
the  face  of  it  to  be  founded  on  a  misapprehension  of  Cnglinh  law  (Novell! 
v.  Rossi,  2  B.  &  Ad.  757). 

In  an  action  of  debt  or  assumpsit  brought  in  this  country  upon  a  foreign 
judgment,  the  judgment  is  conclusive  when  properly  pleaded  in  bar,  though 
it  may  be  otherwise  when  attempted  to  be  enforced  by  action,  or  only  offered  in 
evidence  (Phillips  v.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  410;  Burrows  v.  Jemino,  2  Stra.  733; 
Plummcr  v.  Woodbourne,  4  B.  &  C.  625;  Smith  v.  Nicolls,  2  N.  C.  208  ; 
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see  Guinness  v.  Carroll,  1  B.  &  Ad.  459;  Martin  v.  Nicolls,  3  Sim.  458  ; 
Houlditch  v.  Donegal,  8  Bli.  N.  S.  301 ;  Stor.  Confl.  Laws,  504—508). 
But,  although  the  court  considered  a  judgment  in  the  C.  P.  in  Ireland  as  con- 
clusive in  an  action  brought  upon  it,  as  far  as  regarded  the  merits  or  pro- 
priety of  the  decision,  yet  they  held  it  liable  to  be  contested  on  defect  of 
jurisdiction,  as  by  showing  that  the  deft,  was  never  before  the  court  (Fergu- 
son v.  Mahon,  11  Ad.  &  E.  179).  So  also  of  a  foreign  judgment  (Harris 
v.  Saunders,  4  B.  &  C.  411). 

Although  the  certificate  of  a  vice-consul  has  been  compared  to  a  foreign 
judgment,  yet  it  will  not  be  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  it ;  therefore  the 
certificate  of  a  vice-consul  in  a  foreign  country  is  not  admissible  to  prove 
the  amount  of  a  sale,  though  the  law  of  that  country  constitutes  him  general 
agent  for  all  absent  owners  of  goods,  and  he  is  authorized  and  compelled  to 
make  the  sale  (Waldron  v.  Coombe,  3  Taunt.  162).  To  an  action  upon  a 
foreign  judgment,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  plead  "  that  the  deft,  was  not  served 
with  process,  nor  had  any  notice  of  process,  nor  did  he  appear  in  court  to 
answer  in  the  said  suit,"  without  showing  distinctly  that,  by  the  law  in  force 
in  the  foreign  court,  proceedings  in  an  action  brought  there  of  necessity  com- 
mence with  process  (Reynolds  v.  Fenton,  7  Law  T.  207). 

Effect  of.]  If  the  judgment  of  a  foreign  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
was  final  and  conclusive  in  the  foreign  country  in  which  it  was  given  and 
the  parties  were  within  its  jurisdiction,  and  the  cause  of  action  the  same,  it 
will  be  conclusive  here  on  the  same  question  arising  incidentally  between  the 
same  parties  (Plumer  v.  Woodburn,  4  B.  &  C.  637;  7  D.  &  R.  25 ;  Roach 
v.  Garvan,  1  Ves.  159  ;  Burrows  v.  Jemino,  2  Stra.  733 ;  Tarleton  v.  Tarle- 
ton,  4  M.  &  S.  20;  Stafford  v.  Clark,  3  Bing.  380;  Obicini  v.  Bligh,  8 
Bing.  335;  Gracias  v.  Ricardo,  12  Cl.  &  Fin.  368;  Callander  v.  Dittrich, 
4  B.  &  C.  68);  and,  unless  the  contrary  be  shown,  the  court  will  presume 
that  the  decision  of  the  foreign  court  was  consonant  to  the  justice  of  the  case 
(Arnott  v.  Redfern,  3  Bing.  353).  But,  if  it  appear  on  the  face  of  the  foreign 
proceedings  that  the  judgment  is  founded  in  injustice,  as  where  it  appears  the 
deft,  has  never  been  summoned,  in  which  case  the  court  will  have  no  juris- 
diction, the  judgment  will  not  be  conclusive,  and  the  courts  here  will  not 
give  effect  to  it  (Buchanan  v.  Rucher,  9  East,  192;  VVedderburn  v.  Ball,  1 
Camp.  63;  3  B.  &  C.  235;  5  D.  &  R.  106;  Cavan  v.  Stewart,  1  Stark. 
525);  and  a  judgment  in  the  superior  courts  in  Ireland  may  be  impeached 
on  the  same  ground  (Ferguson  v.  Mahon,  11  Ad.  &  E.  179).  So,  where 
the  judges  in  the  foreign  court  were  interested  parties  (Price  v.  Dewhurst,  8 
Sim.  279);  but  not  where  according  to  the  law  of  the  foreign  country,  the 
proceedings  have  been  served  upon  a  public  officer  in  the  absence  of  deft. 
(Becket  v.  M'Carthy,  2  B.  &  Ad.  954  ;  see  Cowan  v.  Braidwood, 
[  *53  ]  1  Man.  &  G.  882).  *The  effect  of  the  judgment  in  a  foreign  Court 
of  Admiralty  has  already  been  considered  (ante,  p.  34).  The  cer- 
tificate of  a  vice-consul  has  been  compared  to  a  foreign  judgment,  but  it  will 
not  be  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  it  (Waldron  v.  Coombe,  3 
Taunt.  162).  An  Irish  judgment  is  not  a  record  here  (Harris  v.  Saunders, 
4  B.  &  C.  411;  6  D.  &  R.  47).  And  though,  as  already  observed,  the 
foreign  judgment  may  in  general  be  conclusive,  yet  it  is  not  so  in  an  action 
of  debt  or  assumpsit  brought  thereon  in  this  country,  when  it  will  be  con- 
sidered as  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  debt  (Walker  v.  Wilter,  1  Doug.  1  ; 
and  see  ib.  5,  n. ;  Phillips  v.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  410;  Willes,  37  a). 

The  court  which  is  called  on  to  enforce  a  foreign  judgment  may  examine 
into  that  judgment  to  see  whether  it  was  rightly  obtained  or  not  (Doe  v. 
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Lippman,  5  Cl.  &  Fin.  1).  Qtueret  it  the  English  judges  will  take  notice 
of  the  common  law  of  Ireland,  without  the  ordinary  proof  of  a  foreign  law 
(Sunderland's  case,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  199).  A  charter-party  was  entered  into 
at  Java.  By  the  law  of  Holland  (in  force  there),  the  parties  upon  entering 
into  such  a  contract  go  before  a  notary  public,  who  makes  an  entry  in  hu 
books,  which  he  signs,  and  makes  out  copies  from  time  to  time,  when  re- 
ouested,  which  he  delivers  to  the  parties :  these  copies  are  received  in  evi- 
dence in  Holland ;  but  at  Java  the  notary's  book  itself  must  be  produced. 
These  copies  cannot  be  received  as  evidence  in  the  courts  here  (no  proof 
being  given  when  they  were  made),  either  on  the  ground  of  the  notary 
being  a  public  officer,  whose  duty  it  was  to  make  copies,  or  of  his  being  the 
agent  of  the  parties,  by  whose  acts  they  had  agreed  to  be  bound  (Brown  v. 
Thornton,  6  Ad.  6t  E.  ISA). 

Mode  of  Proof  of.}     This  will  be  found,  post,  p.  54. 
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Headings  as  to.]  The  courts  will  not,  ex  ojtcia,  take  notice  of  fnrsjgn 
laws,  or  the  taws  of  our  plantations,  and  conscouentlv  they  must,  in  gaasj' 
ral,  be  stated  in  pleading  (Collett  v.  Kdth  (Lord),  2  East,  379;  Mostyn  r. 
Fabricus,  Cowp.  174;  0  Moo.  194;  Way  v.  Yally,  Balk.  651  ;  Hunter  v. 
Potts,  4  T.  R.  193;  Male  v.  Roberts,  3  Esp.  164 ;  Robinson  v.  Blind,  2 
Burr.  1077;  Boucher  v.  Lawson,  Hardw.  85;  see  also  James  v.  Gather- 
wood,  8  D.  At  R.  190;  Blanch  v.  Fletcher,  1  Doug.  251).  It  seem*  the 
court  will  not,  tr  afficio,  lake  notice  of  the  law*  of  Scotland  (Mure  v.  Kaye, 
4  Taunt.  40;  2  D.  Ac  R.  280);  or  of  Ireland  (Ib.;  Harris  v.  Saundert,  4 
B.  Ac  C.  411 ;  6  D.  Ac  R.  471 ;  Sundcrland's  case,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  199) ;  nor 
the  laws  of  the  colonies  (Way  v.  Yally,  6  Mod.  194). 

Effect  of.  If  a  contract  be  made  in  a  foreign  country,  it  seems  to  be  a 
general  rule,  that,  if  it  be  not  binding  then*,  it  is  not  binding  in  this  country 
(Alves  v.  Hodgson,  7  T.  R.  241 ;  1  B.  A:  P.  141 ;  8  T.  R.  609;  Pottek  v. 
Brown,  5  Bast,  124;  Clagg  v.  Levy,  3  Camp.  160;  and  sec  Smith  v.  Mun- 

giy,  1  M.  At  S.  87);  but  the  converse  does  not  hold  (Ib.,  2  East,  255;  2 
.  &i  R.  280) ;  and  the  usage  of  Scotland,  or  foreign  states,  cannot  prevail 
against  the  settled  law  of  this  country,  in  the  caso  of  an  action  brought 
here  (Ib.).  A  contract  made  in  England,  to  be  executed  in  Scotland,  should 
be  regulated  by  the  rules  of  the  English  law  (2  B.  A:  P.  88 ;  and  see  5  B. 
Ac  C.  443;  8  D.  At  R.  187).  As  to  how  far  marriages  abroad  arc 
valid,  *see  "CsiM  Cox."  In  general,  the  courts  of  this  country  [*54] 
will  not  recognise  the  revenue  laws  of  foreign  stales  (James  v.  Cuth- 
erwood,  3  D.  A:  R.  190;  I  Dow.  Ac  Ry.  N.  P.  3$,  41);  nor  their  penal 
laws  (Wolfe  v.  Oxholm,  6  M.  A:  S.  99 ;  und  sec  Lord  EHrnborough's  judg. 
iix-ut  there).  Where  nn  action  was  brought  for  money  lent  in  France,  and 
unstamped  receipts  were  produced  in  proof  of  the  loan,  evidence  to  show 
that,  by  the  laws  of  France,  such  receipts  required  stamps  to  render  them 
valid,  was  rejected ;  and  Abbott,  C.  J.,  then  said,  "  In  the  time  of  Lord 

(«)  2  U.  S.  Dig.  Tit  "  Foreign  Laws,"  p.  436 ;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  18;  1  Ann.  Dig.  p. 
277;  2  Id.  p.  196;  3  Id.  P. -,'4'J. 
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Mansfield,  it  became  a  maxim,  that  the  courts  of  this  country  will  not  take 
notice  of  the  revenue  laws  of  a  foreign  state;  there  is  no  reciprocity  between 
nations  in  this  respect.  Foreign  courts  do  not  take  notice  of  our  stamp 
laws,  and  why  should  we  be  so  courteous  to  them,  when  they  do  not  give 
effect  to  ours  ?  It  would  be  productive  of  prodigious  inconvenience,  if,  in 
every  case  in  which  an  instrument  was  executed  in  a  foreign  country,  we 
were  to  receive  in  evidence  what  the  law  of  that  country  wns,  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  the  instrument  was  valid  or  not"  (James  v.  Catherwood, 
3  D.  &  R.  190).  But,  if  a  bill  or  instrument  be  made  in  any  part  of  the 
king's  dominions,  as  in  Jamaica,  where,  by  the  law  of  such  place,  a  stamp 
is  required,  such  instrument  cannot  be  recovered  upon  in  a  court  here,  unless 
properly  stamped,  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  same  was 
made  (Alves  v.  Hodgson,  7  T.  R.  241  ;  Clegg  v.  Levy,  3  Camp.  166). 

Where  the  cause  of  action  accrued  in  Scotland,  and  infancy  is  pleaded, 
the  deft,  must  show  that  it  is  n  legal  defence  to  the  demands,  by  proving  the 
law  of  that  country  in  that  respect  (Male  v.  Robins,  3  Esp.  163). 

Proof  o/".]  The  existence  of  a  foreign  law,  from  which  any  instrument 
derives  its  legal  operation,  must  be  first  proved,  before  such  instrument  will 
be  allowed  to  be  given  in  evidence  in  an  English  court  (Ganer  v.  Lanesbo- 
rough,  Pea.  17;  1  D.  &  R.  41  a);  and  it  lies  in  the  party  setting  up  the 
foreign  law  in  his  discharge  to  prove  the  same.  Where,  to  prove  a  divorce, 
an  instrument  was  produced,  under  the  seal  of  the  synagogue  at  Leghorn, 
Lord  Kenyon  held,  that  the  law  of  the  country  must  be  known  before  he 
could  take  notice  of  a  proceeding  in  a  foreign  court  (Ib.);  his  lordship  per- 
mitted however  the  party  divorced  to  give  parol  evidence  of  her  divorce  at 
Leghorn,  according  to  the  ceremony  and  custom  of  the  Jews  there  (Ib.).  A 
Roman  Catholic  Vicar  Apostolic  in  England  is  competent  to  prove  the  mo- 
dern marriage  law  of  the  Church  of  Rome  in  Italy  (Sussex  Peerage  case, 
11  Cl.  &  Fin.  85).  And,  where  a  party  justifies  an  arrest  in  Scotland,  he 
must  make  that  justification  complete,  by  pleading  the  law  of  Scotland  to 
show  the  validity  of  the  arrest  (Mure  v.  Kaye,  4  Taunt.  44 ;  Freemoult  v. 
Dedire,  I  P.  Wms.  431).  So,  where  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  had  been  dis- 
charged by  the  laws  of  the  country  where  the  bill  was  drawn,  after  proof 
of  the  custom  there  regarding  bills  of  exchange,  he  was  allowed  to  give 
such  discharge  in  evidence,  in  answer  to  an  action  brought  against  him  here 
(Burrows  v.  Jemino,  2  Stra.  733  ;  Feanbert  v.  Turst,  1  Bro.  P.  C.  38). 

Where  a  husband  and  wife  traded  as  partners  in  Spain,  they  cannot  sue 
as  such  in  our  courts,  nor  maintain  a  joint  action  against  persons  resident 
in  this  country  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  balance  due  to  the  partnership 
account,  without  proof  being  given  that  the  law  of  Spain  permitted  a  feme 
covert,  to  trade;  and  it  is  doubtful  whether  an  action  could  be  maintained  by 
both,  even  on  such  being  given  (Cosio  v.  De  Bernales,  1  C.  &  P.  266). 

*0n  A.  and  B.  entering  into  an  agreement  in  France,  a  copy  of 
[  *55  ]  it  was  deposited  with  a  notary  in  Paris ;  in  an  action  against  B.  on 
the  agreement,  evidence  was  given  that  by  the  usage  of  France  a 
document  deposited  with  a  notary  cannot  be  proved  :  held,  that  the  agree- 
ment was  sufficiently  proved  by  production  of  the  copy  of  a  document  so 
deposited,  there  being  no  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  fact  that  two  duplicate 
originals  had  been  made  (Alison  v.  Furnival,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  277 ;  3  Dowl. 
202).  In  an  action  by  parties  resident  in  England,  on  a  contract  made 
between  them  in  a  foreign  country,  the  contract  is  to  be  interpreted  accord- 
ing to  the  foreign  law,  but  the  remedy  must  be  taken  according  to  the  law 
here  (De  la  Vega  v.  Vianna,  1  B.  &  Ad.  284).  When  the  contract  is  made 
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in  one  country,  and  enforced  by  law  in  another,  tho  rule  is,  the  inter- 
pretation  of  the  contract  must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  country 
where  the  contract  was  made,  and  the  mode  of  suing,  and  the  time  within 
which  the  action  must  be  brought  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  it  is 
sought  to  be  enforced  (Trimby  v.  Vignier,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  151  ;  4  M.  oz  S. 
695;  see  Huber  v.  Steiner,  infra;  Cooper  v.  Waldcgrave  (Bart),  '-I  Bern*. 
282;  Don  v.  Lippman,  5  C.  &  P.  1);  therefore,  where  a  promissory  note 
was  made  by  the  deft,  in  France,  and  indorsed  in  blank  by  the  payee  in  that 
country,  the'  maker  and  payee  both  at  the  lime  of  making  and  indorsing  the 
note  being  domiciled  there :  held,  that  as  no  action  could  have  been  main* 
tained  upon  it  in  the  French  courts  of  law  in  the  name  of  the  indorsee,  the 
indorsement  according  to  the  law  of  France  operating  as  a  procuration  only, 
and  not  as  a  transfer,  so  no  action  could  be  maintained  by  him  in  our  courts 
(lb.).  By  the  law  of  France  an  indorsement  in  blank  of  a  promissory  note 
is  not  valid  (lb.).  But,  «mAfe,  that  law  does  not  make  it  absolutely  neces- 
sary for  a  promissory  note  to  be  protested  for  non-payment,  in  order  to 
enable  the  holder  to  recover  against  the  maker  (lb.) ;  and  by  the  same  law, 
a  promissory  note  may  be  iniluffiesl  after  it  becomes  due  (lb.).  If  a  note  be 
concocted  in  France,  the  maker  being  domiciled  there  both  at  the  time  of 
making  and  its  becoming  due,  ytuert,  whether,  if  be  afterwards  come  to 
England,  an  action  will  lie  against  him  here,  although  it  lacks  the  formalities 
required  by  the  French  law  (lb.).  By  the  French  law  of  prescription  relat- 
ing to  bills  of  exchange,  the  debt  is  not  extinguished,  but  the  remedy  only  is 
taken  away  (Huber  v.  Steiner,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  202;  9  800.  304).  Where  a 
contract  made  in  a  foreign  country  is  sought  to  ha  enforced,  so  much  of  the 
law  as  affects  the  rights  and  merits  of  the  contract  is  to  be  adopted  from  the 
foreign  country,  and  that  which  aflects  the  remedy  from  the  let  /on  of  the 
country  where  the  action  is  brought ;  that  is,  all  'that  relates  ad  dbdtflMM 
lilu  is  adopted  from  the  foreign  country,  all  that  relates  ad  /i/uont/iMo/umrm 
is  taken  from  the  lex  fort  of  the  country  where  the  action  is  brought,  and 
the  time  of  limitation  of  the  action  is  governed  by  the  former  (lb.).  By  the 
19th  article  of  the  Code  de  Commerc,  it  is  declared  that,  "  all  actions  relative 
to  matters  of  exchange,  and  to  bills  to  order  subscribed  by  merchants, 
tradesmen,  or  bankers,  or  for  matters  of  commerce,  are  prescribed  (*f  pre- 
Krivtni)  by  five  years,  if  the  debt  have  not  been  acknowledged  by  an  acte 
tiptra/f;  nevertheless,  the  supposed  debtors  shall  bo  held,  if  required,  to 
affirm  upon  oaih  that  they  are  not  longer  indebted,  and  their  widows, 
heirs,  and  representatives,  that  they  botta  file  believe  that  there  is  nothing 
more  due :"  held,  first,  that  this  merely  operated  in  bar  of  the  remedy,  and 
not  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  right  or  contract  itself;  secondly,  that  a 
special  plea  setting  up  the  prescription  as  an  absolute  bar,  without  qualifica- 
tion, was  bad,  the  article  containing  an  exception  that  the  deft,  is 
not  'acknowledged  by  an  acte  ttparaU  (lb.).  A  bill  of  exchange  [  *50  ] 
was  drawn  and  accepted  in  Paris,  and  made  payable  in  England; 
the  drawer  and  acceptor  were  living  there,  no  rate  of  interest  was  expressed 
to  be  payable :  held,  that  the  default  being  made  in  England,  interest  was 
payable  according  to  the  English  (Cooper  v.  Waldegrave  (Earl),  2  Bear. 
28*2).  The  French  court  of  honour  is  not  regarded  in  England  (Robinson 
v.  Bland,  1  Bl.  R.  259).  Where  a  creditor  of  a  firm  in  India  died  before  his 
right  of  action  was  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  and  his  personal  representative 
in  Scotland  brought  an  action  there  against  a  partner  of  the  firm  twenty, 
three  years  after  the  creditor's  death  ;  held,  that  the  English  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations did  not  take  effect,  the  action  having  been  brought  within  six  years 
after  English  probate  or  letters  of  administration  were  taken  out  to  the  dc- 
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ceased  creditor  (Ferguson  v.  Fyffe,  8  Cl.  &  Fin.  121).  Assumpsit  by  the 
indorsee  against  the  payee  and  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  in  Eng- 
land, and  accepted,  payable  in  France,  by  a  resident  in  France,  the  pit.  and 
deft,  being  domiciled  in  England :  held,  that  the  bill  being  payable  in  France, 
was  a  French  bill  (Rothschild  v.  Currie,  1  Q.  B.  43);  that  due  notice  of  dis- 
honour being  one  of  the  conditions  on  which  the  indorsee  had  contracted  to 
pay,  was  part  of  the  contract  (Ib.) ;  that  the  lex  loci  contractus  therefore 
governed  the  notice  of  dishonour,  and  that  a  notice  in  conformity  with  the 
French  law  was  sufficient  (Ib.).  When  reliance  is  placed  upon  the  differ- 
ence between  the  law  of  England  and  the  law  of  a  foreign  state,  the  party  is 
bound  by  witnesses  or  books  of  authority  to  show  that  there  is  such  a  differ- 
ence (Smith  v.  Gould,  6  Jur.  543). 

The  existence  of  the  written  law  of  a  foreign  country  must  be  proved  by 
the  production  of  an  authenticated  copy  (Clegg  v.  Levy,  3  Camp.  166  ; 
Millar  v.  Heinrick,  4  Camp.  155 ;  Inglis  v.  Usherwood,  1  East,  521 ; 
Buchanan  v.  Rucker,  1  Campb.  63 ;  Picton's  case,  30  How,  St.  Tri.  491 ; 
but  see  De  Bode's  case,  8  Q.  B.  208 ;  and  see  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  Cl. 
&  Fin.  85).  To  prove  the  acts  of  state  of  a  foreign  government,  copies 
should  be  produced  examined  by  the  public  archives  abroad  (Richardson  v. 
Anderson,  1  Camp.  65,  n.).  A  copy  of  the  civil  code  of  France  was  ad- 
mitted in  evidence,  when  produced  by  the  French  consul,  and  declared  by 
him  to  be  an  authentic  copy  of  the  law  of  France  (Lacon  v.  Higgins,  Dow. 
&  Ry.  N.  P.  38 ;  1  Ph.  Ev.  383;  3  Stark.  178).  The  unwritten  law  of  a 
foreign  country  may  be  proved  by  the  parol  examination  of  witnesses  of 
competent  professional  skill  (Millar  v.  Heinrick,  4  Camp.  155;  but  see 
Borthlinck  v.  Schneider,  3  Esp.  58  ;  De  Bode's  case,  supra). 

A  practising  advocate  attached  to  the  consulate  was  admitted  to  prove  the 
French  law  of  bills  of  exchange  (Trimbey  v.  Vignier,  1  B.  N.  C.  151). 
Foreign  law  must  be  proved  by  witnesses  of  competent  skill ;  thus,  a  tobac- 
conist cannot  prove  the  Scotch  law  of  marriage  (R.  v.  Brampton,  10  East, 
287).  Tradespeople  and  persons  of  inferior  station  are  however  competent 
to  prove  the  Jewish  law  of  marriage  (Lindo  v.  Belisario,  1  Hag.  Cons.  216). 
In  Bothlinck  v.  Inglis,  3  East,  380,  evidence  was  admitted  of  one  of  the 
mercantile  navigation  laws  of  Russia,  and  also  a  documentary  opinion  of 
the  judges  of  the  custom-house  court  of  St.  Petersburgh  on  the  effect  and 
operation  of  that  law,  signed  by  the  presiding  judges  of  that  court,  and  a 
question  on  a  special  case  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  King's 
Bench  upon  the  admissibility  of  the  latter  document,  but  the  court  gave  no 
opinion. 

Where  a  party  seeks  to  avail  himself  of  a  defence  furnished  by  a  foreign 
law,  the  law  must  be  directly  and  positively  stated,  and  not  *merely 
[   *57   ]  by  way  of  inference.     Therefore,  to  an  action  of  debt  on  a  bond, 
a  plea  setting  out  certain  facts,  affirmatively  and  negatively,  and 
concluding  that  "  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  said  supposed  writing  obli- 
gatory, by  the  laws  of  France  never  was  nor  is  obligatory  on  the  deft,  but 
always  was  and  is  of  no  force  and  effect,"  is  bad  on  special  demurrer  (Ben- 
ham  v.  Mornington  (Earl  of),  7  Law  T.  184). 

If  the  law  of  a  foreign  country,  or  of  a  colony,  be  stated  in  any  pleading, 
the  allegation  may  be  traversed  as  matter  of  fact;  but  where  the  allegation 
is,  that  certain  transactions  took  place  abroad,  by  virtue  of  which  the 
party  pleading  acquired  certain  rights,  the  virlute  cujus  is  matter  of  law, 
and  cannot  be  traversed  (Astley  v.  Fisher,  12  Jur.  1051,  C.  P. — Maule). 
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See  "  ABATOCEST." 


FRAUD,  (a). 

Form  of  Remedy  for. 

IN  an  action  for  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  where  there  hat  been  •  con* 
tract,  it  is  now  more  usual  to  declare  in  assumpsit,  so  as  to  join  the  count 
for  money  had  and  received,  as  in  the  case  of  a  false  warranty,  or  other  mis- 
representation in  the  sale  of  goods  (1  Ch.  PI.  154).  Where  the  deft,  said, 
"  The  horse  is  sound,  but  mind  I  do  not  warrant  him,"  and  it  was  proved  he 
knew  be  was  unsound  ;  held,  assumpsit  proper  form  of  action  (1  Ch.  PI.  154). 
An  action  on  the  case,  however,  also  lies  (Doug.  01);  and,  if  there  has 
been  any  actunl  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  independent  of  a  contract  (Meyer 
v.  Ewerth,  4  Camp.  22),  it  is  the  preferable  form  of  action,  especially  as  the 
tcifitter,  though  expressly  alleged  in  the  declaration,  need  not  be  proved 
(Williamson  v.  Allison,  2  East,  446 ;  Jams  v.  Adamsoo,  4  Bing.  00).  And, 
for  (now  in  writing)  fraudulently  representing  a  person  fit  to  be  trusted,  or 
for  other  deceit,  where  there  has  been  no  contract  between  the  panic*,  or  the 
deceit  be  independent  of  the  contract  (Pasley  v.  Freeman,  3  T.  R.  07  ; 
Meyer  v.  Ewerth,  4  Camp.  23  ;  Gardiner  v.  Gray,  ib.  144 ;  Laing  v.  Ftdgeon, 
ib.  100 ;  PowHI  v.  Edmunds,  IS  Kast,  11),  ease  is  proper  form  of  rmnsjjy 
(1  Ch.  PI.  04;  Lyde  v.  Barnard,?  M.  At  W.  101 ;  Swann  v.  Phillips,  3  Nev. 
Ac  P.  447  ;  0  Geo.  IV.  c.  4).  And  far  fraudulent  representations  not  intro- 
duced into  a  written  contract  between  the  parties,  respecting  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  misrepresentations,  case  is  the  proper  remedy,  if  any  (Meyer 
v.  Ewerth,  supra  ;  Pontifex  v.  Bignold,  3  Man.  Ai  G.  03);  tee  Pilmour  v. 
Hood,  7  Sco.  897;  5  Bing.  N.  C.  07 ;  deciding  that  where  a  deft,  makes 
fraudulent  representations  to  B.,  who  communicated  them  to  C.,  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  deft.,  C.  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  deft.,  if  be  was 
induced  to  act  on  such  representations,  and  can  prove  damage  from 
the  fraud :  see  Langridgo  v.  Levy,  2  M.  At  W.  5.T_' ;  4  M.  At  W.  338;  Hill 
v.  Gray,  1  Stark.  434;  and  Wintcrbottom  v.  Wright,  10  M.  At  W.  100. 

Assumpsit  lies  for  money  obtained  by  fraud  (Lamine  v.  Dorrcll,  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1216;  Hitchin  v.  Campbell,  2  Bl.  R.  *27  ;  3  Wils.  204;  Boyter  v. 
Dodsworth,  6  T.  R.  083;  Crockford  v.  Wiutcr,  1  Camp.  124;  6  Moo.  06; 
3  Taunt.  274);  or  for  the  value  of  goods  obtained  (Boughloo  v.  Sandiland, 
3  Taunt.  374 ;  6  T.  R.  681 ;  Rex  v.  Fikwood,  2  T.  R.  145  ;  3  Wils.  304  ; 
5  Moo.  525),  the  pit.  being  at  •liberty  to  waive  the  tort  ;  but,  in 
these  cases,  it  may  sometimes  be  advisable  to  sue  in  case,  to  avoid  [  *58  ] 
a  set-otF,  or  to  obtain  the  real  value  of  the  goods,  or  to  avoid  a  doubt- 
ful right  in  the  pit.  to  the  goods  (see  Smith  v.  Hodson,  4  T.  R.  21 1  ;  Edmonds 
v.  Newman,  1  B.  &  C.  418;  S.  C.  2  D.  &  R.  568;  Smith  v.  Spooner,  3 
Taunt.  274 ;  nnd  sec  Biddle  v.  Levy,  1  Stark.  20;  but  see  Head  v.  Hutchm- 
son,  3  Camp.  :W2 ;  Bennett  v.  Francis,  2  B.  At  P.  554). 

Where  the  deft,  having  fraudulently  induced  the  pit.  to  sell  goods  to  A., 

(•)  2  U.  P.  Di g.  Tit.  «  Fnudi"  p.  447 ;  2  Sopp.  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  28. ;  I  Ann.  Dir.  p.  279 ;  2 
Id.  p.  1 97;  3  Id.  p.  250. 


58  FRAUD. 

who  could  not  pay  for  them,  and  on  the  nominal  resale  of  the  goods  by  A., 
the  price  of  which  the  cleft,  obtained,  it  was  held  that  the  pit.  might  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received,  recover  of  the  deft,  the  value  of  the 
goods  unpaid  for  by  A.  (Abbotts  v.  Barry,  2  B.  &  B.  369 ;  Hills  v.  Street, 
5  Bing.  37).  Where  the  goods  are  fraudulently  bought  on  credit,  the  seller 
cannot  sue  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  before  the  credit  has  expired,  though 
he  maintain  case  or  trover  (Ferguson  v.  Carrington,  9  B.  &  C.  59). 

A  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  A.  had  been  assigned  to  the  pit.  The 
deft.,  having  privately  ascertained  that  A.  was  dangerously  ill,  treats  with 
the  pit.  for  the  purchase  of  the  policy  for  a  small  sum,  representing  it  as  the 
value  of  the  policy,  the  pit.  not  being  aware  of  A.'s  illness  :  held,  that  the 
sale  was  void,  and  that  the  pit.  might  recover  the  value  of  the  policy  in  an 
action  of  trover  (Jones  v.  Keene,  2  Moo.  &  R.  348). 

In  cases  where  a  person  executes  an  instrument  in  the  name  of  another 
without  authority,  there  is  some  diversity  of  judicial  opinion  as  to  the  form 
of  action  in  which  the  agent  is  to  be  made  liable  for  the  breach  of  duty.  It 
has  been  held  that  the  suit  must  be  a  special  action  on  the  case  (Polhill  v. 
Walter,  3  B.  &  Ad.  114).  A  similar  doctrine  has  been  held  in  Massachu- 
sets  in  Long  v.  Colbourn,  11  Mass.  R.  97  ;  Ballow  v.  Talbot,  16  Mass.  R. 
461.  So,  in  Pennsylvania,  in  Hopkins  v.  MihafFey,  11  Sergt.  &  R.  129. 
In  New  York  it  has  been  held  that  an  action  may,  under  such  circumstances, 
be  maintained  upon  the  instrument  as  if  it  were  executed  by  the  agent 
personally.  Thus,  if  an  agent  without  authority  should  sign  a  note  in  the 
name  of  another,  that  he  may  be  sued  thereon,  as  if  it  were  his  own  note 
(Dusenbury  v.  Ellis,  3  John.  Ca.  70;  see  also  White  v.  Skinner,  16  Johns. 
R.  307 ;  Meech  v.  Smith,  7  Wend.  R.  317 ;  Cunningham  v.  Sailes,  ib.  106; 
Stetson  v.  Patten,  2  Greenl.  358 ;  2  Rust.  Com.  Lect.  41,  p.  631,  3rd  ed.  ; 
Story's  Agency,  227,  n.  3). 

There  is  no  doubt  of  the  personal  liability  of  an  agent  in  all  cases  where 
he  falsely  affirms  that  he  has  authority  ;  as  he  does  when  he  signs  the 
instrument,  as  agent  of  his  principal,  and  knows  that  he  has  no  authority 
(Story's  Agency,  226,  n.  3).  But  qucere  if  he  is  liable  when  he  supposes 
that  he  has  authority,  and  has  none ;  as,  for  example,  when  he  misconstrues 
the  instrument  conferring  authority  on  him;  or  when  the  instrument  conferr- 
ing the  authority  turns  out  to  be  a  forgery,  and  he  supposed  it  to  be  genuine. 
In  Polhill  v.  Walter,  3  B.  &  Ad.  114,  Lord  Tenterden  seems  to  have  thought 
that  the  right  of  action  was  founded  solely  upon  there  being  an  affirmation 
of  authority  when  the  party  knew  it  to  be  false,  and  that,  therefore,  if  the 
party  acted  under  the  authority  of  a  forged  instrument  supposing  it  to  be 
genuine,  he  would  needs  be  responsible.  But  this  is  doubtful,  for  the  damage 
is  the  same  to  the  party  who  confided  in  such  representation  whether  the 
party  making  it  acted  with  a  knowledge  of  its  falsity  or  not.  No  such  dis- 
tinction was  relied  upon  in  Dusenbury  v.  Ellis,  supra;  Rossiter  v.  Rossiter, 
8  Wend.  R.  494  ;  Ballow  v.  Talbot,  16  Mass.  R.  461,  wherein  the  note  was 
signed  or  indorsed  without  authority  from  the  principal.  •  *And  the 
[  *59  ]  liability  of  the  agent  was  there  put  upon  the  ground  that  he  acted 
without  authority  (Story's  Agency,  227,  n.  3).  As  to  what  would 
be  the  effect  of  a  subsequent  ratification  by  the  principal,  and  whether  it 
would  take  away  any  right  of  action  against  the  principal,  see  Ib.  224,  and 
note.  Where  a  man  who  had  been  in  the  habit  of  dealing  with  the  pit.  for 
meat  supplied  to  his  house,  went  abroad,  leaving  his  wife  and  family  resident 
in  this  country,  and  died  abroad  :  held,  that  the  wife  was  not  liable  for  goods 
supplied  to  her  after  his  death,  but  before  information  of  his  death  had  been 
received,  she  having  had  originally  full  authority  to  contract,  and  done  no 
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wrong  in  representing  her  authority  as  continuing,  nor  having  omitted  to 
•tale  any  foot  within  her  knowledge  relating  to  it,  the  revocation  itself  being 
by  act  of  God,  and  the  continuance  of  the  life  of  the  principal  bring  equally 
within  the  knowledge  of  both  parties  (Smout  v.  llberry,  10  M.  At  W.  1). 

If  a  horse  is  sold  with  a  warranty,  any  fraud  at  the  time  of  the  sale  will 
avoid  it,  although  it  does  not  amount  to  a  breach  of  the  warranty  (Steward 
\ .  (  oesvclt,  1  C.  di  P.  23).  The  pit.  bought  a  horse  warranted  sound,  by 
private  contract,  at  a  repository.  There  was  a  board  fixed  to  the  wall  of  the 
repository  with,  amongst  others,  a  rule  that  a  warranty  of  soundness  there 
given  should  remain  in  force  until  noon  of  the  following  day,  when  the  sale 
Hhould  become  complete  and  the  seller's  responsibility  determined,  unless  a 
notice  and  surgeon's  certificate  of  uasoundoess  wrre  given  in  the  mean  rime; 
but  at  the  sale  the  rules  were  not  particularly  referred  to.  The  horse  was 
unsound  but  no  complaint  was  made  until  afternoon  of  the  following  day. 
The  unsoundness  was  of  a  nature  not  likely  to  be  immediately  discovered, 
some  evidence  was  given  to  show  that  the  deft  knew  of  it,  and  the  horse  was 
shown  at  the  sale  under  circumstances  favourable  for  concealing  it  After 
verdict  for  pit.  held,  that  the  pit.  had  notice  of  the  rule  which  was  such  as 
the  seller  might  reasonably  impose,  and  that  the  facts  did  not  show  such 
fraud  or  artifice  in  him  as  would  render  the  condition  inoperative  (By  water 
x .  Richardson,  3  Nev.  dt  M.  748;  1  Ad.  dt  B.  606 ;  see  Smart  v.  Hyde,  8 
M.  dc  W.  728).  Where  before  the  sale  a  representation  is  made  with  regard 
to*  the  quality  of  the  object  of  sale,  and  the  purchaser  has  full  opportunity  to 
inspect  and  examine  the  truth  of  the  statement,  and  the  contract  is  after- 
wards reduced  into  writing,  in  which  that  representation  is  not  embodied,  no 
action  for  deceit  lies  against  the  vendor  on  the  ground  that  the  article  sold  is 
not  answerable  lo  the  representation,  whether  the  vendor  knew  of  the  delects 
or  not  (Pickering  v.  Dowson,  4  Taunt.  770).  If  by  false  and  fraudulent 
representations  a  person  M  induced  lo  enter  into  a  written  agreement,  and  is 
thereby  damnified,  be  may  maintain  case  for  the  deceit,  and  give  parol  evi- 
dence of  the  representation  although  they  are  not  noticed  in  the  written  eon- 
tract  (Dobell  v.  Stevens,  3  B.  dc  C.  623).  And,  in  some  cases,  where  there 
has  been  fraud,  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  expected  to  be  set  up  as  a 
dtfcnce,  it  is  best  to  sue  for  the  fraud,  in  preference  to  suing  on  the  contract 
(Brown  v.  Howard,  4  Moo.  608;  8.  C.,  2  B.  Ac  B.  73;  Short  v.  McCarthy, 
a  B.  dt  A.  626;  see  also  Butlcy  v.  Faulkner,  3  B.  dt  A.  268;  Clark  v. 
Hougham,  2  B.  dc  C.  153;  but  see  Howell  v.  Younge,  6  B.  dt  C.  240; 
Rhodes  v.  Smethurst,  4  M.  dc  W.  60).  An  action  on  the  case  for  deceit  lies, 
though  it  be  stipulated  that  the  vendee  may  return  the  article  if  he  dislike  it 
(Wallace  v.  Jarmaa,  1  Stark.  162).  If  a  party  purchase  shares  upon  the 
laiih  of  false  representations  of  a  company  contained  in  advertisements,  the 
company  is  liable  for  the  deceit;  but  tembk,  otherwise,  if  the  statements  were 
made  with  a  reasonable  belief  in  their  truth  (Shrewsbury  v.  Blunt,  2  Man.  dc 
G.  476 ;  2  Sco.  N.  R.  588). 

•Pkadingt  a*  to.  [  "60  ] 

Declaration.}  In  an  action  for  falsc-ly  representing  a  third  person  fit  lo 
be  trusted,  a  tctfnltr  most  be  alleged  and  proved;  though,  indeed,  the  word 
"  fraudulently"  might  be  a  sufficient  allegation  in  this  respect,  especially  after 
verdict  (Willus,  684).  But,  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  fraud,  or  on  mis- 
repicscntation  of  any  kind,  an  express  warranty,  or  scienter,  need  not  be 
alleged,  nor  proved  if  alleged  (Williams  v.  Allison,  2  East,  446;  Adamson 
v.  Janris,  4  Bing.  69). 
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And  where  the  pit.,  an  auctioneer,  was  employed  by  the  deft.,  who  had 
goods  in  his  possession,  but  was  not  the  owner,  to  sell  them,  which  the  pit. 
did,  and  was  afterwards  compelled  by  the  real  owner  to  make  satisfaction  to 
him  for  the  proceeds;  it  was  held  after  verdict  that  a  count  in  case  for  repre- 
senting that  the  deft,  was  entitled  to  sell  the  goods,  and  thereby  deceiving 
him,  was  maintainable,  although  the  declaration  did  not  charge  that  the  deft, 
knew  that  he  was  not  the  owner  of  the  goods  at  the  time  that  the  representa- 
tion was  made  (Ib.  66).  In  case  for  falsely  warranting  a  gun  to  have  been 
made  by  N.,  and  to  be  a  sound  gun,  alleging  that  the  gun  was  not  made  by 
N.,  nor  was  it  n  sound  gun,  but  was  dangerous  and  wholly  unsound,  and  of 
inferior  materials,  of  which  the  deft,  at  the  sale  had  notice,  and  that  the  pit. 
knowing  and  confiding  in  the  warranty  used  the  gun,  which  but  for  the  war- 
ranty he  would  not  have  done,  and  that  the  gun  burst,  whereby  the  pit.  was 
severely  injured,  &c. :  held,  after  verdict  for  the  pit.  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty, 
and  on  others  denying  the  warranty,  and  that  the  gun  was  unsafe,  that  the 
action  was  maintainable  (Levy  v.  Langridge,  4  M.  &  W.  337). 

An  action  on  the  case  does  not  lie,  for  either  a  mere  false  representation 
of  another's  intention,  or  on  a  gratuitous  assertion  of  the  bidder  upon  a 
matter  which  he  was  not  under  legal  obligation  to  disclose  to  the  seller  with 
accuracy,  and  on  which  it  was  the  folly  of  the  seller  to  rely,  but  at  all 
events  in  such  n  case  the  count  would  be  bad  in  not  showing  that  the  pit.  had 
been  damaged  by  such  false  representation  (Vernon  v.  Keys,  12  East,  632 ; 
4  Taunt.  488).  The  vendor  of  a  ship  represented  her  to  have  been  built  in 
1816,  she  having  been  launched  a  year  before:  held,  that  the  vendee  was 
entitled  to  recover  damages  in  an  action  on  the  case,  as  it  was  a  false  repre- 
sentation, although  it  was  agreed  that  the  ship  should  be  taken  with  all  faults 
(Fletcher  v.  Bowsher,  2  Stark.  361). 

Where  Ground  of  Defence.']  As  it  is  an  intendment  of  law  that  a  person 
innocent  of  a  fraud,  or  any  other  imputation  affecting  his  reputation ;  the 
party  insisting  upon  the  contrary  must  state  it  fully  in  pleading  (Co.  Lit.  78 
b;  Heath's  Maxims,  207,  212  ;  1  Ch.  PI.  243).  Fraud  is  a  defence  at  law 
to  an  action  on  a  deed  (Cockshott  v.  Bennett,  7  T.  R.  765),  if  both  parties 
are  not  implicated  (Doe  d.  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  2  B.  &  A.  370) ;  and  the 
fraud  must  be  in  the  concoction  or  execution  of  the  instrument  (but  see  Con- 
nop  v.  Holmes,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  721,  n.  (a) ;  D'Arandee  v.  Houstoun,  6  C.  dc 
P.  511,  and  Edwards  v.  Brown,  1  Tyrw.  196).  The  fraud  must  be  some 
concealment  or  deception  with  reference  to  the  instrument  itself,  and  not  mere 
illegal  or  false  representation  as  to  some  intrinsic  matter  (Green  v.  Gosden, 
3  Man.  &  G.  446).  Where  the  deft,  pleaded  that  the  bond  was  obtained  by 
fraud  and  covin,  it  was  held  at  nisi  prius  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the 
deft,  to  show  that  he  executed  it  with  full  knowledge  of  its  contents,  but  in 
consequence  of  a  previous  fraudulent  representation  of  an  extrinsic  fact 
(Meeson  v.  Ditchbourne,  1  M.  &  R.  460). 

In  every  species  of  assumpsit,  all  matters  in  confessing  an  avoid- 
[  *61  ]  ance,  including  not  only  those  by  way  of  discharge,  but  those  which 
show  the  transaction,  either  void  or  voidable  in  law,  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  shall  be  specially  pleaded  (R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  3) ;  so,  like- 
wise in  covenant  and  debt  (Ib.),  and  the  full  particulars  of  the  fraud  need 
not  be  stated  (Edwards  v.  Brown,  1  Tyrw.  196).  A  general  plea  that  the 
deed,  &c.,  was  obtained  by  the  pit.  by  fraud  and  misrepresentation  has  been 
holden  sufficient ;  for  fraud  usually  consists  of  a  multiplicity  of  circumstances, 
and  therefore  it  might  be  inconvenient  to  require  them  to  be  particularly  set 
forth  (9  Co.  110,  per  Lord  Ellenborough,  Hill  v.  Montague,  2  M.  &  S.  378)  ; 
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but  it  is  not  clear  that  the  authorities  bear  out  that  position  to  its  full  extent 
(per  Parke,  B.,  in  Connop  v.  Holmes,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  720 ;  and  see  Edwards 
v.  Brown,  1  Tyrw.  196).  The  general  plea  has  been  considered  safer,  as 
affording  more  latitude  in  proof  (9  Co.  110;  Hill  v.  Montague,  tvpra;  Took 
v.  Tuck,  4  Bing.  227  ;  9  B.  &  C.  444).  If,  however,  the  fraud  be  stated 
with  more  particularity  than  was  necessary,  the  deft,  will  fail  in  case  of 
variance,  unless  an  amendment  be  allowed  (Took  v.  Tuck,  supra) :  it  must 
be  stated  according  to  the  facts.  As  to  this  defence  with  regard  to  bills  of 
exchange  see  ante,  Vol.  I.  594 — 599. 

On  discovery  of  the  fraud  the  deft,  ought  to  abandon  the  contract  and 
avoid  claiming  any  partial  benefit  from  i:,  and  in  his  plea  he  ought  to  make 
an  allegation  to  that  effect,  and  that  the  deft,  had  notice  thereof  (s«e  3  Ch. 
PI.  35,  n.  (o);  see  Fitzroy  v.  Guilliam,  1  T.  R.  153;  10  B.  Ac  C.  684; 
Tregoning  v.  Attenborough,  7  Bing:  98,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Hargreaves  v. 
Hutchinson,  2  Ad.  A:  E.  13).  The  election  on  the  part  of  the  defrauded 
parly  to  rescind  the  contract  must  be  exercised  as  soon  as  the  fraud  is  dis- 
covered, and  if,  after  the  fraud  practised  on  him  came  to  his  knowledge,  he 
deals  with  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract,  he  cannot  repudiate  the  coo* 
tract,  although  he  subsequently  discovers  further  circumstance*  connected 
with  the  same  fraud  (Campbell  v.  Fleming,  1  Ad.  de  K.  40 ;  Sdway  v.  Fogg, 
5  M.  At  W.  86).  Where  the  defrauded  party  rescinds  the  express  contract 
entered  into  by  him  he  cannot  set  up  an  implied  one  and  sue  the  other  party 
(Selway  v.  Fogg,  5  M.  &  W.  83).  The  deft,  pleaded  fraud  to  an  action  of 
debt  on  a  bond:  it  appeared  that  C.,  who  was  about  to  purchase  a  medical 
practice  consulted  H.,  who  thought  9001.  was  enough  for  it,  and  consented 
to  be  security  for  C.  to  that  amount :  A.,  the  vendor,  through  his  attorney, 
R.,  required  the  sum  of  426Y.,  and  it  was  ultimately  agreed  that  C.  should 
give  his  separate  bond  for  125A,  and  that  H.  should  join  him  in  a  joint  and 
several  bond  for  300/.  (being  the  bond  in  suit) ;  of  the  existence  of  the  former 
bond  H.  was  ignorant  when  he  executed  the  latter.  C.  was  called  as  a  wit- 
ness,  and  stated  that  it  was  agreed  between  himself  and  R.  that  the  bond 
for  1257.  should  be  concealed  from  H. ;  but  this  was  contradicted  by  R., 
and  the  judge  told  the  jury  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to  show  that  C.  had 
committed  a  fraud  on  H.,  but  that  they  must  bo  satisfied  that  the  pit.,  or  his 
agent,  was  a  party  to  it:  held  correct  (Spencer  v.  llnndley,  10  Ad.  Ac  E. 
414);  and  the  court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict,  which  was  found  for  the 
pit.;  the  existence  of  fraud  bring  a  question  for  the  jury  (Ib. ;  see  Pitcairn 
v.  Ogbourne,  2  Yes.  sen.  375;  Green  v.  Gosden,  4  Man.  Ac  G.  420).  To 
an  action  of  debt  against  a  railway  company,  on  a  covenant  to  pay  5000/. 
as  a  compensation  for  damage  to  the  pit's  estate  by  a  railway  on  his  with- 
drawing his  opposition  to  a  bill  then  in  parliament  for  its  formation ;  a  plea, 
that  the  agreement  was  made  secretly  without  the  knowledge  of  those 
through  whose  lands  the  line  was  to  pass,  or  of  the  legislature,  and  that  the 
pit.  was  a  peer  of  parliament,  was  held  bad,  for  not  distinctly 
•showing  that  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  contract  meant  it  to  be  [  *62  ] 
concealed ;  and  that  the  agreement  was  not  bad  on  the  ground  of 
the  pit.  being  a  peer,  since  it  was  not  shown  that  the  money  was  promised 
as  a  consideration  for  his  vote  being  given  or  withheld,  and  he  had  a  right 
in  his  individual  character  to  bargain  for  an  injury  to  his  lands ;  but  that  it* 
it  appeared  that  the  money  was  so  promised  the  action  must  have  failed 
(I louden  v.  Simpson,  10  Ad.  As  E.  793;  reversing  S.  C.  2  P.  At  D.  717). 

A  deft,  in  an  action  for  goods  bargained  and  sold  at  a  specific  price  will 
not  be  allowed  to  show,  either  in  bar  of  the  action  or  in  mitigation  of  dam- 
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ages,  that  there  was  a  false  representation  of  the  quality  of  the  goods,  unless 
it  be  specially  pleaded  (Woodhouse  v.  Swift,  7  C.  &  P.  310). 

In  such  a  plea,  or  in  replication  of  fraud,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the 
particulars  of  the  fraud  (9  Co.  110).  The  usual  replication  to  a  plea'of 
fraud  in  debt  on  a  specialty  is,  that  the  same  was  duly  obtained  (Com.  Dig. 
Pleader,  2  W.  19,  iiO). 

On  an  issue  joined  on  the  general  plea  of  fraud,  it  appeared  that  the  pit. 
had  employed  one  C.  to  let  the  house  in  question,  and  that  the  deft.,  being  in 
treaty  with  C.,  asked  him  "  if  there  was  any  objection  to  the  house,"  and 
he  replied  that  there  was  not ;  the  deft,  after  signing  the  agreement  disco- 
vered  that  the  house  adjoined  a  brothel,  and  therefore  declined  to  fulfil  the 
contract;  the  pit.  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  brothel,  but  C.,  the  agent,  did 
not:  held,  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  dissentiente,  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to 
support  the  plea  that  the  representations  turned  out  to  be  untrue,  but  that  for 
that  purpose  it  ought  to  have  been  proved  to  have  been  fraudulently  made ; 
that  as  the  representation  was  not  embodied  in  the  contract,  it  could  not  be 
affected  by  it,  unless  it  were  a  fraudulent  representation,  and  that  the  know- 
ledge of  the  pit.  of  the  existence  of  the  nuisance,  and  the  representation  of 
the  agent,  that  it  did  not  exist,  were  not  enough  to  constitute  fraud,  so  as  to 
support  plea  (Cornfoot  v.  Fowke,  6  M.  &  W.  358).  In  Wilson  v.  Fuller,  3 
Q.  B.  68,  in  error,  the  declaration  was  in  case  for  deceit,  for  fraudulently 
representing  to  the  pit.  that  certain  premises,  of  which  the  deft,  was  lessee 
for  a  term  of  years,  were  let  at  100Z.  a  year,  clear  of  taxes,  &c. ;  and  con- 
cealing from  the  pit.  that  the  rent  was  subject  to  a  deduction  of  16/.  a  year, 
whereby  the  pit.  was  induced  to  take  an  assignment  of  the  premises,  and  to 
pay  a  larger  sum  than  he  otherwise  would  have  paid :  the  special  verdict 
found  that  the  deft,  knew  of  the  above  deductions ;  that  she  desired  W.,  her 
attorney,  to  instruct  pit.,  an  auctioneer,  to  prepare  particulars  for  sale  of  the 
premises,  and  referred  W.  for  information  to  a  person  having  a  lien  on  the 
premises,  who  told  W.  that  the  rent  was  100/.  a  year ;  that  W.,  without 
asking  any  questions  about  the  rates,  &c.,  assumed,  as  was  the  custom, 
that  the  tenant  paid  them,  and  that  the  deft,  did  not  further  interfere ;  that 
W.,  not  knowing  of  this  dgduction,  instructed  pit.  that  the  premises  were  let 
at  100/.  a  year,  but  never  described  them  to  him  as  clear  of  taxes,  &c.,  or 
authorized  him  to  do  so,  which,  in  the  particulars  of  sale  he  however  did ; 
and  that  W.  saw  the  particulars,  but  did  not  correct  it,  thinking  it  to  be 
true,  and  that  W.  thought  it  plt.'s  duty  to  inquire  into  the  outgoings  when 
he  was  employed  to  make  the  particulars  ;  and  that  the  premises  were  put 
up  to  auction,  bought,  and  the  pit.  then  took  them  himself,  and  they  were 
assigned  to  him ;  that  neither  W.  nor  pit.  knew  of  the  agreement  for  the 
above  deduction  until  after  the  assignment  and  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  that  they  then  believed  the  premises  to  be  let  free  of  taxes,  &c. : 

held,  on  this  finding,  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  deft,  had  been 
[  *63  ]  *guilty  of  any  actual  fraudulent  representation  or  concealment,  or 

had  authorized  any ;  that  if  W.,  as  her  agent,  had  been  guilty  of 
any  fraudulent  representation  or  concealment,  she  would  herself  have  been 
liable;  but  no  such  misfeasance  by  W.  appeared  by  the  verdict,  and  there- 
fore that  the  deft,  was  entitled  to  judgment.  In  this  case  the  court  below 
held,  that  as  the  pit.  bought  the  house  on  the  faith  of  the  statement  that  it 
was  let  at  100/.  a  year,  free  of  taxes,  which  the  deft,  knew  to  be  untrue,  an 
action  on  the  case  for  the  deceit  lay,  though  the  deft,  had  not  instructed  the 
agent  to  make  the  statement  (see  3  Q.  B.  58).  But,  though  the  verdict  was 
reversed  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  it  was  nevertheless  held,  that  if  the 
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deft.'s  agent  had  been  guilty  of  a  fraudulent  mis-statement  the  deft,  would 
have  been  liable  for  it  (lb.  68). 

A  collateral  statement  made  at  the  time  of  entering  into  a  contract,  but 
not  embodied  in  it,  must,  in  order  to  invalidate  the  contract  on  the  ground 
of  hsteing  a  fraudulent  statement,  be  shown  not  only  to  have  been  false, 
but  to  have  been  known  to  have  been  so  by  the  party  making  it,  and  that 
the  other  party  was  thereby  induced  to  enter  into  the  contract  (Moens  v. 
Hey  worth,  10  M.  As  W.  147 ;  per  Parke  and  Alder-son,  BB. ;  Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B.,  dusen.)  A  cargo  of  cofiee  was  sold  by  a  broker  for  H.  P.  and  Co., 
of  L.,  and  the  words  "  invoiced  to  the  sellers  as  of  the  first  shipping  quality" 
were  in  the  bought  and  sold  notes ;  at  the  same  time  the  invoice  was  shown 
to  the  buyers,  which  stated  the  cargo  to  be  shipped  to  H.  B.  and  Co.,  con* 
signed  to  H.  P.  and  Co.  for  sale  on  account  and  risk  of  whom  it  may  con- 
cern, 3150  bags,  "  first  shipping  quality."  H.  B.  and  Co.  were  a  branch 
house  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  composed  of  the  same  partners  as  H.  P.  and 
Co..  Held,  in  case  against  H.  P.  and  Co.  for  deceit,  that  it  was  a  pro- 
per question  for  the  jury,  whether  the  invoice  imputed  that  the  coflhe 
was  invoiced  to  the  defts.  by  distinct  parties  as  the  sellers  thereof 
(Ib.).  Quftrt,  whether  the  action  ought  not  to  have  been  brought  on 
the  contract  instead  of  in  tort  (Ib.).  The  pits,  advanced  26001.  to  B., 
upon  the  security  of  an  indenture  of  mortgage,  executed  by  C.,  and  a 
promissory  note  for  26001. ,  in  which  deft,  joined  as  security.  At  the 
time  of  the  advance  C.  owed  the  pita.  800/.,  which  was  deducted  from  the 
2600/.,  but  the  recital  of  the  mortgage  deed,  which  was  read  by  the  plu's 
agent  in  the  presence  of  the  deft,  stated  untruly  that  the  8004  had  been 
paid :  held,  a  fraud  in  law,  which  released  the  deft,  from  his  liability  on  the 
promissory  note  (Stone  v.  Compton,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  142). 

Its  Eject*  in  gtnertd.]  All  contracts,  specialties,  and  transactions  tainted 
with  fraud,  are  void,  though  the  fraud  dues  not  appear  on  the  face  of  them 
(Petrie  v.  Hannay,  3  T.  R.  418;  2  Star.  Bv.  586;  Ch.  Contr.  61,  891). 
But,  in  the  case  of  records  obtained  by  fraud  or  collusion,  third  persons  only 
can  set  up  the  defence,  and  not  the  parties  to  the  record,  whose  only  relief 
is  in  equity,  except  in  the  case  of  a  judgment  .obtained  on  a  cognovit,  or 
warrant  of  attorney  (2  Marsh.  392,  307  ;  Taunt.  07,  8.  C. ;  1  Aust.  8 ;  3 
V.  Ac  B.  42;  Doug.  106;  Cowp.  727  ;  1  H.  Bl.  75). 

The  fraud  of  an  authorized  agent  equally  avoids  the  contract  made  by 
him  for  his  principal  (Fitzherbert  v.  Mather,  1  T.  R.  12 ;  Doe  v.  Martin,  4 
ib.  30;  Richardson  v.  Mellish,  3  Bing.  243;  Everete  v.  Desborough,  5 
Hing.  508 ;  and  cases  cited  in  Corn  foot  v.  Fowke,  6  M.  At  W.  358 ;  Pilman 
v.  Hood,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  07 ;  Hill  v.  Gray,  1  Stark.  434 ;  see  Fox  v.  Mack- 
cth,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  420;  Fuller  v.  Wilson,  3  Q.  B.  63).  A  sheriff's  officer 
is  the  agent  of  the  sheriff1,  and  therefore  the  fraud  of  the  officer  in  obtaining 
an  indemnity  *bond,  is  the  fraud  of  the  sheriff,  and  may  be  pleaded 
to  an  action  brought  by  the  sheriff  on  the  bond  (Raphael  v.  Good-  [*04] 
man,  3  M.  &  P.  547).  And  a  misrepresentation  is  equally  fraudu- 
lent though  made  by  a  third  person,  not  being  the  agent  of  the  vendor,  if 
made  within  the  knowledge  of  the  latter,  who  takes  advantage  of  such  mis- 
representation  (Pilmore  v.  Hood,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  07 ;  6  Sco.  827 ;  Levy  v. 
Landridge,  2  M.  At  W.  510);  so  if  by  any  means  any  material  part  of  the 
transaction  is  misrepresented  within  the  assent  or  knowledge  of  the  person 
seeking  to  enforce  the  security  (Stone  v.  Compton,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  157). 

Where  A.  agreed  to  underlet  his  house  to  B.,  the  latter  paying  for  the 
furniture  of  an  appraisement,  it  was  decided  that  B.  was  excused  from  the 
performance  of  the  agreement,  because  A.,  at  the  time  he  granted  the  house, 
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was  in  arrear  for  rent  to  his  landlord  (3  B.  &  P.  172).  Where  a  sale  is 
fraudulently  procured  by  the  vendee,  he  may  be  sued  by  the  vendor,  before 
the  expiration  of  the  credit  agreed  on  to  be  given  (1  Esp.  430 ;  2  ib.  523). 
As  to  frauds  in  cases  of  sale,  &c.,  post  "  GOODS  SOLD."  The  obtaining 
goods  under  false  pretences,  under  colour  of  purchasing  them,  or  otherwise, 
does  not  change  the  property  (7  Taunt.  59;  6  Mod.  114).  No  part  of  a 
fraudulent  transaction  can  be  supported,  except  where  a  consideration  has 
been  given,  in  consequence  of  which,  the  parties  cannot  be  placed  in  the 
same  situation  ;  and,  in  ordinary  cases  of  fraud,  in  equity,  the  whole  trans- 
action is  undone,  and  the  parties  replaced  in  their  former  situation  (Dan- 
berry  v.  Cockburn,  1  Merv.  643).  The  defence  of  fraud  cannot,  in  general, 
be  set  up  by  a  party  privy  to  it;  for  no  person  can  allege  his  own  fraud  to 
invalidate  his  own  deed  (Cro.  J.  270 ;  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  2  B.  &  A.  367 ; 
1  Bl.  R.  363).  And  it  is  not  permitted  to  a  vendor,  or  other  person,  to  de- 
feat, even  collaterally,  his  own  sale  or  act,  on  the  ground  that  it  operated  as 
a  fraud  on  his  creditors,  or  the  like  (Deady  v.  Harrison,  1  Stnrk.  60 ;  Ro- 
binson v.  M'Donell,  2  B.  &  A.  134;  Hawes  v.  Leader,  Cro.  J.  270;  3  V. 
&  B.  42).  But  where  the  contract  has  for  its  object  and  consideration,  a 
fraud  on  a  third  party,  and  both  the  parties  to  the  agreement  are  guilty  of 
the  fraudulent  intention,  it  seems  not  to  be  permitted  by  either  of  them,  to 
found  a  claim  upon  such  contract  in  a  court  of  law,  (see  Jones  v.  Yates,  9 
B.  &  C.  538 ;  Ch.  Contr.  3rd  ed.  681).  Sed  qucere,  if  the  court  will  not 
allow,  in  some  cases,  a  defence  of  fraud,  on  third  persons,  to  be  set  up  by  a 
party  privy  to  it. 

Evidence  of.]  In  an  action  on  a  warranty  the  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in 
issue  the  warranty  and  unsoundness  but  not  the  sale  (Spencer  v.  Dawson, 
1  Moo.  &  R.  552).  In  an  action  for  a  false  and  fraudulent  representation 
on  the  sale  of  a  lease  and  good  will  as  to  the  amount  of  business  done  there, 
not  guilty  puts  in  issue  the  sale  as  well  as  false  statement  (Mummery  v. 
Paul,  1  C.  B.  316).  Where  goods  were  sold  upon  a  representation  that  the 
bulk  corresponded  with  the  sample,  but  no  warranty  was  taken  by  the  pur- 
chaser, and  the  bulk  turned  out  to  be  of  inferior  quality  and  to  have  been 
falsely  packed  though  not  by  the  seller:  held,  that  an  action  for  a  false  and 
fraudulent  representation  was  not  maintainable  without  showing  that  such 
representation  was  false  to  the  knowledge  of  the  seller,  and  that  he  acted 
fraudulently  against  good  faith  in  making  it  (Ormond  v.  Huth,  14  M.  &W. 
651).  In  an  action  for  the  false  and  fraudulent  representation  of  the  cha- 
racter or  solvency  of  another,  the  fraud  as  well  as  falsehood  must  be  proved 
(Collins  v.  Evans,  5  Q.  B.  827).  Therefore,  where  the  representation  was 
made  bonafide  under  a  belief  of  its  truth,  the  pit.  cannot  recover  (Shrews- 
bury v.  Blount,  *2  Man.  &  G.  475) ;  and  proof  of  representations 
[*65]  made  to  the  deft,  of  the  truth  of  the  alleged  mis-statements,  whereby 
he  was  himself  misled,  will  be  evidence  of  bona  fides  (Ib.).  No 
action  lies  to  charge  a  person,  by  reason  of  any  representation  or  assurance 
made  or  given  relating  to  the  character,  conduct,  ability,  trade,  or  dealings 
of  any  other  person,  to  the  intent  that  such  other  may  obtain  money,  credit, 
or  good$  thereupon,  unless  such  representation,  &c.,  be  made  in  writing, 
signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith  (9  Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  6).  And 
this  defence  may  be  made  under  the  general  issue,  although  it  is  more  fre- 
quently pleaded  (Turnlev  v.  Macgregor,  6  Man.  &  G.  46 ;  see  Swan  v. 
Phillips,  8  A.  &  E.  457;  Lyde  v.  Barnard,  1  M.  &  W.  101);  in  which 
case  the  court  differed  in  opinion  on  the  point  whether  a  representation  that 
the  life  estate  of  A.  B.  was  charged  with  only  three  annuities  was  a  repre- 
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•eolation  relating  to  the  credit  of  A.  B.  within  the  act  The  pit  will  not 
discharge  himself  from  the  necessity  of  proving  a  written  representation  by 
suing  in  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  (Haslock  r.  Ferguson,  7  A. 
,  86;  Swan  v.  Phillips,  supra).  Where  the  deft,  stated  that  the  pit. 
might  safely  trust  A.  B.,  because  the  deft,  had  the  title  deeds  of  an  estate  of 
A.  B.,  and  this  was  held  to  be  representation  within  the  statute.  A  repre- 
sentation made  respecting  the  credit  of  a  firm  of  which  the  deft,  is  a  partner 
is  within  the  act,  such  firm  being  another  person  within  the  statute  (Devaux 
v.  Steinkellcr,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  84). 

Where  a  vendor  of  a  public-house  falsely  represented  the  amount  of  busi- 
ness done  in  it,  by  which  pit.  was  induced  to  buy  the  lease :  held,  that  an 
action  lay,  although  the  false  statement  was  not  contained  in  the  conveyance 
or  memorandum  of  the  bargain  (Dobell  v.  Stereos,  3  B.  &  C.  893).  So, 
where  the  vendor  made  the  statement  to  another,  who  (with  deft's  know, 
ledge)  communicated  it  to  the  pit.  (Pilmore  v.  Hood,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  97). 
Where  the  sheriff,  upon  the  representation  of  the  pit.  in  a  suit,  seized  goods 
under  ajf.yb.as  belonging  to  the  deft.,  and  damages  having  been  recovered 
against  the  sheriff  by  a  third  person  claiming  the  goods :  held,  that  case  lay 
at  the  suit  of  the  sheriff  for  the  false  representation,  and  a  declaration  slating 
such  a  case  without  any  averment  of  fraud  in  the  representation  or  know, 
ledge  of  its  falsehood  was  held  good  in  arrest  of  judgment  (Humfrey  v. 
Pratt,  5  Bli.  N.  S.  154;  2  Dow.  Ac  C.  288).  In  Evans  v.  Collins,  the 
sheriff  declared  in  case,  for  that  the  defts.  being  attorneys  of  P.,  who  has 
sued  out  a  ea.  to.  against  J.  W.,  and  the  deft,  having  in  custody  under 
another  ea.  to.  another  J.  W.,  was  entitled  to  his  discharge,  the  defts.  well 
knowing  the  premises  falsely  represented  to  the  sheriff  that  tin  last-men' 
tiooed  J.  W.  was  the  J.  W.  against  whom  P.*s  writ  had  issue  d,  whereby  the 
defts.  caused  the  sheriff  to  detain  the  J.  W.  who  was  in  his  custody,  for 
which  he  sued  the  sheriff,  who  paid  mooey  by  way  of  compromise.  On  the 
plat  of  not  guilty  evidence  was  given  for  the  sheriff,  lor  bis  officer  delivered 
a  note  to  the  defts.  managing  clerk  in  P.'s  action,  describing  the  J.  W.  who 
was  in  custody,  aod  inquired  if  that  was  the  J.  W.  whom  be  had  sued  on 
behalf  of  P.,  and  thnt  the  clerk  took  the  letter  in'.o  the  office  where  the  deft*, 
were,  and  afterwards  returned  and  told  the  officer  that  that  was  the  J.  W., 
neither  the  deft*,  nor  the  clerk  nt  that  time  knowing  the  contrary:  held  by 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  that  on  this  evidence  the  jury  were  warranted 
in  finding  for  the*  sheriff,  an  action  being  maintainable  for  the  misrepresenta- 
tion, and  the  defts.  being  liable  under  the  circumstances  for  the  mis-state- 
ment of  their  clerk ;  also,  that  the  action  lay  though  the  detainer  was  made, 
and  the  money  for  compromise  paid  by  the  sheriff's  officer  and  not  by  him- 
self.  But,  *hcld  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  that  a  plea 
alleging  that  defts.  had  good  and  probable*  reason  to  believe,  and  did  [*00] 
with  good  faith  believe,  the  representation  to  be  true,  was  an  answer 
to  the  action.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  having  given  judgment  for  pits, 
won  obstante  Vfrcdicto  on  this  plea,  judgment  was  reversed  (5  Q.  B.  804). 
In  case  against  husband  and  wife  for  falsely  representing  to  the  pit.,  a  bro- 
ker employed  by  them  to  distrain  upon  certain  premises  in  which  the  wife 
had  an  interest,  that  the  latter  was  entitled  to  distrain  for  rent  in  nrrcar, 
whereby  the  pit.  who  made  the  distress  was  put  to  costs  in  a  replevin  suit ; 
it  appeared  that  a  distress  warrant  was  signed  by  the  wife  and  handed  to 
the  pit.  in  th'-  presence  of  the  husband,  that  no  representation  whatever  was 
made  by  tin-  defts.,  or  cither  of  them,  when  the  warrant  was  so  handed  over, 
but  that  in  fact  the  wife  had  no  right  to  sign  a  warrant,  the  legal  estate  in 
the  premises  being  in  the  trustees  under  her  marriage  settlement:  held,  that 
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it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  there  was  any  false  or  fraudu- 
lent representations  in  the  omission  to  state  that  the  property  was  in  settle- 
ment when  the  pit.  was  employed  to  distrain,  and  the  jury  having  found 
there  was  not,  that  the  pit.  was  not  entitled  to  recover  on  not  guilty,  it  being 
essential  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action  that  the  falsehood  of  the  repre- 
sentation should  be  known  to  the  party  making  it  (Rawlings  v.  Bell,  1  C. 
B.  951).  If  A.  knowingly  utter  a  falsehood  to  B.  with  intent  to  defraud  B., 
and  with  a  view  to  his  own  profit,  and  B.  giving  credit  to  the  falsehood  is 
injured  thereby,  he  may  maintain  an  action  against  A.  for  false  representa- 
tion ;  where,  therefore,  the  declaration  alleged  that  B.  had  sent  to  A.  certain 
handkerchiefs,  printed  by  B.  with  a  certain  pattern,  and  that  he  was  about 
to  print  others  of  the  same  pattern  for  profit,  and  that  A.,  in  order  to  de- 
fraud B.  and  to  induce  him  to  desist  from  printing  the  same,  and  to  deprive 
him  of  the  profits,  and  to  acquire  the  same  for  his  own  use,  falsely  repre- 
sented to  B.  that  the  pattern  was  a  registered  pattern,  and  that  the  parties 
intended  to  proceed  against  B.  for  printing  the  design,  all  which  was  untrue 
to  the  knowledge  of  A.,  in  consequence  of  which  B.  was  induced  to  take  a 
journey  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  into  the  matter,  and  was  mean  while 
prevented  from  printing  or  selling  other  goods  of  the  same  pattern  :  held,  on 
general  demurrer  that  the  declaration  disclosed  a  good  cause  of  action,  and 
that  the  special  damage  naturally  flowed  from  the  wrongful  act  of  the  deft. 
•Barley  v.  Walford,  24  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  369,  Q.  B.). 

The  fraud  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence,  or  any  circumstances,  how- 
ever contrary  to  the  apparent  facts  or  statements  in  the  written  instrument 
(B.  N.  P.  172  ;  Doe  d.  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  2  B.  &  A.  370 ;  Paton  v.  Pop- 
ham,  9  East,  421).  This  rule  does  not  contravene  the  general  one  as  to 
the  admissibility  of  parol  testimony  against  written,  as  the  effect  and  result 
of  such  evidence  is,  that  the  instrument  never  had  any  operation;  and,  on 
grounds  of  policy  and  necessity,  this  rule  may  be  supported  (3  B.  &  C. 
623).  The  mode  of  proving  fraud  must  depend  on  the  facts  of  each  par- 
ticular case.  As  to  what  amounts  to  fraud,  see  Ch.  Cont.  222  to  227,  113, 
137  ;  3  Ch.  Com.  Law,  155,  &c. 

The  fraud  necessary  to  maintain  a  general  plea  of  fraud  and  covin  must 
be  some  concealment  or  deception  practised  by  the  pit.  with  respect  to  the 
very  transaction  in  question.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  show  usury  or  other 
causes  of  illegality  (Green  v.  Gosden,  3  Man.  &  G.  446).  A  false  state- 
ment to  the  deft,  of  the  state  of  accounts  between  pit.  and  his  debtor  will 
prove  fraud  in  an  action  against  the  surety  of  the  debtor  (Stone  v.  Comp- 
ton,  3  B.  N.  C.  142).  Where  the  owner  sued  deft,  for  not  taking  a  house 
*according  to  his  agreement,  held,  that  proof  that  plt.'s  agent  denied 
[*67]  the  existence  of  a  nuisance,  being  ignorant  of  it,  but  of  which  the 
deft,  knew,  did  not  support  the  plea  of  fraud ;  for  though  this  was  a 
mis-statement,  it  was  no  fraud  (Cornfoot  v.  Fowke,  6  M.  &  W.  358).  Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B.,  dissentiente.  The  plea  means  moral  fraud,  and  not  merely 
a  false  statement  made  in  ignorance  (Moens  v.  Heyworth,  10  M.  &  M.  147). 
When  the  deft,  erroneously  supposed  that  a  picture  had  been  in  the  posses- 
sion of  Sir  F.  A.,  and  purchased  it  from  the  agent  of  the  ph.,  who  was 
aware  of  the  deft.'s  error  but  did  not  undeceive  him,  it  was  held  that  he 
could  not  recover  the  sum  for  which  the  picture  was  sold,  the  price  being 
properly  enhanced  by  the  error  (Hill  v.  Gray,  1  Stark.  434).  So,  when 
goods  are  falsely  described  as  '•  the  property  of  a  gentleman  deceased,"  or 
"  to  be  sold  by  executors,"  for  such  property  is  likely  to  be  sold  without  re- 
serve (Harwell  v.  Christie,  Cowp.  395).  So,  where,  at  a  sale  by  auction, 
the  owner  of  the  goods  employs  puffers  to  bid  for  him  of  which  the  buyer 
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has  DO  notice  it  is  a  fraud,  and  the  seller  cannot  recover  the  price  (Crowder 
v.  Austin,  3  Bing.  366;  Wheeler  v.  Collier,  M.  Ac  M.  126);  but  it  must  be 
specially  pleaded  (Iceley  v.  Grew,  6  C.  At  P.  671).  In  an  action  on  an 
agreement  in  which  fraud  is  pleaded,  the  plea  is  not  supported  unless  some 
wilful  misrepresentation  should  have  been  made  (Stevens  v.  Webb,  7  C.  At 
P.  60). 

Where  a  horse  was  sold  under  a  warrant  of  soundness,  but  with  a  mis- 
representation  as  to  the  place  from  which  he  was  brought,  if  the  horse 
answered  the  warranty  at  the  time  of  the  sale  the  misrepresentation  as  to  the 
place  from  which  he  came  would  not  invalidate  the  contract  (Geddes  v. 
Pennington,  5  Dow.  164). 

Fraud  consists  in  the  mis-representation  or  the  concealment  of  a  material 
fact.  There  can  be  no  fraud  if  the  bargain  be  merely  a  lair  contest  or  trial 
of  judgment  (1  Ch.  Contr.  682).  A  misrepresentation  of  the  legal  effect  of 
an  agreement  does  not  constitute  a  fraud  (Lewis  v.  Jones,  4  B.  At  C.  606). 
Freud  occurs  where  one  person  substantially  mis- represents  or  conceals  a 
material  (act  peculiarly  within  his  own  knowledge,  in  consequence  of  which 
a  delusion  exists,  or  uses  a  device  naturally  calculated  lo  lull  the  suspicions 
of  a  careful  man  and  induce  him  to  forgo  inquiring  into  a  matter  upon  which 
the  other  party  has  information,  iMsMdh  such  information  be  not  exclu- 
sively within  his  reach ;  (2  Bla.  Com.  491  ;  3  ib.  166;  Dobell  v.  Stevens, 
3  B.  &  C.  623) ;  but  if  the  party  to  whom  the  (Use  statement  was  made 
knew  the  real  stale  of  the  facts,  there  is  no  fraud  (Cowen  v.  Simpson,  1 
Bsp.  200).  An  intention  to  defraud,  not  carried  into  effect,  will  not  vitiate 
a  contract  (Hemingway  v.  Hamilton,  4  M.  Ac  W.  US) ;  nor  an  erroneous 
statement  of  an  account  founded  on  an  un>busineas.|iko  mode  of  calculation, 
though  made  knowingly,  is  not  necessarily  fraudulent  (Wilson  v.  Butler,  4 
Bing.  N.  C.  748).  A  representation,  though  false,  will  not  vitiate  the  con- 
tract  unless  it  be  fraudulent  also,  and  form  part  of  the  contract,  particularly 
in  written  instruments  (see  Flynn  v.  Tobin,  M.  Ac  M.  367 ;  Bxeriy  v.  Gar. 
rett,  9  B.  Ac  C.  028  ;  Cornfoot  v.  Fowke,  6  M.  At  W.  358).  But  the  misre- 
presentation  of  a  fact  known  by  the  party  making  the  statement  to  be  untrue 
amounts  to  a  fraud  in  law,  if  the  representation  be  naturally  calculated,  or 
be  expressly  intended  to  induce  a  person  to  act  thereon  so  that  he  may  be 
prejudiced  (Polhill  v.  Walter,  3  B.  A:  A.  114;  Freeman  v.  Baker,  5  B.  At 
Ad.  707  ;  Hcily  v.  Locke,  8  C.  Ac  P.  527  ;  Wilson  v.  Butler,  ntpra) ;  and 
fraud  may  bo  passive,  thus,  where  the  party  stands  by  and  allows  the  other 
to  contract,  under  a  delusion,  which  lie  might  have  removed  (Hill  v.  Gray, 
supra).  *But  the  omission  to  communicate  a  fact  may  not  amount 
to  fraud  where  the  party  acted  I  ana  file  and  without  actual  fraud  [*0-J 
(Cornfoot  v.  Fowke,  supra). 

In  case,  false  representations  on  the  sale  of  a  ship,  whereby  she  was 
classed  lower  in  Lloyd's  books  than  she  would  have  been  if  she  hud  been 
built  of  the  materials  described :  held,  that  although  the  sale  took  place 
under  a  written  contract,  setting  forth  the  build  and  dinu-nsions  of  the  ves- 
sel (but  omitting  all  mention  of  the  materials),  the  pit.  was  at  liberty  to 
prove  verbal  statements  and  declarations  made  by  the  ik-M.  touching  the 
ship,  pending  the  negotiations  for  the  purchase,  and  before  the  written  con- 
tract was  entered  into,  amounting  to  a  warranty  that  her  frame  was  of  a 
particular  description  of  timber  (Wright  v.  Cookes,  2  Sco.  N.  R.  685). 
Such  representations  having  been  made  by  an  agent  without  any  express 
authority  from  the  del.:  held,  that  the  judge  was  warranted  in  leaving  it 
to  the  jury,  to  infer  from  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  deft.  e.  g.,  fromliis 
not  having  repudiated  the  warranty  when  apprized  of  it,  that  he  was  privy 
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to,  and  impliedly  assented  to  the  representations  of  the  agent  (Ib.).  An 
action  of  deceit  does  not  lie  against  a  person  for  making  an  untrue  repre- 
sentation to  another,  on  the  faith  of  which  the  hearer  acts,  if  the  party 
making  such  representation  did  not  know  it  to  be  untrue  (Freeman  v.  Baker, 

5  B.  &  Ad.  797).     The  owner  of  a  ship  advertised  her  for  sale  describing 
her,  and  stating  her  to  be  copper  fastened,  after  which  was  a  notice  that  the 
hull,  masts,  yards,  and  rigging  were  to  be  taken  with  all  their  faults.    Under 
this  was  printed  the  inventory,  which  was  followed  by  a  list  of  the  ship's 
stores  and  tackle,  and  stating  that  the  vessel  and  her  stores  were  to  be  taken 
with  all  her  faults,  and  without  allowance  for  weight,  length,  quality,  quan- 
tity, or  any  defect  whatever.     The  owner  executed  a  written  contract  of 
sale,  not  stating  the  vessel  to  be  copper  fastened,  but  containing  this  clause, 
"On  payment  of  the  purchase- money  the  said  brig,  with  what  belongs  to 
her,  shall  be  delivered  according  to  the  inventory  which  hath  been  exhibited, 
but  the  said  inventory  should  be  made  good  as  to  quantity  only,  and  the  said 
brig,  together  with  her  stores,  shall  be  taken  with  all  faults,  in  the  condition 
they  lie  in,  without  any  allowance  for  weight,  length,  quantity,  or  any  defect 
whatsoever."     Held  (assuming  that  the  advertisements  could  by  words  of 
reference  be  incorporated  with  the  contract  of  sale),  that  the  word  inventory 
in  the  contract  referred  only  to  the  list  of  stores,  &c.,  and  not  to  the  prior 
part  of  the  advertisement,  and  that,  therefore,  on  the  two  documents  taken 
together,  no  warranty  appeared  that  the  ship  was  copper-fastened  (Freeman 
v.  Baker,  supra). 

In  the  case  of  insurances,  the  party  insuring  is  bound  to  communicate  to 
the  insurer  or  underwriter  all  material  facts  within  his  knowledge,  on  the 
subject  of  the  insurance  (Carter  v.  Boehm,  3  Burr.  1905;  Lynch  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 3  Taunt.  37).  But  he  is  not  bound  to  give  the  opinion  or  conclusion 
founded  upon  these  facts  (Ball  v.  Bell,  2  Camp.  475 ;  Burrell  v.  Bederly, 
Holt,  283);  nor  to  communicate  such  facts  as  lie  wilhin  the  knowledge  of 
the  insurer  (Elton  v.  Larkins,  5  C.  &  P.  91);  nor  is  the  policy  on  the  life 
of  one  who  at  the  time  of  the  insurance  was  in  good  health  vitiated  by  the 
non-communication  by  such  person,  of  the  fact  of  his  having  been  a  few 
years  before  afflicted  with  a  disease  tending  to  shorten  life,  if  it  appear  that 
the  disorder  was  of  such  a  character  as  to  prevent  the  party  from  being 
conscious  of  what  had  happened  to  him  while  suffering  under  it  (Swete  v. 
Fairlie,  6  C.  &  P.  1).  Where  a  wife  was  sent  to  an  insurance  office  by  her 
husband  to  effect  a  policy  on  her  life,  not  as  his  agent  but  merely  to  answer 
particular  *questions  put  to  her,  which  she  did ;  the  concealment  of 
[*69]  a  fact  which  was  not  known  to  her  husband  is  not  a  concealment  by 
him  so  as  to  avoid  the  policy  (Huckman  v.  Fernie,  3  M.  &  W.  505); 
whether  or  not  any  particular  fact  is  material,  is  a  question  for  the  jury 
Lindenau  v.  Desborough,  8  B.  &  C.  586 ;  Westbury  v.  Aberdeen,  2  M.  & 
W.  267);  and  if  it  be  so,  and  was  not  communicated,  no  claim  can  be  made 
on  the  part  of  the  assured,  although  it  do  not  appear  that  he  was  aware  of 
the  materiality  of  the  fact  (Lindenau  v.  Desborough,  supra;  Maynard  v. 
Rhode,  3  M.  &  R.  45 ;  5  D.  &  R.  266 ;  Everete  v.  Desborough,  5  Bing. 
503;  Swete  v.  Fairlie,  supra;  Morrison  v.  Muspratt,  4  Bing.  60);  or  con- 
cealed it  through  any  intention  to  defraud  the  insurer  (Elton  v.  Larkins, 
supra;  see  further,  "  INSURANCE"). 

An  alteration  of  a  written  contract  in  a  material  part,  and  without  consent 
by  an  interested  person  will  avoid  it  in  toto,  even  as  to  the  original  terms 
(Com.  Dig.  Fait. ;  Master  v.  Miller,  4  T.  R.  329 ;  see  Henfree  v.  Bromley, 

6  East,  308).     As  to  fraud  on  third  persons  see  Ch.  Contr.  685,  3rd  ed. 
An  agreement  in  consideration  of  the  sale  or  relinquishment  of  an  office, 
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although  it  may  not  fall  within  the  enactments  of  the  statutes  on  the  subject, 
is  void  on  the  ground  of  fraud  if  it  be  made  without  the  knowledge  or  sane- 
tion  of  the  officer  or  establishment  haying  the  right  of  appointment  to  such* 
office  (Parsons  v.  Thompson,  1  H.  Bl.  322,  $27 ;  Harrington  v.  Du  Chalk, 
1  Bro.  C.  C.  124 ;  Blackford  v.  Preston,  8  T.  R.  89).  And  where  A.  held 
an  office  for  life  in  the  gift  of  B.  agreed  with  C.  to  resign,  and  to  procure 
the  appointment  for  him,  and  C.  in  consideration  thereof  agreed  that  A. 
should  have  a  moiety  of  the  profits,  and  A.  having  resigned,  procured  the 
appointment  of  C. :  it  was  held,  that  such  agreement  not  having  been  com* 
municated  to  B.,  was  a  fraud  on  him  (Wilds  v.  Martin,  4  B.  Ac  C.  319;  6 
D.  Ac  R.  364). 

The  putting  down  the  name  of  an  old  artist  in  the  catalogue  as  the  painter 
of  a  particular  picture  is  not  such  a  warranty  as  will  subject  the  seller  to  an 
action  (Pindwine  v.  Slade,  2  Bsp.  572  ;  see  Power  v.  Barham,  6  Nev.  At 
M.  62 ;  4  Ad.  &  B.  473).  But  if  the  agent  of  the  vendor  of  a  picture, 
knowing  that  the  vendee  labours  under  a  delusion  with  respect  to  the  picture, 
which  materially  influences  bis  judgment,  permits  him  to  make  the  purchase 
without  removing  that  delusion,  the  sale  is  void  (Hill  v.  Gray,  1  Stark.  434). 
A.  sold  to  B.,  for  95Z.,  two  pictures,  representing  them  as  a  couple  of  PosJi 
sin's,  they  were  in  fact  not  originals  but  very  excellent  copies,  B.  did  not 
offer  to  return  them :  held,  that  if  the  jury  thought  that  B.  believed  from  the 
representation  of  A.  that  they  were  originals  he  was  not  bound  to  pay  the 
price  agreed  upon,  but  that  as  he  kept  them,  he  was  liable  to  pay  whatever 
sum  the  jury  might  consider  to  be  the  value  (Lomi  v.  Tucker,  4  C.  &  P. 
15).  Upon  the  sale  of  pictures  a  bill  of  parcels  of  (bur  pictures,  views  in 
Venice,  Canaletti,  160A,  is  evidence  from  which  a  jury  are  at  liberty  to  infer 
a  warranty  that  the  pictures  were  the  productions  of  that  artist  (Power  v. 
Barham,  6  Nev.  &  M.  62 ;  4  Ad.  &  B.  474).  The  mere  description  of  a 
picture  as  being  the  work  of  a  particular  mnster  in  an  invoice  is  not  a  war- 
ranty  that  the  picture  was  painted  by  that  master  (Ib.).  If,  in  an  action  on 
a  warranty  of  pictures,  it  appears  that  before  the  sale  the  vendor  slated  to 
the  vendee  that  they  were  the  work*  of  a  particular  master,  it  would  be  for 
the  jury  to  consider  whether  the  vendor  made  his  representation  as  a  part 
of  the  contract  of  sale,  or  whether  the  deft,  made  tin?  representation  as  tnau 
tcr  of  opinion  only.  If  in  such  nn  action  the  deft,  plead  non  auumptit  only, 
the  genuineness  of  the  picture  is  not  in  i<sur,  and  *iho  jury  need 
only  consider  it  wilh  a  viow  to  the  amount  of  damages  (Ib.).  A.  [  *70  ] 
sold  a  picture  to  B.  as  a  Rembrandt,  there  was  contradictory  cvu 
deuce  in  an  action  on  an  accommodation  bill  given  for  the  price,  as  to 
whether  there  was  a  warranty  or  only  a  representation.  The  picture  was 
kept:  held,  tint  if  the  jury  thought  there  was  a  warranty,  and  that  it  wa* 
broken,  then  they  should  find  their  verdict  for  that  sum  which  they  consi- 
dered to  be  tho  actual  value  of  the  picture  (Do  Scwhanber"  v.  Buchanan,  5 
C.  &  P.  343). 

In  an  action  by  A.  agninst  C.  and  D.  for  false  representations  alleged  to 
have  been  made  by  them  acting  as  directors  of  a  joint-stock  company,  con- 
versations between  B.  and  C.,  nnd  between  C.  and  K.,  a  former  agent  of  the 
company,  nre  admissible  in  evidence  to  show  the  buna  felts  of  the  defts.  in 
making  such  representation:!  (Shrewsbury  v.  Blount,  2  Man.  <Sc  G.  475;  2 
Sco.  N.  R.  588).  Books  in  the  handwriting  of  M,  sent  by  him  after  he  had 
ceased  to  be  such  agent  to  the  secretary  of  the  company,  are  not  admissible 
in  evidence  for  the  pit.,  unless  it  be  shown  that  the  books  were  kept  by  E. 
as  agent  (Ib.). 

A  notice  is  not  requisite,  where  the  jiarty  has  procured  the  possession  of 
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the  instrument  by  fraud,  after  the  action  commenced,  from  a  witness  called 
for  the  purpose  of  producing  it  under  a  subpcvna  duces  lecum  (Leeds  v.  Cook, 
i  4  Esp.  256). 

In  a  case  for  false  representation  of  the  solvency  of  A.  B.  whereby  the 
plt.'s  trusted  him  with  goods,  their  declarations  at  the  time  that  they  trusted 
him  in  consequence  of  the  representations  are  admissible  in  evidence  for 
them  (Fellows  v.  Williamson,  M.  &  M.  306). 
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WHERE  a  person  claims  by  virtue  of  an  assignment,  the  opposite  party 
may  impeach  the  transaction,  either  by  evidence  to  show  that  the  transfer 
was  merely  colourable ;  or,  if  an  assignment  has  been  regularly  executed, 
so  as  to  transfer  the  goods  as  between  the  debtor  and  the  assignee,  it  mny 
be  shown  that,  as  against  a  creditor,  the  conveyance  is  void  under  13  Eliz. 
c.  5  (confirmed  by  14  Eliz.  c.  11,  s.  1,  and  made  perpetual  by  29  Eliz.  c. 
5,  s.  2),  which  enacts,  that  fraudulent  deeds,  &c.,  made  to  avoid  the  debts 
of  others,  shall  be  void.  This  is  a  very  common  defence  in  an  action 
against  a  sheriff  for  seizing  goods  in  execution,  although  it  now  more  usu- 
ally arises  on  feigned  issues  under  interpleader  rules.  Formerly  it  might 
have  been  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  either  in  trespass  or 
trover.  But,  if  the  goods  were,  in  fact,  the  goods  of  the  pit.,  but  the  deft, 
justified  the  taking  of  them  under  a/i.  fa.  against  him,  such  defence  could 
not  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  in  trespass,  but  must  have 
been  pleaded  specially.  It  may  now  be  given  in  evidence  under  a  plea 
denying  plt.'s  property  (Askby  v.  Minnitt,  8  Ad.  &  E.  121) ;  but  deft,  must 
specially  plead  that  the  goods  were  assigned  to  the  pit.  after  the  delivery  of 
the  writ  to  the  sheriff  (Samuel  v.  Duke,  3  M.  &  W.  622).  Semble,  that  to 
render  a  conveyance  fraudulent,  within  the  statute  13  Eliz.  c.  5,  the  person 
making  it  must  be  indebted  to  the  extent  of  insolvency,  but  where  a  person, 
owing  102/.  on  a  bond,  wrote  to  the  obligee  that  he  and  his  wife  were  bound 
down  by  pecuniary  embarrassments,  and  that  the  obligee's  proceeding  to 
extremities  would  render  the  debtor's  wife,  after  his  death,  perfectly  destitute, 

and  a  month  afterwards,  for  a  nominal  sum  of  10s.,  and  in  consi- 
[  *71  ]  deration  *of  natural  love  and  affection,  assigned  a  lease  (of  the 

value  of  200/.)  to  A.,  in  trust  for  his  own  benefit  for  life,  and  after 
his  death  for  that  of  one  of  his  daughters-in-law,  and  he  soon  afterwards 
died,  having  by  will  made  the  assignee  of  his  lease  his  executor,  by  which 
assignment  of  the  lease  the  residue  of  his  property  became  insufficient  to 
discharge  the  bond  debt.  Held,  that  the  assignment  was  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  and  utterly  void  against  creditors,  and  that  the  lease  was 
assets  in  the  hands  of  the  executor  (Shears  v.  Rogers,  3  B.  &  Ad.  363). 

Where  a  father  by  deed  assigned  to  his  son  "  in  consideration  of  natural 
love  and  affection"  his  dwelling-house  and  all  his  personal  estate,  held,  in  an 
action  by  the  son  against  the  sheriff  for  levying  on  goods,  part  of  such 
estate,  uuder  aji.  fa.  against  the  father,  that  it  was  competent  to  the  pit.  to 
prove  that,  by  a  bond,  bearing  even  date  with  the  deed  of  assignment,  he 
bound  himself  to  maintain  his  father's  wife  and  children,  and  that  the  jury 
having  found  it  part  of  the  same  transaction,  and  that  the  assignment  was 
lonajide,  't  was  not  void  against  creditors  under  the  statute  13  Eliz.  c.  5 
(Gale  v.  Williamson,  8  M.  &  W.  405). 

The  statute  extends  to  the  fraudulent  assignment  of  personal  property  ; 
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but  it  is  doubtful  bow  far  surrenders  of  copyhold  are  within  it  (Matthews  v. 
Feaver,  1  Cox,  278).  The  party  injured,  alone,  can  avail  himself  of  this 
statute  (llawes  v.  Leader,  Cro.  Jac.  270;  Warmoll  v.  Young,  5  B.  &  C. 
660  ;  8  D.  &  R.  442). 

It  is  usually,  under  this  statute,  a  question  of  (act  for  the  jury,  whether 
the  assignment  has  been  executed  with  inteqt  to  defraud  either  the  whole 
body  of  the  creditors  or  some  particular  creditor  (Leonard  v.  Baker,  1  M. 
6e  S.  251).  And,  in  such  cases,  it  may  be  a  question  of  law,  or  of  fact,  or 
a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact,  whether  the  assignment  amounted  to  a 
iruud  (per  Buller,  J.,  Estwick  v.  Cailtaud,  5  T.  R.  420).  When  the  fraud 
may  be  collected  from  the  instrument  or  deed  coupled  with  the  extrinsic  cir- 
cumstances and  intention  of  the  patties,  it  is  a  Question  of  law  arising  from 
the  (act  so  found ;  but,  when  it  depends  upon  the  intent,  its  existence  is  a 
tact  to  be  ascertained  by  a  jury  (Ib.).  A  deed  has  bean  held  void  which 
purported  to  create  a  trust  for  all  the  creditors,  but  contained  terms  which 
would,  if  accepted,  have  imposed  on  them  the  liability  of  partners  (Owen  v. 
Body,  5  Ad.  As  E.  22). 
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property,  without  valuable  consideration,  would  prima  facts,  amount  to 
fraud  under  this  statute  (1  Fonb.  271) ;  though,  nevertheless,  the  party  con- 
veying  must  be  in  insolvent  circumstances  at  the  time  of  the  uMftJlBOH,  to 
render  it  fraudulent  (Lush  v.  Wilkinson,  5  Ves.  384 ;  2  Atk.  620;  Hoi. 
croA's  case,  Dy.  294  (b);  Stephen  T*  Olive,  2  Bro.  0 ;  see  Shears  T.  Rogers, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  262,  tvpra,  Batiersby  v.  Parrington,  1  Swanst.  106 ;  Russell 
\  Hammond,  1  Atk.  15;  Middleoome  v.  Marlow,  2  Atk.  220).  A  debtor 
may,  under  this  act,  without  fraud,  assign  a  part  or  the  whole  of  his  pro- 
perty to  a  particular  set  of  creditors  or  creditor,  if  possession  is  at  the  same 
lime  given,  although  to  the  hindrance  of  his  other  creditors  (Eastwick  v. 
Call  laud,  5  T.  R.  420;  Pickstock  v.  Lvster,  3  M.  A*  8.  371 ;  Holbird  v. 
AaaWsou,  5  T.  R.  235 ;  Bo  wen  v.  Bramidge,  6  C.  At  P.  142 ;  Goas  v.  Neale, 
5  B.  M.  10 ;  R.  v.  Watson,  3  Pru  16 ;  per  Richards,  B.;  see  however  Owen 
v.  Body,  5  Ad.  6t  E.  22).  No  conveyance  can  be  fraudulent  unless  it  can 
be  proved  that  the  party  conveying  the  goods  was  indebted  in  an  equal  sum 
at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  or  nearly  so  (B.  N.  P.  257);  though  this  has 
been  doubted  (Ib.),  as  there  would  be  a  difficulty  in  showing  that 
*tbe  object  of  the  conveyance  was  to  delay  the  creditor :  still,  it  [  *72  J 
seems  that,  if  a  conveyance  could  be  proved  to  have  been  made  with 
a  view  to  defraud  a  future  creditor,  it  would  be  void  under  the  statute  (East- 
wick  v.  Cnuillnud,  5  T.  R.  420).  An  assignment  by  a  deft.,  pending  the 
pit's  suit,  of  all  his  c fleets,  for  the  benefit  of  hi*  creditors,  under  which  pos- 
session is  immediately  taken,  is  not  fraudulent  (Meux  v.  Howell,  4  East,  1), 
although  made  to  delay  the  pit.'*  execution :  wither  is  it  fraudulent  to  con- 
fess a  judgment  to  one  creditor,  in  order  to  defeat  the  pending  execution  of 
another  creditor  (Eastwick  v.  Caillaud,  5  T.  R.  424  ;  Holbird  v.  Anderson, 
.">  T.  R.  235;  Meux  v.  Howell,  supra);  for  a  debtor, as  well  as  an  executor, 
may  give  preference  to  a  particular  creditor  (5  T.  R.  424). 

If  a  person,  expecting  a  fi.  fa.  will  bo  sued  out  against  him,  make  an 
assignment  by  deed  of  his  goods  to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors, 
and  the  goods  be  afterwards  taken  under  a  Ji.  fa.,  and  an  action  of  trover 
for  them  be  brought  against  the  sheriff  by  the  assignees,  it  will  be  a  question 
for  the  jury,  under  all  the  circumstances,  whether  the  deed  be  fraudulent  or 
not,  that  is,  whether  it  was  lonajide  meant  to  convey  the  goods  to  the  trus- 
tees, for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  generally,  or  whether  it  was  a  pretext 


72  FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCE. 

only,  and  the  goods  were,  notwithstanding  the  deed,  really  to  belong  to  the 
assignor;  and  this  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  not  a  question  of  law  (Riches 
v.  Evans,  9  C.  &  P.  640).  The  fact  that  a  deed  of  this  kind  was  executed 
with  intent  to  avoid  a  particular  execution,  does  not,  in  point  of  law,  make 
it  void,  neither  will  the  fact  of  assignor  remaining  in  possession,  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  deed,  set  it  up  if  the  jury  think  that  the  deed  was  a 
fraud  (Ib.). 

As  to  such  an  assignment  being  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  see  ante,  Vol.  I. 
p.  387.  A  deed  of  assignment  amounting  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy  under 
the  3d  sect,  of  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  16,  is  not  void  as  against  the  future  creditors 
of  the  assignor  (Oswald  v.  Thompson,  17  Law  J.  234,  Ex.).  A  conveyance 
of  chattels,  unaccompanied  wiih  possession,  is  void,  although  in  the  same 
instrument  be  contained  a  valid  mortgage  of  leasehold  buildings,  in  which 
the  chattels  are  situated  (Reed  v.  Blades,  5  Taunt.  212  ;  but  see  Irons  v. 
Smallpiece,  2  B.  &  A.  551). 

Goods  were  taken  under  taji.fa.,  as  the  goods  of  S.  W.,and  on  an  issue, 
directed  to  try  whether  the  goods  were  the  property  of  J.  B.,  it  was  proved 
that  the  goods,  prior  to  1836,  belonged  to  Martin  W.,  when  they  were  dis- 
trained for  rent,  and  the  sum  for  which  they  were  distrained  paid  in  the 
name  of  S.  W.,  with  the  money  of  the  pit.  In  1837,  Martin  W.  became 
bankrupt,  and  the  pit.  paid  128/.  to  the  official  assignee  for  Martin  W.'s  in- 
terest in  the  goods.  Early  in  1839,  Martin  W.  took  the  benefit  of  the  In- 
solvent Debtors'  Act,  but  his  assignee  never  claimed  the  goods.  In  Novem- 
ber, 1839,  S.  W.  executed  an  assignment  of  the  goods  to  tho  pit.  and  in 
March,  1840,  the  goods  were  seised  under  afi.fa.  against  S.  W. ;  the  goods 
always  had  remained  in  the  possession  of  Martin  W.,  as  the  ostensible  owner 
of  them,  and  S.  W.  never  was  in  possession  of  them:  held,  that  on  these 
facts  J.  B.  had  made  out  his  property  in  the  goods,  and  that  as  S.  W.  had 
never  been  in  possession  of  the  goods,  and  never  could  have  gained  false 
credit  by  them,  there  was  nothing  from  which  the  jury  ought  to  infer  that 
the  assignment  was  fraudulent  (Burling  v.  Paterson,9  C.  &  P.  570).  Held, 
also,  that  the  fact  that  the  assignment  was  kept  at  Martin  W.'s  house  was 
immaterial,  and  that  it  was  also  immaterial  that  no  possession  of  the  goods 
had  been  delivered  by  S.  W.  to  the  pit.,  as  the  right  to  them  would  pass  by 
the  execution  of  the  deed  (Ib.). 

The  absolute  transfer  of  personal  chattels,  without  a  delivery  of 
[  *73  ]  *possession,  is  evidence  of  fraud  (Edwards  v.  Harben,  2  T.  R. 
587).  The  modern  doctrine  is  that  it  must  be  left  to  the  jury  to 
say  whether  the  continuance  is  fraudulent  or  not.  It  is  a  strong  fact,  but 
not  conclusive  (Tindal,  C.  J.  in  Lindon  v.  Sharp,  6  Man.  &  G.  899).  In 
general,  the  continuing  possession  of  the  vendor,  or  assignor,  affords  a  strong 
presumption  of  fraud  (Twyne's  case,  3  Rep.  80  b;  Sm.  Lead.  C.  1,  n.). 
Thus,  where  the  vendor  remains  in  possession,  jointly  with  the  servant  of 
the  vendee,  it  affords  a  strong  legal  presumption  that  the  assignment  is  frau- 
dulent and  void  against  creditors  (Wordall  v.  Smith,  1  Camp.  333).  And, 
in  Twyne's  case,  3  Rep.  80,  where  A.,  being  indebted  to  B.,  and  also  to  C., 
who  brought  his  action,  made  a  secret  conveyance  of  his  goods  to  B.,  but 
continued  in  possession,  the  conveyance  was  held  to  be  fraudulent  within  the 
statute:  1,  because  the  gift  was  general ;  2,  because  the  donor  continued  in 
possession  of  the  goods,  and  used  them  as  his  own ;  and,  3,  because  it  was 
made  pending  the  writ  (B.  N.  P.  258  ;  2  Stark.  Ev.  619).  But  a  bill  of 
sale,  unaccompanied  by  possession,  is  valid  against  a  creditor  who  is  privy, 
and  assenting  thereto  (Steel  v.  Brown,  1  Taunt.  381  ;  B.  N.  P.  253).  But 
the  want  of  transfer  of  possession  is  only  evidence  of  fraud  (Martindale  v. 
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Booth,  3  B.  &  Ad.  498 ;  Carr  v.  Burdiss,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  782 ;  Eastwood  T. 

Brown,  R.  &  M.  312 ;  Liodon  v.  Sharp,  6  Man.  &  G.  898).    To  make  it 

absolutely  void,  there  must  be  something  that  shows  the  deed  fraudulent  iu 

the  concoction  of  it  (Hoffman  v.  Pitt,  5  Esp.  25).   The  mere  intent  to  defeat 

an  execution  does  not  make  a  sale  void  at  common  law  nor  under  13  Viet. 

5  (Wood  r.  Dixie,  7  Q.  B.  892).    The  question,  fraud  or  no  fraud  is  one 

for  the  jury  (Martindale  v.  Booth,  supra;  see  Carr  v.  Burdiss,  Tyrw.  316; 

1  Sm.  Lead.  Ca.  n.  10,  11).     So,  where  the  goods  of  A.  being  taken  in 

execution,  and  put  up  to  sale,  were  brought  by  B.,  who  took  a  bill  of  sale  of 

the  sheriff,  but  permitted  A.  to  continue  in  possession ;  it  was  held  that  the 

transaction  was  valid  (Kidd  v.  Rawlinson,  2  B.  &  P.  59).     Where  the  bus- 

band  of  the  plt.'s  mother  absconded,  and  his  effects  were  publicly  sold  by 

auction,  and  the  pit.  purchased  them  in  order  to  accommodate  his  mother, 

and  removed  some,  but  left  the  greater  part  in  her  possession :  held,  that 

there  was  a  bona  fide  change  of  property  (Leonard  v.  Baker,  1  M.  At  Sd. 

251 ;  see  Jezepb  v.  Ingram,  1  Moo.  189).     Where  a  creditor  who  took  the 

goods  of  his  debtor  in  execution,  and  afterwards  bought  them  at  a  public 

auction  from  the  sheriff,  and  paid  for  them,  taking  a  bill  of  sale,  and  let  them 

to  the  former  owner  at  a  rent,  which  was  actually  paid,  the  sale  was  held 

to  be  valid  ( Watkins  v.  Birch,  4  Taunt.  823).     Where  a  debtor,  previous  to 

an  execution,  sold  for  the  full  value  the  whole  of  his  lease,  furniture,  and 

household  effects,  to  a  creditor,  and  out  of  the  purchase  money  paid  several 

of  the  other  creditors,  but  continued  in  the  occupation  of  the  bouse  and  fur* 

niture  after  the  assignment,  the  sale  was  held  to  be  valid  (Eastwood  v.  Brown, 

R.  dt  M.  312).     Where  goods  were  seized  and  sold  by  the  landlord,  under 

a  distress  for  rent,  and  were  purchased  by  a  trustee  of  the  tenant's  estate, 

for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  and  were  permitted  by  the  trustee  to  remain 

in  possession  of  the  tenant,  it  was  held  that  they  were  not  liable  to  be  taken 

in  execution  by  a  creditor  of  the  trnant  (Guihrte  v.  Wood,  1  Stark.  367); 

A.'s  goods  were  seized  under  a  jf./o.,  and  the  judgment  creditor  took  a  bill 

of  sale  from  the  sheriff,  and  afterwards  sold  the  goods  to  B.,  who  put  a  man 

into  possession,  but  the  gouds  remained  in  A.'s  house,  and  were  used  by  him 

as  before :  held,  that  the  sale  was  good,  the  execution  being  notorious  in 

the  neighbourhood  (Latimer  v.  Batson,  4  B.  Ac  C.  652).     And  where  a 

farmer  gave  a  bill  ot  sale  of  his  stock  to  secure  a  debt,  and  the  agent  of  the 

•creditor  took   possession  and  resided  on  the  farm  while  he  con-  ,   »..    , 

verted  the  stock,  but  the  debtor  also  continued  to  reside  on  the  *• 

farm,  and  exercised  acts  of  ownership,  and  appeared  as  master,  the  agent  of 

the  creditor  giving  orders  in  his  name.     The  jury  found  this  a  valid  trans. 

action,  and  the  court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict  (Benton  v.  Tbornhill,  7 

Taunt.  179).     And,  though  no  possession  be  given,  a  presumption  that  the 

sale  is  tona  Jule  may  arise  from  the  fluctuating  state  of  the  market  (Benton 

v.  Thornhill,  2  Marsh.  427 ;  7  Taunt.  149).    The  fact  of  the  vendor's  con- 

tinuing  in  possession  may  not  always  be  indicative  of  fraud,  as  where  the 

want  of  immediate  possession  is  consistent  with  the  deed,  as  in  cases  where 

the  assignment  is  from  husband  to  wife  (Codagau  v.  Konnet,  Cowp.  432  ; 

Martindale  v.  Booth,  ib.  435;  3  T.  R.  6*0,  notis;  ib.  618;  10  Ves.  150; 

Reed  v.  Wilmott,  7  Bing.  577  ;  Minshull  v.  Lloyd,  2  M.  At  W.  450).     But, 

if  the  continuing  in  possession  be  accompanied  by  other  circumstances,  as  if 

the  consideration  be  grossly  inadequate  (Dewey  v.  Haynton,  6  East,  257), 

or  the  wife  permits  third  persons  to  treat  their  property  as  her  husband's,  it 

may  be  evidence  of  fraud  (Bucknal  v.  Roiston,  Pre.  Ch.  285  ;  Cole  v.  Davis, 

1  Ld.  R.I  ym.  724 ;  Dean  v.  Brown,  8  D.  &  R.  95),     And,  in  general,  if 

the  possession  taken  be  merely  colourable,  there  will  be  evidence  of  fraud, 
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as  where  a  creditor  took  possession  on  the  4th  of  April  of  the  goods  of  a 
publican,  under  a  bill  of  sale,  and  the  person  in  possession  permitted  him  to 
serve  out  liquors,  arid  receive  money  as  usual,  till  next  day,  when  the  goods 
were  seized  under  an  execution  (Paget  v.  Purchard,  1  Esp.  205). 

A  fraudulent  conveyance  may  be  good  against  the  party  making  it  (Robin- 
son v.  M'Donnel,  '2  B.  &  A.  134,  or  against  any  person  privy  and  consent- 
ing to  it  (Steele  v.  Brown,  1  Taunt.  381). 

An  assignment  of  all  the  effects  in  trust  for  his  wife,  by  a  man  about  to  be 
tried  for  felony,  has  been  held  to  come  within  this  statute,  and  to  be  fraudu- 
lent and  void,  as  against  the  crown  (Shaw  v.  Bean,  1  Stark.  319;  Jones  v. 
Ashurst,  357  ;  Moorwood  v.  Wilks,  6  C.  &  P.  145  ;  Pauncefoot's  case,  Lane, 
44,  45;  see  R.  v.  Bridger,  1  M.  &W.  145). 

It  has  been  held  to  make  no  difference  that  the  debt  was  contracted  not  by 
the  party  making  the  conveyance,  but  by  his  ancestor,  from  whom  he  derived 
the  estate  (Aphary  v.  Bodingham,  Cro.  El.  56 ;  Gooch's  case,  5  Rep.  60) ; 
and  a  fraudulent  conveyance  by  an  executor  or  administrator  of  the  property 
of  the  deceased,  is  void  (Doe  v.  Fallows,  2  Tyrw.  460  ;  2  Cr.  &  J.  481 ;  see 
Shears  v.  Rogers,  ante,  p.  71). 

By  sect.  3  of  13  Eliz.  c.  5,  parties  to  the  fraudulent  conveyance,  bond, 
&c.,  forfeit  a  year's  value  of  the  lands  or  tenements  conveyed,  the  whole 
value  of  the  chattels,  and  the  amount  of  any  covenous  bond,  half  to  the 
crown,  and  half  to  the  parties  grieved.  The  assignees  of  an  insolvent  are 
parties  grieved,  within  this  section  (Butcher  v.  Harrison,  4  B.  &  Ad.  129). 

Where  the  pit.  has  never  been  in  possession  of  the  goods,  but  claims  by 
an  assignment,  under  which  possession  has  never  been  given,  it  will  be  suffi- 
cient for  the  deft,  to  show  that  the  assignment  is  fraudulent  and  void,  and 
unnecessary  for  him,  in  such  case,  to  go  further,  and  give  evidence  of  the 
judgment  and  writ  under  which  the  goods  are  taken  ;  but  where  the  pit.  was 
in  possession  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  the  deft,  must  prove  the 
judgment  and  writ,  as  he  would  otherwise  appear  to  be  a  wrong-doer,  and 
the  pit.,  being  in  possession,  would  have  a  sufficient  title  as  against  him  (Lake 
v.  Billers,  1  Ld.  Raym.  733;  but  see  Martyn  v.  Padger,  5  Burr.  2631). 
Declarations  and  admissions  made  by  the  assignor  at  *the  time  of 
[  *75  ]  executing  the  bill  of  sale,  &c.,  are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res 
gesta  ;  but  not  if  made  at  another  time  (Phillips  v.  Earner,  2  Esp. 
357 ;  Penn  v.  Scholey,  5  Esp.  243 ;  Lewis  v.  Rogers,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  48). 
Where  A.  sued  out  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  against  the  goods  of  B.,  and  the  sheriff 
executed  a  bill  of  sale  of  certain  goods  of  A.,  after  which  B.  remained  in 
possession  of  the  goods,  the  sheriff  again  took  them  under  another  execution 
against  B.,  in  an  action  of  trover  by  A.,  against  the  sheriff,  for  taking  these 
goods ;  it  was  held  that  the  declarations  of  B.,  at  the  time  of  the  second  exe- 
cution were  evidence  for  the  deft.,  to  show  that  A.'s  execution  was  colourable 
(Willies  v.  Farley,  3  C.  &  P.  398).  The  time  of  the  transfer,  with  relation 
to  the  plt.'s  action,  verdict,  and  judgment  (as  if  it  be  made  immediately  after 
a  verdict  for  the  pit.),  the  connection  between  the  parties  (as  where  it  is 
made  to  a  son  or  daughter),  the  secrecy  wit'h  which  it  was  made,  the  want 
of  consideration,  as  evidenced  by  the  probable  inability  of  the  supposed  pur- 
chaser, are  obviously  material  and  important  circumstances  to  be  submitted 
to  a  jury  (2  Stark.  Ev.  617). 

The  stat.  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  made  perpetual  by  30  Eliz.  c.  18,  was  enacted 
for  the  protection  of  purchasers,  as  13  Eliz.  c.  5,  was,  for  that  of  creditors, 
under  the  former.  It  has  been  held,  that  not  merely  is  a  conveyance,  exe- 
cuted with  express  intention  to  defraud  subsequent  purchasers  for  value  void 
as  against  them,  but  a  voluntary  conveyance  is  so  likewise,  even  though  the 
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subsequent  purchaser  have  notice  of  it  (BurrelPs  case,  6  Rep.  72  ;  Gooch's 
case,  5  Rep.  60;  Stenden  v.  Bullock,  Moo.  605;  Goodright  v.  Moses,  2  Bla. 
1019;  Evelyn  v.  Templar,  1  Bro.  148;  Doe  v.  Manning,  9  East,  59 ;  Corrnick 
v.  Trapaud,  8  Dow,  60).  For  cases  on  the  other  sections  of  this  statute,  see 
the  notes  to  Twyne's  case,  1  Smith,  L.  C.  13,  et  sea. 

An  assignment  is  valid  as  between  the  parties  and  against  strangers,  the 
deft,  must  therefore  produce  the  writ,  but  if  the  warrant  put  in  by  the  plr. 
recites  it,  this  is  also  evidence  for  the  deft,  of  the  writ  (Bessy  v.  Windhant, 
6  Q.  B.  166). 


FRElGHT.(a) 

Am  of  Remedy  and  Headings,  p.  75. 

Precedent,  p.  77. 

Evidence  for  Ptaintt/,  p.  77. 

Contract  of  Freight,  p.  77. 

Detorry  of  Cargo,  p.  80. 

Amount  Recoverable,  p.  61. 
Evidence  for  bffendant,  p.  8*. 
Wtinru,  p.  85. 


Form  of  Remedy  for,  and  Pleading*.]  Where  freight  is  payable  under  a 
bill  of  lading,  the  master  or  owner's  remedy  for  it  is  in  aasumpsit  or  debt 
Where  there  has  been  a  charter-party  under  seal,  and  a  covenant  to  pay 
freight  to  the  master  of  the  ship,  he  must  sue  in  debt  or  covenant  (Schack  v. 
Anthony,  1  M.  &  S.  573;  Bell  v.  Kymer,  3  Camp.  549 ;  see  ante,  Vol.  I.  p. 
163).  And,  in  such  case,  the  owners,  not  being  parties  to  the  deed,  cannot 
sue.  And  aasumpsit  will  not  lie  against  them  on  the  implied  undertaking  of 
the  owners  that  the  goods  should  be  safely  and  securely  conveyed  (Leslie  v. 
Wilson,  6  Moo.  425,  n.);  but,  if  the  owners  were  not  charged  directly 
on  the  charter-party,  *but  upon  their  general  liability,  it  would  be  [  *76  ] 
otherwise  (Ib.;  White  v.  Parker,  12  East,  578  ;  Thompson  v.  Brown, 

1  Moo.  358 ;  S.  C.  7  Taunt  656).     Where  the  deed  is  only  executed  by  the 
pit.,  and  not  by  the  deft.,  assumpsit  is  the  proper  form  of  remedy  (Sutherland 
v.  Lishnan,  3  Esp.  42).     When  freight  is  recoverable  pro  rota  itinrris,  as- 
sumpsit  should  be  brought,  and  not  covenant  on  the  charter-party  (Ritchie 
v.  Atkinson,  10  East,  295 ;  Ally  v.  Lindo,  1  N.  R.  240 ;  Ab.  Sh.  314).    The 
captain  of  a  vessel  may,  in  some  cases,  without  any  express  contract  with 
him,  maintain  an  action  against  the  consignee  of  goods  under  a  bill  of  lading, 
upon  an  implied  promise  to  pay  the  freight,  in  consideration  of  his  letting  the 
goods  out  of  his  hands  (Feise  v.  Bell,  4  Taunt  4 ;  Shields  v.  Davis,  6  Taunt. 
65;  Brown  v.  Hodgson,  4  Taunt.  169). 

The  consignor  of  goods  may  be  primarily  liable  for  the  freight,  but  the 
consignee  or  purchaser,  if  he  accept  the  goods  in  pursuance  of  the  usual  bill 
of  lading,  may  be  sued  for  the  same,  unless  it  be  known  to  the  master  of  the 
ship  that  he  acted  only  as  agent  for  the  consignor  (Ab.  Sh.  229;  Ward  v. 
Felton,  1  East,  507 ;  Pindar  v.  Wilks,  1  Marsh.  24H  ;  Cock  v.  Taylor,  13 

(«)  2  U.  8.  Dig.  TtL  -  Freight,"  p.  461 ;  9  Supp.  U.  3.  Die.  p.  75 ;  1  Aon.  Dig.  987 . 

2  Id  p.  334  ;  3  Id.  p.  40*. 
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East,  399 ;  Moorsom  v.  Kymer,  2  M.  &  S.  303,  320).  The  consignee  of 
goods  where  there  is  no  bill  of  lading,  is  not  in  general  liable  for  the  freight, 
but  prior  dealings  with  him,  and  payments  by  him  of  the  freight  on  former 
occasions  of  the  same  kind  are  evidence  to  show  that  in  the  particular  case 
he  contracted  on  the  receipt  of  the  goods  to  pay  the  freight  (Coleman  v. 
Lambert,  5  M.  &  W.  502).  The  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  lading  requiring  the 
delivery,  to  order,  on  payment  of  freight,  is  liable,  though  he  acted  only  as 
broker  for  the  consignee  (Bell  v.  Kymer,  1  Marsh.  146 ;  Finder  v.  Wilks,  1 
Marsh.  250;  Wilson  v.  Kymer,  1  M.  &  S.  157).  But  when  there  is  a  char- 
ter-party under  seal  providing  for  payment  of  freight  by  the  freighter,  and 
the  goods  are  received  under  an  indorsed  bill  of  lading,  by  which  they  are 
deliverable  to  the  freighter,  or  order,  he  or  they  paying  freight  as  per  char- 
ter-party, there  is  no  implied  contract  on  the  part  of  the  indorsee  of  the  bill 
of  lading  to  pay  freight  to  the  owner  of  the  ship  (Moorsom  v.  Kymer,  2  M. 
&  S.  303 ;  but  see  Birley  v.  Gladstone,  3  M.  &  S.  218 ;  Bell  v.  Kymer,  3 
Camp.  545). 

Where  it  appeared  that  the  pits,  had  received  on  board  their  vessel  a  quan- 
tity of  coals  from  the  Burnt  Island  Company,  to  be  carried  to  London;  that 
the  captain  signed  a  bill  of  lading,  by  which  the  coals  were  made  deliverable 
"unto  N.  T.,  the  deft,  for  the  L.  G.  Co.,  or  to  his  assigns,  he  or  they  paying 
freight  for  the  said  goods  10s.  per  ton  in  cash  of  true  delivery."  On  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  in  London  the  deft,  produced  the  bill  of  lading  and  re- 
ceived  the  goods  under  it,  and  afterwards  offered  to  pay  the  freight  by  a  bill 
at  two  months:  held,  that  the  deft,  was  not  personally  liable,  inasmuch  as 
on  the  face  of  the  bill  of  lading  he  was  a  mere  agent  to  receive  the  goods 
for  the  company,  the  property  vesting  in  them  (Amos  v.  Temperley,  8  M.  & 
W.  798).  Where  the  charter-party  provides  that  goods  shall  be  delivered 
agreeably  to  bills  of  lading  to  be  signed  by  the  master,  who  upon  receiving 
the  goods  signs  bills  of  lading  for  delivery  on  payment  of  freight,  or  words 
of  like  effect,  he  has  a  right  to  refuse  delivery  to  the  person  designated,  with- 
out payment.  If,  however,  he  should  deliver  them  without  insisting  upon 
the  exercise  of  this  right,  the  merchant  charterer  is  answerable  for  the  freight 
(Ab.  Sh.  414 ;  Tapley  y.  Martens,  8  T.  R.  451  ;  Marsh  v.  Pedder,  4  Camp. 
257  ;  Christy  v.  Row,  1  Taunt.  300  ;  Shepard  v.  DeBarnales,  13  East,  565). 
Even  where  there  is  no  charter-party,  but  a  bill  of  lading  in  the  usual  form 
(Domett  v.  Beckford,  5  B.  &  Ad.  521). 

*  Where  goods  are  shipped  under  a  bill  of  lading  in  a  general  ship, 
[  *77  ]  which  is  prevented  from  completing  the  voyage  in  consequence  of 
damage  occasioned  by  tempest;  qucere,  whether  the  master  is  bound, 
if  he  have  an  opportunity  to  forward  the  goods  by  some  other  conveyance, 
to  the  place  of  destination  (Shipton  v.  Thornton,  9  Ad.  &  E.  314).  At  any 
rate  he  is  at  liberty  to  do  so  by  a  conveyance  equally  cheap  if  he  think  fit, 
and  if  the  goods  arrive  at  the  place  of  destination  by  such  other  conveyance, 
he  is  entitled,  on  the  freighter  obtaining  the  goods,  to  the  whole  freight  ori- 
ginally contracted  for,  though  the  freighter  was  named  as  consignee  of  the 
original  bill  of  lading,  and  the  bill  of  lading  under  which  the  goods  are 
shipped  by  the  second  conveyance  makes  another  party  consignee,  and 
though  by  the  second  conveyance  the  goods  are  carried  for  less  than  the 
freight  originally  contracted  for  (Ib.). 

Where  the  freight  is  sought  to  be  recovered  under  a  bill  of  lading,  or 
charter-party  not  under  seal,  or  any  other  parol  contract,  it  is  never  neces- 
sary to  declare  specially,  and  the  common  count  will  suffice  in  all  cases,  even 
in  actions  against  an  indorsee  of  the  bill  of  lading  (Dougal  v.  Kemble,  2 
Bing.  £83 ;  Burrough,  J.  diss. ;  Leer  v.  Yatcs,  3  Taunt.  387  ;  and  see  Amos 
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v.  Tcmperly,  8  M.  &  W.  796).  Extra  freight  is  recoverable  under  the 
count  for  work  and  labour,  especially  if  there  be  a  promise  to  pay  it  (Hedley 
v.  La  Page,  Holt,  C.  392).  If  the  freight  be  payable  by  a  deed,  or  charter- 
party  under  seal,  the  declaration  must,  in  general,  be  special  thereon  (supra) ; 
and  the  deed  must,  in  general,  be  stated  (Atty  v.  Parish,  1  N.  R.  104 ;  Ab. 
Sh.  supra;  ante,  Vol.  1.  p.  163).  The  omission,  however,  to  set  out  the 
deed,  is  cured  by  general  demurrer  (Tilson  v.  Warwick  Gas  Company,  4 
B.  &  C.  96;!).  Two  counts  on  the  same  charter-party  are  not  to  be  allowed 
(R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  5.)  But  a  count  for  freight  upon  a  charter- 
party,  and  for  freight  pro  rota  itineri*  upon  a  contract  implied  by  law  are 
to  be  allowed  (Ib.). 

The  plea  will  be  the  same  as  in  other  cases. 


Precedent*. 

lodebitattu  auumpeit,  for  freif  bt,  primafe,  awerafe,  Ac. 

[  Tie  i*Jehitatv»  count  it  •«/*,  Vol.  I.  p.  995.  fnettJimg  «j  /•!/»••  :)  For  ce/tain  freif  ht 
primage  and  average  (Miil  tkt  tt»r4t  primage  and  average,  if  tkt  letum  •r/w/rrtykl  »mly) 
doe  and  payable  from  the  deft,  to  the  pit  upon  for  and  in  re*pect  of  Ibe  carruf*  and  con. 
veyance  of  certain  food*  merchandixea  and  chattel*  by  the  pit  before  that  Urn*  earned 
in  and  on  b 


and  conveyed  in  and  on  board  of  diven  •hip*  or  trwssis  AMI  diver*  port*  mad  place*  to 
diver*  other  port*  and  place*  and  there  to  wil  at  the  lart  mentioned  port*  and  place*  dcliv. 
ered  by  the  pit.  for  the  deft,  at  hi*  reqaaet,  ILC.  (and  far  the  car*  and  attendance  of  the  pit 
and  hi*  servant*  in  and  about  the  loadinf  and  onlnadmr  of  the  aaid  food*  mcrcli»odi«ee 
and  chattel*  and  the  delivery  thereof  W  aJurovaid  ;  tfvmyjirfmgU  b«t«**jf  Uittt  awral*.) 
t.  Vol.  I.  p.  ttt> 


Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

The  Contract  for  Fr  fight.}     Where  the  action  is  for  frcighi  on  a  charter- 
party  between  the  pit.  and  deft.,  the  same  should  be  produced,  duly  stamped, 
nnd  the  deft.'s  signature  thereto  proved  (see  pott,  •'  I  UNOWBITINO  ).     If  the 
freight  be  due  under  a  bill  of  lading,  the  same  should  bo  produced,  duly 
stamped.     A  party  who  receives  good*  which  are  subject  to  freight, 
impliodly  promises  to  *pay  it  (Ab.  Sh.  5th  cd.  236;  Renteria  v.  [  *78  ] 
Ruding,  Moo.  &  M.  511,  513;  Uougal  v.  Kcmblc,  supra;  Amon  v. 
Tcmperly,  supra). 

Where  tin-  liability  for  freight  arises  only  in  respect  of  the  receipt  of  (he 
goods,  such  receipt  should  be  proved  (see  cant  in  3  Ch.  Com.  L.  422 ;  Uougal 
v.  Kcmblc,  Bing.  383;  Roberts  v.  Holt,  2  Show.  443;  Moorsom  v.  Kymer, 
'2  M.  &  S.  303).  It  seems  that  a  bill  of  lading  for  delivery  "  on  payment 
of  freight,  as  per  charter-party,"  and  not  of  any  specified  sum,  would  not 
bring  an  indorsee  of  such  bill  within  the  rule  (Sanders  v.  Vanzcllcr,  4  Q. 
B.  200). 

The  indorsee's  acceptance  of  goods  under  a  bill  of  lading  does  not,  of 
itself,  constitute  on  agreement  to  pay  freight,  &c.,  the  acceptance  in  such 
cose  being  only  evidence  (stronger  or  weaker  according  to  other  circum- 
stances), of  a  new  contract  to  make  the  payments  stipulated  by  the  bill  of 
lading  between  the  shipowner  and  the  indorsee  to  whom  the  goods  are  dcliv- 
ered  (Moorsom  v.  Kymer,  2  M.  As  S.  318 ;  (Jock  v.  Taylor,  13  East,  399  ; 
Wilson  v.  Kymer,  1  M.  At  S.  157  ;  Sunders  v.  Vanzcller,  1  G.  &  D.  244). 
The  consignee  is  pi  imi  facie  the  owner  of  the  goods,  but  if  he  be  not  the 
owner,  he  is  not  lial  le  simply  f  s  consijnee,  except  on  a  r.cw  contract  to  pay 
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the  freight,  which  contract  is  evidenced  in  ordinary  cases  by  the  bill  of  lading 
(Coleman  v.  Lambert,  5  M.  &  W.  505;  Cock  v.  Taylor,  supra;  Amos  v. 
Temperly,  8  M.  &  W.  805).  But  no  such  contract  can  be  implied  against  a 
consignee  who,  not  having  himself  received  the  goods,  has,  by  indorsing  the 
bill  of  lading,  enabled  his  indorsee  to  receive  them  (Tobin  v.  Crawford,  5 
M.  &  W.  235).  A  course  of  dealing  between  parties  may  be  evidence  of 
an  agreement  to  pay  freight  (Wilson  v.  Kymer,  1  M.  &  S.  157;  Coleman 
v.  Lambert,  5  M.  &  VV.  50^).  It  is  not  the  mere  receipt  of  goods  by  a 
person  who  is  not  the  owner  of  them,  with  the  knowledge  that  they  are  sub- 
ject to  a  charge  that  will  bind  him  to  pay  it,  but  if  he  receive  goods  in  pur- 
suance of  a  bill  of  lading,  making  the  payment  of  such  a  charge  a  condition 
precedent  to  their  delivery,  or  if  he  have  notice  from  the  master  that  if  he 
take  goods  he  must  take  them  subject  to  the  charge,  he  will  be  liable  for  it. 
(Scaife  v.  Tobin,  3  B.  &  Ad.  523);  and  Lord  Tenterden  considered  the 
receipt  of  goods  under  a  bill  of  lading,  by  which  they  were  made  deliverable 
to  consignees  by  name,  but  not  to  their  assigns,  was  evidence  of  an  agree- 
ment by  persons,  not  the  consignees,  who  received  them,  to  pay  freight  upon 
them  (Renteria  v.  Ruding,  M.  &  M.  511). 

The  agent  of  the  consignee,  and  who  is  known  to  the  master  to  be  acting 
in  that  character,  does  not  make  himself  personally  answerable  for  freight 
by  receiving  the  goods,  although  he  also  enters  them  in  his  own  name  in  the 
custom-house  (Ward  v.  Felton,  9  East,  507  ;  Amos  v.  Temperly,  8  M.  & 
W.  798);  but,  where  the  consignee  and  agent  of  a  vessel  chartered  for  a 
specific  voyage,  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the  captain,  describing  himself 
as  consignee  and  agent  of  the  brig  and  cargo,  on  behalf  of  M.  M.,  merchant 
of  L.,  the  agreement  stating,  that  it  is  witnesed  that  the  said  parties  agree 
that  the  vessel  shall  go  to  another  port,  there  discharge  the  remainder  of  her 
cargo,  and  receive  a  full  homeward  cargo  at  the  same  freight  as  she  would 
have  gotten  had  she  proceeded  on  the  voyage  stipulated  in  the  charter-party, 
and  then  signs  the  agreement  in  his  own  name  without  describing  himself  as 
agent:  held,  personally  liable  for  freight  of  the  homeward  voyage  (Kennedy 
v.  Gouveia,  3  D.  &  R.  503).  Where  the  consignee,  known  as  such  to  the 
master,  sold  the  goods  before  they  were  landed,  and  the  buyer  received  them, 
and  entered  them  in  his  own  name  at  the  custom-house  :  held,  that 
[  *79  ]  the  consignee,  and  not  the  buyer,  was  liable  for  the  *freight  (Artaza 
v.  Smallpiece,  1  Esp.  23 ;  4  Rob.  Ad.  Rep.  236) ;  but  it  has  since 
been  held,  that  although  there  bo  no  original  privity  of  contract  between  the 
purchasers  from  consignees  and  the  owner,  yet  the  taking  of  goods  by  pur- 
chasers, under  a  bill  of  lading,  is  evidence  of  a  new  agreement  by  them,  as 
the  ultimate  appointees  of  the  shippers  to  pay  the  freight  for  the  carriage  of 
the  goods,  the  delivery  being  stipulated  with  the  shippers  to  be  made  to  the 
consignees  named  in  the  bill  of  lading,  or  their  assigns,  he  or  they  paying 
the  freight  for  the  same  (Cock  v.  Taylor,  13  East,  399  ;  see  Wilson  v. 
Kymer,  ante,  p.  76).  And  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  lading,  making  goods 
deliverable  to  order  or  assigns,  on  payment  of  freight,  although  he  has  paid 
over  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  to  the  person  who  indorsed  the  bill  of  lading 
to  him  before  being  called  upon  to  pay  the  freight  will  still  be  liable  for  it 
(Bell  v.  Kymer,  5  Taunt.  477). 

But,  where  there  is  an  original  contract,  under  seal,  and  the  indorsees  of 
a  bill  of  lading  for  valuable  consideration  do  not  stipulate  at  the  time  of  re- 
ceiving the  goods  to  pay  the  freight,  as  the  law  will  not  raise  an  implied 
promise  from  the  mere  receipt  of  the  goods  where  there  is  such  an  express 
agreement  between  the  owner  and  charterer,  the  indorsee  is  not  liable  for 
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the  freight  (Moorsom  v.Kymcr,  2  M.  Ac  S.  803  ;  Pinder  v.  Wilks,5  Taunt. 
Cl'J). 

It  may  be  as  well  to  observe,  that,  where  freight  is  stipulated  to  be  paid 
by  a  charter-party,  or  bill  of  lading,  or  other  contract,  such  stipulation  can* 
>e  varied  in  its  terms  by  any  new  or  additional  facts  or  evidence,  (see 
Gibbon  v.  Young,  8  Taunt.  254).  Deft,  was  interested  solely  in  certain4 
goods  conveyed  by  ship  S. ;  and  was  also  interested  jointly  with  his  partners, 
who,  with  him,  formed  the  firm  of  T.  and  W.  in  other  goods  also  sent  by 
the  ship  S.  He  signed  a  promise  to  make  certain  payments  in  respect  of 
freight  on  board  the  S.,  not  stating  upon  which  goods,  bcgining,  "  I  hereby 
engage  to  pay,"  but  signed  with  the  style  of  T.  and  W.  In  an  action 
against  him,  solely  for  the  freight  of  his  own  goods,  held,  that  such  engage- 
ment was  evidence  of  a  separate  contract  by  him,  and  for  the  purpose  of  tho 
action  required  only  one  stamp  (Shipton  v.  Thornton,  0  Ad.  &  E.  314). 

The  declaration  was  in  the  common  form  in  assumpsit  for  freight,  dec., 
for  goods  carried  on  board  plt.'s  ship  at  deft.'s  request.  It  appeared  that 
according  to  the  terms  of  a  charter-party  between  B.  and  tho  ph.,  the  owner 
of  a  vessel  that  had  arrived  at  I.  and  snipped  goods  from  B.'s  agent.  By 
the  bills  of  lading,  the  goods  were  to  be  delivered  to  B.  or  his  assigns,  he  or 
they  paying  freight  as  per  charter-party.  Before  their  arrival  in  London 
(the  place  of  destination),  B.  sold  part  of  the  goods  to  the  deft.,  and  indorsed 
to  him  the  corresponding  bills  of  lading.  On  their  arrival  in  London,  the 
goods  were  sold  by  the  dcft's.  order,  entered  in  his  name  at  the  custom- 
house and  docks,  deft,  paying  the  duties.  Tho  deft,  obtained  possession 
under  the  bill  of  lading  and  indorsement :  held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen'* 
Bench,  that  whether  or  not  these  facts  were  evidence  of  a  contract  by  deft, 
with  pit.  to  pay  freight  for  the  goods  sold  (as  to  which  guerre),  no  such  con- 
tract was  implied  by  law  from  the  facts,  that  tho  court  could  not  assume 
such  a  contract ;  and  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  assuming  the  facts  to 
be  evidence  of  such  a  contract,  that  contract  would  not  support  the  declara- 
tion, and  by  tho  same  court,  that  if  the  bills  of  lading  had  not  referred  to  the 
charter-party  but  had  mervly  stated  that  the  good*  wore  to  be  delivered  to 
the  consignee  or  his  assigns,  on  their  paying  freight,  the  taking  the  goods 
under  the  indorsement  *would  have  been  evidence  from  which  tho 
jury  might  have  inferred  a  contract  between  the  deft,  and  pit.  to  pay  [  *80  ] 
freight,  but  that  even  in  such  a  case,  no  such  contract  would  arise  by 
mere  implication  of  law  (Sanders  v.  Vanzeller,  4  (.1.  B.  *JOO). 
,  In  an  action  for  freight,  when  the  pits,  sue  as  ship-owners,  and  there  ii 
no  express  contract  between  the  pits,  and  d-:ft.,  they  must  prove  their  title  by 
showing  their  legal  ownership,  pursuant  to  the  Registry  Acts,  'JO  Gco.  III. 
c.  60,  s.  60  ;  34  Geo.  HI.  c.  08,  s.  11  ;  and  that  they  were  owners  during 
the  time  the  freight  was  earning,  or  any  of  those  causes  of  action  accruing 
(Chinnery  v.  Blackburn,  1  II.  III.  117,  in  notis).  Evidence  of  the  register 
of  the  ship  must  be  produced,  in  which  pits.'  names  appear,  from  tho  regis- 
try-office at  the  custom-house,  from  whence  the  original  register  will  bo  ob- 
tained. The  registration,  though  necessary  to  complete  the  title  of  ownership, 
is  not  of  itself  evidence  of  title  ;  it  must  therefore  be  proved  that  pits,  recog- 
nised the  register,  and 'acted  as  owners,  and  wore  treated  as  such.  The  af- 
fidavit of  the  party,  on  which  the  registry  w;n  obtained,  should  also  be  pro- 
uuced  and  proved  (-  Phil.  53).  General  evidence  of  ownership  is  sufficient 
unless  that  fact  be  disputed. 

An  equivalent  must  in  some  cases  be  paid  for  freight,  although  the  goods 
have  not  reached  their  destination,  thus,  when  part  of  the  cargo  i«  thrown 
overboard  for  the  necessary  preservation  of  the  ship,  and  the  remainder  ofth-- 
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goods  and  the  ship  afterwards  reach  the  place  of  destination  (Ab.  Sh.  425). 
So  if  the  master  be  compelled  by  necessity  to  sell  part  of  the  cargo  for  vic- 
tuals or  repairs,  the  owners  must  pay  to  the  merchant  the  price  which  the 
goods  would  fetch  at  the  place  of  destination,  and  therefore  may  charge  the 
.merchant  the  money  that  would  have  been  due  if  they  had  been  conveyed 
thither  (Ib.  425). 

Delivery  of  Cargo.]  To  entitle  the  pit.  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  freight, 
he  must  prove  a  delivery,  or  tender  of  delivery  on  payment  of  the  freight  of 
the  whole  cargo  to  the  deft,  (see  Willes  v.  Bridger,  2  B.  &  A.  287  ;  3  Ch.  C. 
L.  40).  As  to  when  the  entire  profit  is  earned,  see  ib.  If  the  deft,  has  ne- 
glected to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  or  has  so  acted  as  to  have  pre- 
vented the  complete  conveyance  and  delivery  of  the  cargo,  the  same  should 
be  proved  and  pit.  will  recover  the  whole  freight  in  the  shape  of  damages 
(Doe  d.  Cholmondeley  v.  Weatherley,  11  East,  332  ;  Birley  v.  Gladstone,  3 
M.  &  S.  205).  If  the  deft,  has  dispensed  with  the  performance  of  the  voyage, 
and  accepted  the  cargo  at  any  other  place,  or  in  any  other  manner  rescinded 
the  contract  of  affreightment,  this  should  be  proved ;  and,  in  such  case,  the 
whole  freight  will  be  recoverable  (Christy  v.  Row,  1  Taun.  301 ;  Cook  v. 
Jennings,  7  T.  R.  381).  The  goods  being  damaged  will  afford  no  defence 
(Shields  v.  Davis,  6  Taun.  65;  Davidson  v.  Gwynne,  12  East,  381 -,  post). 

In  one  case  the  merchants  were  held  liable  to  pay  the  freight  of  pepper  de- 
livered to  and  received  by  them,  although  greatly  damaged  by  peril  of  the 
sea,  and  that  the  owners  were  not  answerable  for  the  expense  incurred  in 
removing  the  injury  occasioned  by  the  salt  water  (Hatham  v.  East  India 
Company,  Doug.  272).  So,  the  merchant  was  held  liable  to  pay  the  freight  of 
tobacco  saved  from  shipwreck,  and  accepted  by  him,  although  part  was  so 
damaged  as  to  be1  of  no  value  (Lutwidge  v.  Grey,  cited  Ab.  Sh.  438).  If 
the  deterioration  have  proceeded  from  the  fault  of  the  master  or  mariners, 
the  merchant  is  entitled  to  compensation  ;  but  if  he  receive  the  goods,  he  can- 
not insist  upon  the  damage  as  a  defence  to  an  action  for  the  freight,  even 
although  he  has  offered  to  return  them  (Milles  v.  *Bainbridge,  cited  in 
[*81]  Ab.  Sh.  supra-,  Davidson  v.  Gwynne,  12  East,  381  ;  Shields  v. 
Davis,  6  Taunt.  65).  But,  if  the  injury  have  proceeded  from  the 
natural  decay  of  the  commodity  itself,  whether  caused  by  the  confinement  of 
the  ship  or  otherwise,  the  merchant  must  bear  the  loss  as  well  as  pay  the 
freight  (Ib  ). 

If  the  pit.  was  prevented  delivering  the  goods  in  due  time,  &c.,  by  the 
perils  of  the  seas,  &c.,  and  without  his  fault,  this  should  be  proved ;  as  a 
capture  and  recapture,  embargo,  &c.  (3  Ch.  C.  L.  412  ;  see  Beale  v. 
Thompson,  3  B.  &  P.  320,  321,  per  Lord  Alvanley  and  Chambre,  J.).  To 
recover  pro- rata  freight,  the  delivery  of  the  part  of  the  cargo,  or  of  the  whole 
cargo,  at  a  place  short  of  the  destination,  should  be  proved,  as  well  as  the 
benefit,  however  slight,  that  deft,  derived  from  such  delivery  ;  but  this  will 
be  established  by  proof  of  the  deft.'s  acceptance  of  the  cargo.  Considerable 
difficulties  have  arisen  in  determining  what  shall  amount  to  this  acceptance. 
No  actual  acceptance  by  corporal  touch  need  be  proved  ;  the  acceptance 
may  be  proved  by  express  or  implied  directions  (see  10  East,  378,  526;  2 
Atk.  621  ;  1  Taunt.  300 ;  2  Holt,  Sh.  141  ;  12  East,  179).  The  cleft,  can- 
not dispute  the  payment  of  pro  rata  freight,  if  by  agreement  he  has  stipu- 
lated to  pay  it  (4  Rob.  Ad.  R.  77  ;  8  Taunt.  354). 

Freight  and  Demurrage.]  An  assignee  of  a  bill  of  lading,  who  claims 
and  receives  goods  under  it,  is  bound  by  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading,  not 


FREIGHT.  SI 

only  as  to  the  amount  of  freight,  but  also  for  demurrage,  if  he  do  not  unload 
the  ship  within  the  time  limited  by  the  bill  of  lading,  according  to  the  terms 
thereof,  and  there  is  a  sufficient  consideration  arising  on  the  claim  of  the 
goods  by  the  consignee  from  which  the  law  will  infer  a  promise  by  the  con- 
sigace  to  pay  such  demurrage  as  well  as  the  freight  (Stindt  v.  Roberts,  2  B. 
C.  21'2 ;  12  Jur.  518 ;  17  Law  J.,  166,  Q.  B.,  Erie). 

The  liability  of  a  consignee  or  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  lading  to  pay  freight 
M  a  mere  contract,  the  consideration  for  which  is  the  delivery  of  the  goods 
to  him  at  his  request  (Kemp  v.  Clark,  12  Jur.  676;  17  Law  J.  305,  Q.  B.). 

A  declaration  in  an  inferior  court,  containing  the  common  indthitatu* 
count  for  freight,  and  which  alleges  the  delivery  of  the  goods  at  the  request 
of  the  deft,  to  have  been  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  court,  sufficiently 
shows  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  within  the  jurisdiction ;  as  lha  words, 
44  at  the  request  of  the  deft.,"  are  to  be  taken  to  apply  to  the  delivery  of  the 
goods  only,  and  not  to  the  carriage  of  them,  which  may  have  been  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  (Ib.). 

Amount  rrcorrrabtc.]  In  the  case  of  a  charter-party,  if  the  stipulated 
payment  is  ft  gross  sum  for  an  entire  ship,  or  an  entire  part  of  a  ship,  for 
the  whole  voyage,  the  whole  sum  will  be  payable,  although  the  merchant 
have  not  fully  laden  the  ship  (Ab.  Sh.  410);  and  if  he  has  covenanted  to 
pay  freight  on  skins  by  the  pound,  net  weight,  at  the  king's  beam,  freight 
M  due  on  the  outside  skins  in  which  the  packages  are  contained  (Morrison  v. 
Page,  4  Camp.  103).  So,  when  be  has  covenanted  to  furnish  a  complete 
lading,  or  a  specific  number  of  casks  or  bales,  or  certain  enumerated  articles, 
and  failed  to  do  so,  he  must  make  good  the  loss  which  the  owners  have  sus- 
tained by  his  failure,  to  be  settled,  in  case  of  disagreement,  by  a  jury,  who 
will  take  all  the  circumstances  into  their  consideration,  and  make  a  due 
allowance  to  the  merchant  for  the  profit  which  the  master  may  have  made 
by  bringing  the  goods  of  other  person*,  if  any  have  born  brought  (Puller  v. 
Slainforth,  11  East,  232  ;  Ab.  Sh.  411).  In  such  case*,  whether  the  ship 
return  empty  or  laden  with  a  cargo  of  articles  different  from  those  enumer- 
ated, the  freight  should  be  estimated  by  means  of  an  average,  so  as  to  take 
neither  the  greatest  nor  the  least  possible  freight,  and  such  an  average  is 
the  proper  measure  of  damages  (Cupper  v.  Punter,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  038 ;  5 
8co.  129;  Irving  v.  Clegg,  1  Ding.  N.  C.  53;  Thomas  v.  Clarke,  2  Stark. 
450) ;  and  where  the  charterer  of  a  ship  fur  a  voyage  to  Tobago  and  back 
covenanted  to  load  and  despatch  her  in  time  to  join  the  convoy  that  should 
be  appointed  to  sail  from  tin-  W.  I.  on  ill  •  first  of  August,  it  was  held  that 
he  was  liable,  for  not  having  loaded  and  despatched  her  by  the  22nd  of  July, 
the  day  the  W.  I.  convoy  passed  the  island  of  Tobago,  although  he  offered 
to  load  her  with  a  complete  cargo  if  she  would  stop  a  few  days  longer,  and 
a  verdict  wns  obtained  for  the  amount  of  the  dead  freight  claimed  (Thomp- 
son v.  Inglis,  3  Camp.  4VJ8).  If  nn  entire  ship  were  hired,  and  the  burthen 
thereof  expressed  in  ihe  charter-party,  nnd  the  merchant  covenant  to  pay  a 
certain  sum  for  every  ton,  &c.,  of  goods  which  he  shall  hnve  on  board,  but 
do  not  covenant  to  furnish  a  complete  lading,  the  owners  can  only  demand 
payment  for  the  quantity  of  goods  actually  shipped  (James  (Lady)  v.  East 
India  Company,  Ab.  Sh.  412);  but,  if  a  freighter  agree  to  load  a  full  and 
complete  cargo,  though  the  burden  of  the  ship  is  described  to  be  of  a  less 
quantity  than  it  really  *is,  yet  the  freighter  must  load  a  full  cargo 
according  to  the  rral  burden  of  the  ship;  and  he  will  liable  for  [  *82  ] 
freight  according  to  what  he  ought  to  have  loaded,  unless,  indeed, 
the  owner  or  muster  m  ike  a  false  description  of  the  burden,  with  a  fraudu- 
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lent  intent  (Hunter  v.  Tory,  2  B.  &  Ad.  421 ;  3  Taunt.  469).  And  when 
the  merchant  covenanted  to  provide  a  full  and  complete  cargo,  consisting  of 
copper,  tallow,  and  hides,  or  other  goods,  on  which  separate  rates  of  freight 
were  to  be  paid,  held,  that  having  supplied  her  with  as  large  a  quantity  of 
tallow  and  hides  as  she  chose  to  take  on  board,  he  was  not  bound  to  provide 
any  copper,  although  from  want  of  it  the  ship  was  obliged  to  keep  in  her 
ballast,  and  did  not  make  so  advantageous  a  freight  as  she  otherwise  would 
have  done  (Moorsom  v.  Page,  4  Camp.  103  ;  Irving  v.  Clegg,  1  Bing.  N.  C, 
53).  But  where  the  charter-party  makes  the  freight  payable  according  to 
the  quantity  of  goods,  the  merchant  must  pay  for  so  much  as  shall  be  deli- 
vered (Christie  v.  Row,  1  Taunt.  300). 

Where  the  merchant  engages  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  every  month-, 
week,  or  other  portion  of  a  voyage,  the  risk  of  the  duration  will  fall  upon 
the  merchant,  and  if  no  time  be  fixed  for  the  commencement  of  the  computa- 
tion, it  will  commence  from  the  day  on  which  the  ship  breaks  ground,  and 
commences  the  voyage,  and  will  continue  during  the  whole  course  of  the 
voyage,  during  all  unavoidable  delays  not  occasioned  by  the  act  or  neglect 
of  the  owner  or  master,  or  by  such  circumstances  as  work  a  suspension  of 
the  contract  for  a  particular  period  (Havclock  v.  Geddes,  10  East,  555  ; 
Ripley  v.  Scaife,  5  B.  &  C.  107  ;  Moors*. in  v.  Greaves,  2  Camp.  267).  A 
month  is  a  calendar,  not  a  lunar  month  (Jolly  v.  Young,  1  Esp.  186). 

In  the  absence  of  any  express  contract  as  to  the  amount,  the  sum  to  be 
recovered  will  be  on  a  quantum  meruit,  and  evidence  of  the  usage  and  cus- 
tom of  trade  as  to  the  amount  should  be  proved.  The  59  Geo.  III.  c.  25, 
regulates  the  rate  of  freight,  &c.,  for  gold,  &c.,  on  board  his  majesty's  ships. 
The  freight  for  goods  shipped  from  abroad,  and  consigned  to  a  merchant  in 
this  country,  is  to  be  calculated  according  to  the  net  weight  of  such  goods, 
as  ascertained  at  the  king's  landing-scales,  and  not  according  to  the  weights 
expressed  in  the  bill  of  lading,  unless  there  be  a  special  contract  so  to  pay 
for  them  (Holt,  C.  N.  P.  346;  see  Molloy  v.  Laing,  4  Taunt.  102). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

In  the  absence  of  any  agreement  to  the  contrary  (De  Silvale  v.  Kendall, 
4  M.  &  Sel.  37)  the  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  merchandise  is  in  its 
nature  an  entire  contract,  and  unless  it  be  completely  performed  by  the  deli- 
very of  the  goods  at  the  place  of  destination,  the  merchant  will,  in  general, 
reap  no  benefit  from  the  time  and  labour  expended  in  a  partial  conveyance, 
and,  consequently,  be  subject  to  no  payment  whatever,  although  the  ship 
may  have  been  hired  by  the  month  or  week  (Ab.  Sh.  406 ;  see  Crozier  v. 
Smith,  1  Man.  &  G.  413;  Mashiter  v.  Buller,  1  Camp.  84).  The  cases 
where  a  partial  payment  may  be  claimed  are  exceptions,  founded  upon  prin- 
ciples of  equity  and  justice,  as  applicable  to  particular  circumstances  (Ib.). 
la  Andrews  v.  Moorhouse,  5  Taunt.  435,  the  bill  of  lading  contained  the 
words  "  freight  for  the  said  goods  being  paid,"  the  broker  who  freighted  the 
ship  proved  that  the  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  the  goods  was  verbal, 
and  that  he  told  the  deft,  that  the  freight  upon  a  voyage  from  London  to  the 
Cape  was  5/.,  paid  in  London,  or  ll.  paid  at  the  Cape;  the  deft,  preferred 
the  contract  at  5/.  per  ton ;  soon  after  the  vessel  had  sailed,  the  broker 

called  on  *the  deft,  for  payment,  who  answered  that  he  would  call 
[  *93  ]  and  pay  it  on  the  following  Monday.  If  was  left  to  the  jury  to 

say  whether  the  agreement  intended  merely  to  change  the  place 
where  the  freight  should  be  payable,  in  case  any  should  be  earned,  or 
whether,  in  lieu  of  a  contract  for  freight,  it  was  intended  that  this  sum  should 
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bo  payable,  at  all  events,  after  shipping  the  goods ;  and  the  jury  having 
found  that  the  money  should  be  paid,  at  all  events,  upon  the  delivery  of  the 
goods  on  board  the  ship,  at  London,  the  court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict. 
With  respect  to  living  animals,  whether  man  or  cattle,  which  may  die  during 
the  voyage,  without  any  fault  or  neglect  of  the  person  belonging  to  the  ship, 
it  is  said  that,  if  there  be  no  express  agreement  whether  the  freight  is  to  be 
paid  for  the  lading  or  for  the  transportation,  freight  shall  be  paid  as  well  for 
the  dead  as  for  the  living.  If  the  agreement  be  to  pay  freight  for  the  lading 
then,  their  death  cannot  deprive  the  owners  of  the  freight.  If  the  agreement 
be  to  pay  freight  for  transporting  them,  then  no  freight  is  due  for  those  that 
die  on  the  voyage,  for  as  to  them  the  contract  is  not  performed  (Ab.  Sh.  410; 
Moflat  v.  East  India  Company,  10  East,  468). 

Deft's  evidence  will  mainly  consist  in  rebutting  the  plt.'s  proofs.  The 
deft,  may  show,  as  a  defence,  that  be  derived  no  kind  of  benefit  from  the 
carriage  of  the  goods ;  but,  if  he  accept  the  goods,  be  cannot  defend  himself 
from  the  payment  of  the  whole  freight,  on  the  ground  of  their  being  damaged, 
but  must  bring  his  cross  action  (Shields  v.  Da  vies,  6  Taunt.  65 ;  19  bast, 
331 ;  Doug.  272,  an/*,  p.  80).  And  damage  done  to  the  goods  by  bad  stow, 
age  cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  either  as  a  complete  defence,  or  mitigation 
of  damages,  even  though  the  damage  exceed  the  amount  of  the  freight  (4 
Camp.  110;  7  East,  470 ;  **/  vide 4  Rob.  Ad.  Rep.  282).  The  deft,  should 
not,  in  these  cases,  have  accepted  the  goods,  if  be  intended  to  discharge  him* 
self  from  payment  of  the  freight  (see  3  Ch.  C.  L.  413).  No  freight  is  due 
where,  by  the  sale  of  the  goods,  the  voyage  has  been  totally  defeated  (Dod. 
317) ;  yet,  where  the  master,  by  the  most  imperious  necessity,  was  compelled 
to  sell  a  part  of  the  cargo,  and  there  was  a  total  absence  of  all  fraud,  but 
the  expenses  were  incurred  by  the  default  of  the  deft*.,  full  freight  was 
allowed  on  the  entire  cargo  (Ib.  385 ;  see  3  Rob.  Ad.  Rep.  180  ;  4  Rob.  Ad. 
Rep.  17,77,  ante,  p.  80).  No  freight  is  recoverable  if  the  voyage,  was  pre- 
vented, upon  its  immediate  commencement,  without  the  deft,  s  act  (4  Rob. 
Ad.  Rep.  77).  The  deft,  will  be  allowed  to  deduct  from  freight  deemed  to 
the  crown,  moneys  advanced  to  the  master,  to  enable  him  to  prosecute  bis 
voyage  (Eds/.  A.  Ress.  'J3'J).  A  covenant  for  payment  of  freight  on  delivery 
of  goods,  is  not  discharged  by  the  master's  taking  from  the  freighter's  agent 
a  bill  on  a  third  person,  which  is  not  duly  paid,  although  the  agent  (ail  with 
the  amount  in  hi*  bunds  (4  Camp.  257  ;  Taylor  v.  Brtggs,  Moo.  &  M.  28, 
and  see  Holt,  C.  72) ;  but  it  would  bo  otherwise,  if,  a  cash  payment  being 
offered,  the  master  preferred  a  bill,  or  the  master  should  so  act  as  to  take 
the  bill  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  freight  (Ib. ;  Holt,  C.  75 ;  3  Bast,  147 ;  see 
Bovil  v.  11  immond,  6  B.  6i  C.  150,  as  to  taking  bill  of  consignee).  Taking 
a  bill  from  the  consignee,  drawn  upon  the  consignor,  but  which  the  latter 
refuses  to  accept,  is  no  answer  to  an  action  against  the  consignor  (Tapley  v. 
Martins,  8  T.  R.  451;  2  Camp.  515;  Marsh  v.  Paddar,  4  Camp.  257; 
Strong  v.  Hart,  6  B.  A:  C.  100).  The  master,  however,  having  no  lien  on 
the  freight  for  his  wages,  has  no  right  as  against  his  owners  to  receive,  but 
only  as  their  servant  (Smith  v.  Plumrner,  1  B.  &;  A.  575) ;  and  payment  of 
the  freight  to  the  owners  on  their  demand,  will  be  a  discharge  against  a 
claim  by  the  master,  not  only  in  the  case  of  goods  brought  *m  a 
general  ship,  but  also  in  the  case  of  an  agreement  not  under  teal,  [  '84  ] 
made  between  the  master  and  charterer,  and  although  the  master 
may  have  previously  given  notice  to  the  charterer  not  to  pay  tho  freight  to 
any  person  but  himself  (Atkinson  v.  Cotesworth,  3  B.  A:  C.  047).  Payment 
to  the  absolute  owner  in  discharge  of  his  lien  for  freight  is  available  against 
a  sub-charterer,  with  whom  thu  merchant  may  have  contracted  for  their 
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carriage,  and  the  owner  can  only,  in  such  case,  claim  the  rate  of  freight 
agreed  upon  between  himself  and  the  charterer  (Mitchenson  v.  Begbie,  9 
Bing.  190).  The  master,  by  taking  an  indorsement  on  the  charter-party, 
requesting  the  consignee  to  pay  freight,  and  omitting  to  give  notice  of  non- 
payment, does  not  discharge  the  consignor  (1  Taunt.  300). 

If  the  voyage  be  illegal  by  reason  of  the  goods  being  contraband,  or  for 
any  other  cause,  the  freight  cannot  be  recovered  (Ab.  Sh.  425;  see  Blanck 
v.  Solly,  8  Taunt.  89). 

As  to  whether  freight  may  be  claimed  where  the  whole  voyage  has  been 
performed  but  a  part  only  of  the  merchant's  goods  have  been  brought  in 
safety  to  the  plnce  of  destination  (see  Ab.  Sh.  434);  or  where  the  whole 
voyage  has  not  been  performed,  but  the  master  has  delivered  the  goods  to  a 
merchant  at  a  place  short  of  the  port  of  destination  (see  Ib. ;  Luke  v.  Lyde, 
2  Burr.  889;  Havelock  v.  Geddes,  10  East,  555;  Lutwidge  v.  Grey,  supra; 
Bailie  v.  Mondigliani,  cited  Ab.  Sh.  448 ;  The  Copenhagen,  1  Rob.  Ad.  Rep. 
289 ;  but  see  The  Isabella,  4  Rob.  Ad.  Rep.  77 ;  and  see  Cook  v.  Jennings, 
7  T.  R.  381 ;  Bright  v.  Cowpcr,  1  Brown,  21;  see  also  Hunter  v.  Prinsep, 
10  Ea.  378;  Liddard  v.  Lopez,  10  East,  526  ;  Osgood  v.  Groning,  2  Camp. 
466  ;  see  Ab.  Sh.  451  et  scq.).  A  cargo  of  rice,  shipped  at  B.,  was  by  the 
bill  of  lading  to  be  delivered  at  R.  to  the  pit.  he  paying  freight  for  the  same. 
The  vessel  was  compelled  by  stress  of  weather  to  put  into  the  Mauritius, 
where,  the  rice  being  damaged,  was  of  necessity  sold  by  the  master,  acting 
bona  fide,  but  without  the  knowledge  of  the  shippers :  held,  that  no  freight 
was  due,  either  for  the  whole  voyage  or  pro  rata  (Vlierboom  v.  Chapman, 
13  M.  &  W.  230). 

The  dells,  chartered  pit's,  ship  from  London  to  Buenos  Ayres,  there  to 
deliver  her  cargo,  reload,  and  proceed  to  a  port  between  Gibraltar  and 
Antwerp,  freight  for  voyage  out  and  home  1300/.,  if  delivered  at  Gibralter, 
in  Spain,  London,  or  Liverpool :  200/.  to  be  paid  in  London  on  the  vessel's 
departure,  the  remainder  on  final  delivery  of  the  homeward  cargo.  The 
ship  proceeded  to  Buenos  Ayres,  delivered  her  cargo  there,  and  sailed  again 
with  a  cargo  of  hides,  which  defts.  consigned  to  Gibraltar.  At  Fayal,  the 
ship,  and  about  one-third  of  the  hides  were  lost.  The  vice-consul  of  Fayal, 
acting  on  behalf  of  the  defts.  at  the  request  of  the  captain  of  the  ship  trans- 
mitted the  residue  of  the  hides  by  another  vessel  to  deft.'s  consignees  at 
Gibraltar,  where  they  were  accepted,  and  the  freight  from  Fayal  and  Gibraltar 
paid  by  clefts.  Held,  that  the  pit.  was  not  entitled  to  the  1300/.  freight ;  that 
he  was  not  entitled  pro  rata  itineris  for  freight  to  Buenos  Ayres,  or  from 
Fayal  to  Gibraltar,  but  that  he  was  entitled  to  freight  pro  rata  from  Buenos 
Ayres  to  Fayal  (Mitchell  v.  Darthez,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  555). 

Where  a  ship  took  on  board  a  cargo  in  Salt  River,  in  Jamaica,  at  great 
expense  to  the  owners  (who  are,  by  the  custom  of  that  place,  obliged  to  fetch 
the  goods  from  the  shore  at  their  own  expense),  and  which  actually  cleared 
out  (or  the  voyage,  but  while  waiting  for  convoy  was  cut  off  out  of  the  river 
by  some  French  vessels,  and  being  afterwards  retaken,  was  carried  into 
Port  Royal,  where  the  cargo  was  sold,  under  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty, and  the  proceeds,  with  the  deduction  of  salvage,  paid  to  the  merchants: 
*it  was  held,  that  nothing  could  be  claimed  of  the  merchants,  for 
[  *85  ]  there  had  been  no  commencement  of  the  voyage,  and  therefore  no 
freight  could  be  due;  and  that  as  the  freight  was  by  the  contract, 
the  only  remuneration  of  all  the  services  performed  by  the  owners,  they 
were  not  entitled  to  any  recompense  for  the  expense  of  taking  the  goods  on 
board  (Curling  v.  Long,  1  B.  &  P.  634).  Where  a  ship  is  hired  by  a  char- 
ter-party to  sail  from  one  port  to  another,  and  from  thence  back  to  the  first  ; 
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thus,  from  London  to  Leghorn,  and  thence  hack  to  London,  at  a  certain 
sum,  to  be  paid  for  every  month  or  other  period  of  the  duration  of  employ- 
ment upon  such  a  contract,  if  the  whole  is  one  entire  voyage,  and  the  ship 
sail  in  safety  to  Leghorn,  and  there  deliver  the  goods  of  the  merchant  and 
take  others  on  board  to  be  brought  to  London,  but  happen  to  be  lost  on  her 
return  thither,  nothing  is  due  for  freight,  although  the  merchant  has  bad  the 
benefit  of  the  voyage  to  Leghorn.  But  if  the  outward  and  homeward  voyage 
are  distinct,  freight  will  be  due  for  the  proportion  of  the  time  employed  in 
the  outward  voyage;  (see  Mackrell  v.  Simond,  cited  Ah.  Sh.  464 ;  see  also 
Byrne  v.  Pattison,  ib.  466).  And  in  the  case  of  a  ship  which  arrived  with 
a  cargo  at  Naples,  where  the  cargo  was  seized  by  the  government,  and  so 
the  master  was  prevented  from  delivering  it  to  the  consignee  of  the  mer- 
chant ;  it  was  held,  that  the  merchant  was  not  liable  to  pay  the  outward 
freight  (Storer  v.  Gordon,  3  M.  At  S.  308).  Where,  by  charter-party,  the 
freighter  covenanted  to  pay  to  the  owner  freight  at  and  after  the  rate  of  so 
much  per  ton  per  month  for  the  term  of  six  months  at  least,  and  so  in  pro- 
portion for  less  titan  a  month,  or  for  such  further  time  than  six  months  as 
the  ship  might  be  detained  in  the  service  of  the  freighter  until  her  final  dis- 
charge, or  until  the  day  of  her  being  lost,  captured,  or  last  seen  or  beard  of, 
such  freight  to  be  paid  to  the  commander  of  the  ship  in  manner  following : 
viz.,  so  much  as  might  be  earned  at  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  her 
first  destined  port  abroad,  to  be  paid  within  ten  days  next  after  her  arrival 
there,  and  the  remainder  of  the  freight  at  specified  periods :  held,  that  this 
constituted  one  entire  covenant,  and  that  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  her  first 
destined  port  abroad  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  owner's  right  to  recover 
any  freight,  and  that  the  ship  having  been  lost  on  her  outward  voyage  the 
owner  was  not  entitled  to  recover  freight  at  so  much  per  calendar  month  to 
the  day  of  the  loss  (Gibbon  v.  Mender,  "2  B.  Ac  A.  17).  For  this  subject 
generally,  see  more  fully,  Ah.  Sh.  404—471. 

Witnett.}  A  witness  called  by  pit.  slated  on  the  votr  dirt  that  he  had 
as  agent  for  ph.,  instructed  an  attorney,  1C.,  to  commence  the  suit,  that  li. 
had  carried  on  the  suit  to  a  certain  stage,  and  died,  that  witness  had  not  told 
E.  that  he  was  to  look  to  the  pit.  only  for  costs,  thai  no  demand  for  costs 
had  been  made  upon  himself,  and  that  he  had  not  been  released.  It  did  not 
appear  under  what  circumstances  the  paper*  had  been  handed  over  to  the 
present  attorney,  nor  whether  the  cost*  of  E.  had  been  discharged :  held, 
that  these  fads  did  not  show  on  interest  to  disqualify  the  witneas  (Shipton  v. 
Thornton,  9  Ad.  At  E.  314  ;  sue  "  WITSBSS"). 
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Form  of  Remedy. 

ASSUMPSIT,  or  debt,  lies  on  a  parol  or  written  contract,  not  under  seal, 
for  the  price  of  goods  sold  (ante,  "  ASSUMPSIT  ;"  Fort.  197  ;  Emery  v.  Fell, 
2  T.  R.  28).  In  general,  where  there  is  no  contract  of  sale,  these  are  not 
the  appropriate  forms  of  remedy  (3  Camp.  352 ;  4  Taunt.  189);  but  tro- 
ver, or  an  action  for  deceit,  &c.,  must  be  resorted  to ;  but  assumpsit  lies  for 
the  value  of  goods  obtained  tortiously  (3  Taunt.  274 ;  6  T.  R.  681 ;  2  T. 
R.  145);  if,  however,  the  plt.'s  property  in  the  goods  be  not  clear  and 
indisputable,  it  would  be  most  advisable  to  sue  on  the  tort  (1  B.  &  C.  418  ; 
2  D.  &  R.  568).  Assumpsit  lies  for  goods,  as  sold,  against  a  "deft.,  who, 
by  fraud,  procured  the  pit.  to  sell  to  an  insolvent,  goods  which  the  deft,  got 
into  his  possession  (Hill  v.  Perrott,  3  Taunt.  274  ;  Abbotts  v.  Barry,  2  B.  & 
B.  369.  But  see  B.  N.  P.  130 ;  Bennett  v.  Francis,  2  B.  &  P.  554).  Tro- 
ver may  be  maintained  for  goods  sold,  but  not  delivered,  by  the  vendee 
against  the  vendor ;  but  this  action  will  not  lie  if  the  goods  be  not  set  apart 
by  the  vendor,  as  it  cannot  be  maintained  but  for  specific  goods  (Austen  v. 
Craven,  4  Taunt.  644;  Whitehouse  v.  Frost,  12  East,  614;  Harman  v. 
Anderson,  2  Camp.  243  ;  see  "  TROVER"). 

Assumpsit  for  the  price  of  shares  in  a  railway  company.  The  declaration 
averred  that  the  pits,  were  ready  and  willing  to  transfer  the  shares.  Plea, 
that  the  pits,  were  not  ready  and  willing  to  do  so.  On  the  15th  October, 
1845,  defts.' bought  from  pits,  in  the  Manchester  share-market,  100  railway 
shares,  to  be  paid  for  on  the  31st  October.  On  the  14th  October  a  call  had 
been  made  on  the  shares.  By  the  custom  of  that  market  the  deed  of  trans- 
fer was  to  be  prepared  by  the  vendor.  On  the  1st  November  pits,  applied 
to  defts.  for  a  name  to  be  inserted  in  the  deed  as  buyer.  No  name  was  fur- 
nished, and  defts.  afterwards  refused  to  accept  the  shares  when  tendered  to 
them.  Pits,  had  not  paid  the  calls  on  the  shares.  By  8  Viet.  c.  16,  s.  16, 
no  shareholder  can  transfer  his  share  till  he  has  paid  all  calls  due  on  it: 
held,  that  pits,  were  entitled  to  recover  the  price  of  the  shares,  for  they  were 
in  a  condition  to  make  a  transfer  of  them  by  paying  the  calls  on  or  before 
the  31st  October,  had  the  defts.  furnished  them  with  the  name  of  the  trans- 
ferree  (Shaw  v.  Rowley,  16  M.  &  W.  810;  5  Railw.  Cas.  47). 

Form  of  Pleadings. 

The  price  of  goods  may  be  recovered  under  the  common  indebitatus 
count,  in  assumpsit  or  debt,  if  they  have  been  actually  delivered,  and  the 
contract  was  to  pay  in  money,  and  the  time  of  credit  be  expired  (Mussen  v. 
Price,  4  East,  147  ;  Brooke  v.  White,  1  N.  R.  330 ;  Thompson  v.  Maceroni, 
2  B.  &  C.  2  ;  4  D.  &  R.  619;  Smith  v.  Chance,  2  B.  &  A.  755;  Salter 
v.  Woodham,  2  Man.  &  G.  650;  Storr  v.  Scott,  6  C.  &  P.  241);  even 
though  there  be  a  special  agrement  between  the  parties :  as,  where  A.  agreed 
with  B.  to  let  him  certain  land,  on  condition  that  A.  should  have  a  moiety 
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of  the  crops,  for  which  purpose  the  crops  were  appraised  for  both  parties,  it 
was  held  that  A.  might  declare  on  the  general  indtbtiatu*  count, 
•without  stating  the  special  agreement,  as  the  agreement  was  exe-  [  *87  ] 
cuted  by  the  appraisement,  and  the  action  arose  out  of  something 
collateral  to  it  (Poulter  v.  Killingbeck,  1  B.  &  P.  397  ;  Leeds  v.  Burrows, 
12  East,  1).  Where,  by  a  written  agreement,  A.  agreed  with  B.  that  the 
latter  should  have  A.'s  farm  for  his  life,  at  201.  a  year  rent,  and  the  whole 
of  A.'s  keep  and  maintenance;  B.  to  take  the  stock  at  757.  10*.,  which  be 
did,  and  had  possession  of  the  land  for  his  life:  held,  that  his  executor  might 
be  sued  for  the  price  of  the  stock,  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  (Stone  v. 
Rogers,  2  M.  &  W.  448). 

A  testator  contracted  for  jewellery  on  the  terms  of  returning  it  within  a 
year,  and,  if  he  did  not  do  so,  paying  a  certain  price  for  it,  with  interest ; 
and  the  jewellery  not  having  been  returned,  the  vendor  brought  an  action 
against  the  executor  for  the  amount,  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  for 
interest  on  money  lent  and  forborne,  and  the  jury  having  found  a  verdict 
for  the  sum  demanded  and  interest,  the  court  refused  to  disturb  it  or  reduce 
the  damages,  although  it  was  insisted  that  the  contract  was  entire,  and  ought 
to  have  been  declared  on  specially  (Harrison  v.  Allen,  2  Bing.  4).  If  goods 
are  supplied  on  sale  or  return  within  a  year,  after  the  year  has  expired,  if 
the  goods  have  not  been  returned,  the  seller  may  recover  the  price,  on  a 
count  for  goods  sold,  &c.  (Ib.).  In  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  oil,  was  the 
following  memorandum :  "  The  casks  to  be  returned  in  three  months,  or  to 
be  paid  for,  at  the  rate  of  3£  per  ton.**  The  casks  not  having  been  returned 
within  the  specified  time,  held,  that  the  value  might  be  recovered  in  an  action 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered  (Johnson  v.  Kirkaldy,  4  Jur.  066).  Where  A. 
sold  lo  B.  beer  in  casks,  giving  him  notice  thai, unless  he  returned  thecasks 
in  a  fortnight,  he  will  be  considered  as  the  purchaser,  and  B.  omitted  to  return 
the  casks  in  the  limited  time,  Lord  Bllenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  he  was 
not  liable  on  a  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  whole  resting  in  special 
agreement  (Lyons  v.  Barnes,  2  Stark.  39).  So,  upon  a  contract  of  sale  and 
return,  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  the  goods  are  detained  an  unreason- 
able  time  (Beverly  v.  Lincoln  Gas  and  Coke  Company,  6  Ad.  dc  E.  629 ; 
Bailey  v.  Goldsmith,  Pea.  56 ;  see  Sluddy  v.  Sanders,  5  B.  At  C.  628 ;  Har. 
rison  v.  Allen,  2  Bing.  4  ;  see  also  Bianc'hi  v.  Nash,  1  M.  dc  W.  545).  The 
pit.  supplied  the  deft,  with  wine,  and  delivered  invoices ;  but  the  deft,  did  not 
produce  them,  and  the  plt.'a  clerk  swore  that  such  invoices  invariably  con- 
tained a  charge  for  bottles.  After  the  last  delivery  the  deft,  paid  for  the 
wine,  deducting  the  bottles,  and  the  traveller  to!d  deft,  that  the  boatman 
would  call  for  the  bottles ;  the  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  pit.  for  the 
value  of  the  bottles  :  held,  that  such  finding  was  right,  as  the  jury,  after  an 
unreasonable  length  of  time,  were  at  liberty  to  infer  that  the  deft,  meant  to 
keep  and  pay  for  the  bottles  (Wood  v.  Brentoo,  2  Jur.  1043).  Goods  were 
sold  upon  these  terms;  7}  per  cent,  discount,  bill  at  three  months;  10  per 
cent,  discount,  cash  in  fourteen  days :  held,  that  the  vendors  could  not  BUO 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered  within  the  fourteen  days,  even  if  the  sale  had 
been  effected  by  fraud  on  the  part  of  tbc  vendee  (Street  v.  Smith,  1  C.  M.  & 
R.  312;  4  Tyrw.  1019).  Where  A.  agreed  to  sell,  and  B.  to  buy  a  ship, 
which  A.  undertook  should  be  fitted  similar  to  another  ship,  but  before  the 
time  of  completing  the  fittings  B.  repudiated  the  contract,  and  refused  to  take 
the  ship,  previous  to  which  A.  hod  done  extras  to  the  ship  at  B.'s  desire, 
but  did  not  go  on  with  the  fittings  after  the  refusal,  but  on  the  contrary 
sold  the  ship,  and  brought  his  action  against  B.  for  the  loss  on  the  sale ; 
the  declaration  averred  that  the  ship  was  fitted  according,  dec. ;  and  also, 
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*that  it  was  ready  for  delivery  at  the  proper  time:  held,  that  he  could  not 
recover  on  the  special  contract,  nor  for  the  extras  on  the  count  for  work 
and  labour,  because  he  had  sdld  the  ship  (Parmeter  v.  Burrell,  3  C.  & 
P.  144).  A.,  a  dealer  in  china,  being  insolvent,  assigned  his  business  and 
his  stock  in  trade  to  his  brother  B  ,  who  was  a  carver  and  gilder,  and  com- 
promised with  his  creditors  to  pay  them  five  shillings  in  thep6und,  his  brother 
B.  undertaking  to  pay  them  two  shillings  and  sixpence  in  the  pound,  and  he 
himself  the  remainder;  A.  continued  to  manage  the  business  in  the  shop  for 
his  brother,  whose  name  was  over  the  door,  and  whose  wife  occasionally 
went  there.  One  of  A.'s  creditors  applied  at  that  shop,  and  pressed  him  for 
payment  of  his  share  of  the  composition ;  A.  offered  a  bill  of  exchange  in 
payment,  on  which  the  brother's  name  had  been  put,  but  without  his  name 
as  indorser,  and  as  the  amount  exceeded  that  due  for  composition,  A.,  and 
B.'s  wile,  who  was  then  in  the  shop,  proposed  that  goods  should  be  supplied 
to  the  shop  to  the  amount  of  the  balance,  which  was  agreed  to,  and  goods 
were  accordingly  sent ;  the  bill  having  been  dishonoured,  B.  was  sued,  and 
he  pleaded  that  he  did  not  indorse,  and  that  he  had  not  notice  of  dishonour, 
and  the  jury  found  for  him  on  these  pleas.  Evidence  was  given  that  B.  held 
himself  out  as  responsible  for  all  orders  given  at  that  shop;  the  jury  found 
that  A.  had  a  general  authority  to  buy  goods  for  B.,  and  that  the  pit.  did 
not  sell  the  goods  on  the  credit  of  the  bill  alone,  but  on  the  credit  of  B. : 
held,  that  the  value  of  the  goods  sent  was  recoverable  on  a  count  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  in  an  action  against  B.  (Rose  v.  Edwards,  1  M.  &  W. 
734). 

If  goods  are  to  be  paid  for  partly  in  money  and  partly  in  goods,  to  be  de- 
livered, the  vendor  must  declare  specially  (Burke  v.  Parker,  1  H.  Bl.  287 ; 
Talvert  v.  West,  Holt,  N.  P.  179 ;  Read  V.  Hutchinson,  3  Camp.  352 ;  see 
also  Collingbourne  v.  Mantel,  5  M.  &  W.  289;  Harrison  v.  Luke,  14  M.  & 
W.  139).  But,  if  the  goods  are  delivered  to  him  in  part  performance,  the 
money  may  be  recovered  under  the  common  count  (1  Ch.  jun.  PI.  178). 
But,  where  the  pit.  agreed  to  sell  a  horse  to  the  deft.,  to  be  paid  for  partly 
by  a  horse  of  the  deft,  and  partly  by  money,  and  the  deft,  delivered  the 
horse,  but  refused  to  pay  the  money,  the  money  maybe  recovered  unfertile 
common  count  for  goods  sold  (Sheldon  v.  Cox,  3  B.  &  C.  420 ;  Bull  v.  Parker, 
2  Dowl.  N.  S.  345;  and  see  Dunmore  v.  Taylor,  Pea.  57,  and  Hankey  v. 
Smith,  Pea.  57  ;  Forsyth  v.  Jervis,  1  Stark.  437  ;  Ingram  v.  Shirley,  ib.  185). 
Where  the  contract  is  conditional,  and  in  the  alternative,  it  will  be  necessary 
to  declare  specially  (Davis  v.  Nicholls,  2  Ch.  Rep.  321):  as,  where  deft, 
agreed  for  the  purchase  of  1000  bags  of  wheat,  40  or  50  of  which  were  to 
be  delivered  on  one  market-day,  and  the  remainder  on  another  market-day, 
pit.  could  not  declare  absolutely  for  the  sale  of  40  bags  on  the  first  day,  but 
the  contract  must  be  stated  in  the  alternative,  according  to  the  original  terms 
of  it  (Penny  v.  Porter,  2  East,  2 ;  Shipham  v.  Sanders,  ib.  4,  n. ;  Miles  v. 
Sheward,  8  East,  8 ;  Tate  v.  Wellings,  3  T.  R.  531). 

Where  the  pit.  agreed  to  let  (or  lend)  the  deft,  a  musical  snufF-box  on  the 
understanding  that  if  it  was  damaged  the  deft,  was  to  have  it,  and  3/.  10s. 
was  to  be  taken  as  its  value,  the  deft,  received  the  box,  and  it  was  damaged: 
held,  that  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  declare  specially  (Bianchi  v.  Nash, 
1  M.  &  W.  545;  see  Martens  v.  Adcock,  4  Esp.  251 ;  Hore  v.  Milner,  Pea. 
42  a,  n.). 

In  order  to  maintain  a  count  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  it  must  appear 

that  the  property  passed ;  therefore,  where  a  machine  is  ordered  to 

[  *89  ]   be  made,  the  maker,  having  completed  it,  cannot  sue  *for  goods 
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bargained  and  sold  if  there  be  no  appropriation  of  the  particular  machine 
assented  to  by  the  buyer  (Atkinson  v.  Bell,  8  B.  At  C.  277);  sectu,  if  he 
assent,  as  by  payment  (Wilkins  v.  Bromhead,  6  Man.  At  G.  072;  see 
Oldfield  v.  Lowe,  0  B.  At  C.  73 ;  see  Laythorpe  v.  Bryant,  3  Bing.  N.  C. 
430).  Goods  sold  for  ready  money  were  packed  up  in  boxes  of  the  vendee, 
for  him  and  in  his  presence,  but  remained  on  the  premises  of  the  vendor : 
held,  that  goods  sold  and  delivered  would  not  lie  (Boulter  v.  Arnott,  1  C.  At 
M.  333).  The  pits,  in  London  sold  to  the  defts.  a  quantity  of  butter,  which 
they  expected  from  Sligo,  the  quantity  and  price  being  specified  in  the  con- 
tract ;  the  butter  to  be  shipped  for  London  in  October,  to  be  paid  for  by  bill 
at  two  months  from  the  date  of  landing.  It  was  not  shipped  until  November, 
but  the  defls.  waived  the  objection  and  accepted  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading; 
the  butter  having  been  lost  by  shipwreck,  it  was  held  that  the  property  had 
passed  to  the  defts.,  and  that  they  might  be  sued  for  goods  bargained  and 
sold,  or  sold  and  delivered,  by  Parke,  I.  (Alexander  v.  Gardner,  1  Bing.  N. 
C.  671 ;  Scott  v.  England,  14  Law  J.  43,  Q.  B.). 

Where  the  action  is  not  against  the  vendee,  but  against  the  party  who 
guaranteed  the  price,  if  the  vendee  make  default  the  declaration  should  be 
special  (see  **  (JUAEAZTTBE").  So,  where  there  has  been  no  delivery  or  ac- 
ceptance of  the  goods,  by  reason  of  their  being  mixed  and  not  distinguished 
from  others,  or  not  having  been  weighed,  Ate.,  to  ascertain  the  exact  price, 
for  no  property  in  the  identical  goods  passes  to  the  deft.,  to  whose  use  they 
have  not  been  appropriated  (see  Rhode  v.  Thwailrs,  6  B.  At  C.  888 ;  Gilletl 
v.  Hill,  2  C.  Ac  M.  535;  per  Bayly,  J.,  Elliot  v.  Pybus,  10  Bing.  612 ;  Sim- 
mons  v.  Swift,  5  B.  At  C.  857 ;  1  Cb.  PI.  160,  358;  see  pott,  p.  97). 

Where  the  whole  credit  has  not  expired,  it  is  necessary  to  declare  spe- 
cially ;  as,  where  goods  were  to  be  paid  for  by  bill  at  three  months  (l!o»kins 
v.  Duperoy,  9  East,  408 ;  Lee  v.  Bisdoo,  2  Marsh.  495) ;  and,  where  deft, 
agrees  to  pay  in  three  months  by  bill  at  two  months,  the  credit  will  not 
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elapse  till  the  expiration  of  five  months  (Mussen  v.  Price,  4  East,  147;  Mul- 


lar  v.  Shaw,  ib.  149 ;  Dutton  v.  Solomonson,  3  B.  At  P.  582;  lioskins  v. 
Duperoy,  9  East,  498;  Manthall  v.  Poole,  13  East,  98;  Lee  v.  Bisdon,  2 
Marsh.  498);  and,  where  goods  are  to  be  paid  for  at  six  or  nine  months' 
credit,  and  they  are  not  paid  for  at  the  end  of  six  months,  the  credit  will  not 
expire  till  the  end  of  (lie  nine  months  (Price  v.  Nixon,  5  Taunt.  538).  But 
the  price  of  goods  may  be  recovered  in  these  cases  on  the  common  count 
for  goods  sold,  if,  when  the  pit.  declares,  and  at  the  time  the  declaration  is 
correctly  entitled,  the  credit  has  expired,  though  the  writ  was  issued,  and 
the  deft,  was  arrested  before  (Swancott  v.  Wcstgarth,  4  East,  75 ;  see  Hall 
v.  Obber,  11  East,  118);  as  also  interest  (Farr  v.  Ward,  3  M.  At  W.  25; 
Davis  v.  Smith,  8  M.  At  W.  H99).  Where  goods  were  sold  on  the  5th  of 
October,  to  be  paid  for  in  two  months ;  held,  that  an  action  for  the  price 
could  not  he  supported  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  5th  of  December 
(Webb  v.  Fairmuner,  3  M.  At  W.  473).  If  goods  were  to  be  paid  for  by  a 
bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note,  and  the  deft,  has  refused  to  give  it,  the 
declaration  should  be  special  (Mussen  v.  Price,  4  East,  147;  Dalion  v.  Solo- 
mon, 3  B.  At  P.  582 ;  Paul  v.  Dod,  2  C.  B.  800 ;  Paul  v.  Purker,  2  Dowl. 
N.  S.  345 ;  Street  v.  Smith,  1  C.  M.  At  II.  312).  But,  if  the  time  for  which 
the  bill  was  to  run  has  expired,  the  price  of  the  goods  may  bo  recovered 
under  the  common  count  (Webb  v.  Fairmaner,  3  M.  At  W.  473;  Helps  v. 
Winterbotlom,  2  B.  At  A.  397).  So  where  the  bill,  Ace.,  has  been  dishon- 
oured  (Fry  v.  Hill,  7  Tuunt.  397 ;  see  post).  And  this  count  is  sustain- 
able, although  the  bill  had  been  given,  and  the  *plt.  had  indorsed  it 
away,  and  was  not  the  holder  at  the  lime  the  action  was  brought,  [*90] 
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provided  the  deft,  dishonoured  the  bill  and  the  pit.  had  it  in  his  pos- 
session at  the  trial  (Burden  v.  Hatton,  4  Bing.  454).  Where  the  pit.  re- 
ceived from  the  deft,  a  promissory  note  in  payment  for  goods  indorsed  by 
the  deft.,  but  not  made  payable  to  order;  the  note  having  been  dishonoured 
by  the  maker,  it  was  held  that  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover  the  price  of 
the  goods  on  the  common  count,  although  he  had  not  given  the  deft,  due 
notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  note  (Plimley  v.  Westley,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  249; 
2  Sco.  423).  If  the  bill  be  lost  before  or  after  it  is  due  no  action  can,  in 
general,  be  brought  for  the  price  of  the  goods  sold  (Champion  v.  Terry,  3 

B.  &  B.  295 ;  Hansard  v.  Robinson,  7  B.  &  C.  90). 

Where  the  sale  was  to  the  deft.,  and  the  delivery  to  a  third  person,  at  his 
request,  the  statement  that  the  sale  and  delivery  were  to  the  deft,  being  ac- 
cording to  the  legal  effect,  will  suffice  (8  T.  R.  328;  2  Show.  410;  B.  N. 
P.  136 ;  1  Stra.  127);  but  a  collateral  undertaking  to  pay  for  goods  sold  to 
a  third  person  must  be  declared  on  specially  (1  Saund.  211  a  b;  Mines  v. 
Sculthorpe,  2  Camp.  215);  and,  as  to  what  is  such  collateral  undertaking, 
post,  "  GUARANTEE."  In  an  action  against  a  broker  under  a  del-credere 
commission,  wherein  the  deft,  became  indebted  to  the  pit.  the  declaration 
must  be  special  (Gall  v.  Comber,  1  Taunt.  279 ;  7  Taunt.  558 ;  and  see 
Solly  v.  Weiss,  8  Taunt.  731) ;  but  the  common  count  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  suffices  sometimes,  though  deft,  has  prevented  the  delivery,  and 
payment  was  not  to  be  made  till  delivery  (Studdy  v.  Sanders,  5  B.  &  C. 
638 ;  8  D.  &  R.  403).  Where  the  deft,  agreed  to  sell  to  the  pit.  three  un- 
finished  houses,  and  to  finish  them  within  a  certain  time,  and  the  pit.  agreed 
to  pay  for  them  by  the  delivery  of  cement,  at  a  fixed,  but  higher  than  the 
usual  price,  and  the  deft,  did  not  complete  the  houses  within  the  time,  and 
afterwards  said  he  had  sold  one  of  them :  held,  that  the  common  count  for 
cement  was  sufficient,  the  deft,  having  broken  his  contract,  and  disabled 
himself  from  completing  it,  but  that  the  jury  should  only  give  the  ordinary 
price  of  cement  (Baynes  v.  Payne,  cited  1  Ch.  PI.  357 ;  Beverly  v.  Lincoln 
Gas  Company,  6  Ad.  &  E.  829). 

In  general,  where  the  contract  is  not  substantially  for  the  sale  of  goods, 
but  is  rather  for  work  and  materials,  the  value  even  of  the  latter  is  not  reco- 
verable upon  a  count  for  goods  sold,  and  the  pit.  should  declare  for  work 
and  materials  (Cotterill  v.  Apsey,  6  Taunt.  324 ;  Oldfield  v.  Lowe,  9  B.  & 

C.  73).     When  the  deft,  has  refused  to  receive  goods  which  he  has  agreed 
to  purchase,  the  special  counts  are  not  only  necessary,  if  the  property  in 
some  identical  goods  has  not  become  vested  in  the  deft.,  but  are  at  all 
events  essential  to  recover  any  expenses  that  may  have  been  incurred  (Ha- 
zendon  v.  Laing,  6  Taunt.  162) ;  the  count  for  goods  bargained  and  sold 
should  also  be  added  (Chaplin  v.  Rogers,  1  East,  194).   Indebitatus  assump- 
sit  lies  to  recover  "  goods  and  chattels,"  naming  the  value  due  for  tolls,  &c., 
(Falmouth  (Earl  of)  v.  Penrose,  6  B.  &  C.  385). 

If  the  deft,  has  refused  to  accept  the  goods  purchased,  the  price  thereof 
may  be  recovered  under  a  count  for  goods  bargained  and  sold  (1  East,  194; 
Hankey  v.  Smith,  Pea.  41 ;  7  T.  R.  67  ;  Rohde  v.  Thwaites,  6  B.  &  C. 
393).  An  action  for  not  accepting  lies  against  the  purchaser  who  refuses 
to  take  goods,  although  the  vendor  has  resold  them  (Maclean  v.  Dunn,  4 
Bing.  722;  Acebol  v.  Levy,  10  Bing.  384);  but  it  is  usual  to  declare  spe- 
cially, and  necessary  to  do  so  if  the  goods  have  been  resold,  and  pit.  seeks 
to  recover  the  difference  between  the  price  of  the  two  sales  (Hazendon  v. 

*Laing,  6  Taunt.  162).  The  common  count  will  not  suffice,  if  there 
[*91]  has  not  been  an  actual  sale,  but  merely  a  contract  for  sale  (6  B.  & 

C.  393;  2  H.  Bl.  316;  5  B.  &  C.  865;  8  D.  &  R.  693).     Where 
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there  is  an  entire  contract  for  work,  and  labour,  and  materials,  the  latter 
cannot  be  recovered  under  the  count  for  goods  anld  (6  Taunt.  322;  1 
Marsh,  591).  Upon  one  count  for  goods  sold  in  the  common  form,  the 
prices  of  dun-rent  goods  sold  at  different  times  may  be  recovered  (2  Sauud. 
121,  122,  n.). 

In  order  to  entitle  pit.  to  recover  the  price  of  fixtures  and  growing  crops 
under  the  common  count,  the  declaration  should  be  for  goods,  fixtures,  chat- 
tels, crops,  eflects,  &c.  (see  Lee  v.  Kisdon,  7  Taunt.  189;  Pill  v.  Shew,  1 
B.  &  A.  206 ;  Falmouth  v.  Thomas,  1  C.  At  M.  69;  Mansfield  v.  Wadsfey, 
3  U.  &  C.  357  ;  Poulier  v.  Killingbeck,  1  B.  Ac  P.  397 ;  Smith  v.  Surman, 
9  B.  Ac  C.  581 ;  see  Grady  on  Fixtures,  Arc.).  The  word  "  effects"  includes 
fixtures.  The  word  "chattels"  would  include  cattle,  but  it  is  better  when  the 
action  is  for  the  recovery  of  the  price  of  them  to  use  the  word  cattle  (1  Ch. 
PI.  355). 

The  value  of  standing  trees  cannot  be  recovered  under  this  count  (Knowle* 
v.  Mitchell,  13  Bast,  249;  see  Smith  v.  Surman,  9  B.  At  C.  561).  But  the 
vnlue  of  trees  which  the  deft,  has  cut  and  carried  away,  may  bo  so  recovered 
(Bragg  v.  Cole,  6  Moo.  114).  The  value  of  growing  crops,  may  bo  rccov. 
ered  on  a  count  for  crops  bargained  and  sold  (Parker  v.  Stainland,  see  Grady 
on  Fixtures,  &c.).  A  builder  cannot  recover  the  value  of  the  building  mate, 
rials  under  a  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  (Cotterell  v.  Apsley,  0  Taunt. 
322) ;  nor  can  one  who  contracts  to  make  and  erect  a  steam-engine  recover 
the  contract  price  on  this  count  (Clark  v.  Bulmcr,  1 1  M.  At  W.  243). 

Where  a  deft,  by  fraud  induced  the  ph.  to  sell  goods  to  a  third  person, 
who  was  insolvent,  and  then  got  the  goods  into  his  own  possession ;  it  wms 
held  that  he  was  liable  upon  the  common  counts  (Hill  v.  Perron,  3  Taunt. 
274 ;  see  Raid  v.  Hutchinson,  *  Camp.  352 ;  Brown  v.  Hodgson,  4  Taunt. 
189 ;  see  "  FIAUD").  But  not  if  bv  fraud  a  sale  on  credit  was  obtained, 
and  which  credit  has  not  expired  (Ferguson  v.  Carrington,  9  B.  Ac  C.  59 ; 
Street  v.  Smith,  1  C.  M.  Ac  It.  312).  A  contract  of  barter  must  be  declared 
on  specially,  and  the  fnct  of  deft,  not  st-nding  his  goods  will  not  make  it  a 
contract  of  sale  (Harrison  v.  Luke,  44  M.  &  W.  139). 

Where,  in  debt  for  goods  sold,  dec.,  the  pit.  declared  in  the  common  form, 
but  at  the  trial  it  appeared  the  contract  was  that  the  deft,  way  to  pay  for  the 
goods  supplied  partly  in  goods  and  partly  in  money,  and  there  being  no  evi- 
dence offered  to  show  whether  the  deft,  had  or  had  not  delivered  to  the  pit. 
the  goods  agreed  to  be  taken  in  exchange,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
pit.  for  the  amount  of  the  money  only;  held,  no  objection  to  the  verdict  that 
the  pit.  had  not  delivered  specially  on  the  contract  (Bull  v.  Parker,  2  Dow  I. 
N.  S.  646). 

It  is  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  common  count  that  the  goods  were  "  of 
the  ph."  (B.  N.  P.  130);  and  these  words  should  be  omitted  on  an  action  at 
the  suit  of  an  agent,  broker,  Ate.  (5  Esp.  31,  32) ;  but  see  6  Taunt.  65,  67, 
that  this  is  not  material.  In  an  action  for  poods  sold  and  delivered,  the 
omission  of  tlie  words,  at  the  deft.'s  request,  would  be  immaterial  (2  T.  R. 
30). 

Action  for  Good*  told  and  delivered.]  The  pit.  a  carrier,  was  entrusted 
by  Y.  to  deliver  good  tea  to  A.  and  inferior  tea  to  the  deft.  By  mistake  lie 
delivered  the  good  tea  to  the  deft,  who  appropriated  it.  The  pit.  paid  Y.  for 
ihe  good  tea,  and  applied  to  the  deft,  to  re-deliver  it,  who  said,  "As  you  have 
made  the  mistake  you  must  put  up  with  the  inconvenience  ;"  but  subsequently 
be  agreed  to  pay  the  pit.  for  the  same  he,  the  deft.,  had  ordered  of  Y. :  held, 
that  this  was  evidence  to  support  a  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the 
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pit.  (Coles  v.  Bullman,  12  Jur.  586;    17  Law  J.  302,  C.  P.;  6  C.  B. 

184). 

In  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  judge  at  nisi  prius  directed 
a  verdict  for  pit.  giving  leave  to  deft.,  by  consent  of  pit.,  to  move  for  a  non- 
suit, "  if  the  facts  proved  did  not  support  goods  sold  and  delivered."  The 
facts  being  such  as  would  support  that  count,  if  they  led  the  jury  to  one 
conclusion  on  the  intention  of  the  parties,  the  court  could  not  enter  a  non- 
suit ;-and  it  being  obvious,  that,  if  a  new  trial  was  granted  to  ascertain  the 
intention,  pit.  would  obtain  leave  to  insert  a  count  for  goods  bargained  and 
sold,  which  would  be  proved  by  the  evidence,  the  court  refused  to  grant  a 
new  trial  (Dyer  v.  Cowley,  12  Jur.  776 ;  17  Law  J.  360,  Q.  B.). 

A  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  was  not  allowed  together  with  a 
count  upon  a  special  contract,  apparently  for  the  price  of  the  same  goods, 
unless  the  pit.  could  satisfy  a  judge  at  chambers  that  he  bona  fide  intended 
to  establish  a  distinct  subject-matter  of  complaint  in  respect  of  each  count 
(dissentiente  Cresswell,  J.  as  to  the  application  of  the  rule,  Grissell  v.  Jame, 
4  C.  B.  768). 


[  *92  ]  * Precedents. 

See  ante,  p.  225. 


Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 
IN  ACTION  FOR  GOODS  SOLD  AND  DELIVEKED. 

Under  the  general  issue  pit.  must  prove  the  contract  of  sale,  the  delivery 
of  the  goods,  and  their  value  (Cousins  v.  Paddon,  26  Moo.  &  R.  556). 

Contract  of  Sale.]  In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  or  for  goods 
bargained  and  sold,  or  for  not  delivering  goods  sold,  a  contract  of  sale  be- 
tween pit.  and  deft  must  be  proved.  Such  contract,  in  an  action  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  is  proved  by  a  written  order,  or  by  a  parol  one,  or  by  pre- 
sumptive evidence.  In  general,  proof  of  the  delivery  of  the  goods  to  the 
deft.,  or  to  his  agent,  and  that  he  has  used  them,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of 
a  contract,  without  proving  any  specific  order  (Bennett  v.  Henderson,  2 
Stark.  550;  post;  but  see  Miller  v.  Newman,  4  Man.  &  G.  646).  To  sup- 
port a  claim  for  goods  sold  ?md  delivered,  however,  the  pit.  need  not  prove  an 
actual  contract  for  the  specific  goods  for  which  the  action  is  brought:  it  will 
suffice  to  prove  a  dealing  in  the  way  of  trade  or  business  of  the  parties, 
where  the  deft,  knew  and  adopted  the  delivery  of  the  goods.  And,  where 
goods,  delivered  on  sale  or  return,  are  not  returned  within  a  reasonable  time, 
proof  to  that  effect  will  be  evidence  of  goods  sold,  and  the  value  may  be 
recovered  (Bailey  v.  Goldsmith,  Pea.  56;  ante,  p.  87).  And,  in  some  cases, 
where  goods  have  been  wrongfully  taken,  a  contract  for  the  purchase  will 
be  inferred,  and  pit.  will  recover  on  the  implied  contract  (ante,  p.  86).  As 
to  contract  by  agent,  see  ante,  p.  86,  and  post,  "  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT." 

A  trading  corporation  aggregate  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  assumpsit  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  upon  an  implied  or  express  Contract  (Beverly  v. 
Lincoln  Gas  Company,  6  Ad.  &  E.  829;  Church  v.  Imperial  Gas  Company, 
ib.  846  ;  see  Arnold  v.  Poole  (Mayor  of),  4  Man.  &  G.  895 ;  Fishmongers' 
Company  v.  Robertson,  5  Man.  &  G.  131 ;  Hall  v.  Swansea  (Mayor  of),  5 
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Q.  B.  526;  Paine  v.  Strand  Union  (Guardians  of ),  15  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  M. 
C.  89 ;  see  "  COBFORATIOX").  IJut  where  tho  object  of  inoorpontion  does 
not  necessarily  imply  a  power  of  contracting  by  parol,  the  old  law  of  requiring 
the  contract  to  be  under  seal  still  exists  (Ludlow  (Mayor  of)  v.  Charlton,  0 
M.  &  W.  815). 

Where  deft,  by  fraud  procured  the  pit.  to  sell  goods  to  an  insolvent,  and 
afterwards  got  them  into  his  own  possession:  held,  liable  in  this  form  of 
action  (Hill  v.  Perron,  3  Taunt.  274 ;  Abbotts  v.  Barry,  2  B.  At  &  369.  But 
aee  B.  N.  P.  130 ;  Bennett  v.  Francis,  2  B.  &  P.  654).  So,  where  a  lather 
fraudulently  represented  that  be  was  about  to  relinquish  business  in  favour 
of  his  son,  to  whom  (being  a  minor)  goods  were  supplied,  which  the  father 
took  into  his  own  hands  (Biddle  v.  Levy,  1  Stark.  20;  Read  v.  ilutchinson, 
3  Camp.  352).  An  auctioneer  may  maintain  an  action  in  bis  own  name 
against  the  buyer  of  goods  sold  by  him  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
(Williams  v.  Milliugton,  1  H.  Bl.  81).  But  the  auctioneer  has  only  the 
same  right  as  the  party  employing  him  to  sell,  and  the  deft,  may  show  that 
the  rightful  owner  has  claimed  the  value  (Dickenson  v.  Naul,  4  B. 
At  Ad.  638).  So  also,  •without  notice,  he  may  show  that  the  rightful  [  '03  ] 
executor  has  claimed  and  received  the  value  (Allen  v.  Hop—,  13 
M.  At  W.  94). 

If  the  pit.  stale  the  goods  to  be  his,  and  they  are  his  and  another's,  the 
variance  will  be  fatal  (Ditchburn  v.  8prucklin,  6  BSD.  31).  If  the  deft, 
says  that  he  owes  the  debt,  and  that  the  pit.  has  applied  to  him  to  pay  it, 
and  that  he  will  do  so  as  soon  as  he  can,  but  does  not  mention  any  sum  ; 
on  evidence  of  this  the  pit.  is  entitled  to  his  verdict  with  nominal  damages 
(Dixon  v.  Devcridge,  S  C.  *  P.  109). 

In  assumpsil  for  goods  sold,  Ate.,  where  the  price  is  above  10/.,  and 
nothing  is  paid  as  earnest,  nor  is  there  any  memorandum  in  writing  within 
the  statute,  two  things  must  be  proved  to  entitle  the  pit.  to  recover:  first, 
that  the  deft,  in  fact  ordered  the  goods;  secondly,  that  he  accepted  them 
with  intent  to  take  to  them  as  owner  (Smith  v.  holt,  9  C.  dt  P.  696;  see 
pott,  p.  99). 

On  proof  of  the  delivery  of  clothes,  in  support  of  an  intlrbtiatus  count  for 
a  tailor's  bill,  the  deft,  put  in  an  agreement  between  himself  and  tho  pit.,  by 
which  ihc  deft,  was  to  recommend  c  us  tenners  to  tho  pit.,  who  was  to  pay  a 
percentage  on  their  accounts,  which  wns  to  be  received  by  the  deft,  in 
clothes  to  bo  ordeicd  by  the  deft,  from  the  pit.,  from  time  to  time,  as  he 
might  want  the  same,  and  that  a  settlement  of  accounts  should  take  place 
between  the  parties  every  six  months,  or  at  farthest  every  twelve  months: 
held,  on  this  agreement  under  nunquam  in/MiUalui,  that  the  onus  Liy  on 
the  pit.  to  prove  that  a  settlement  ol  accounts  had  been  come  to,  on  which 
the  balance  was  in  his  favour,  and  thm  no  action  Iny  until  the  expiration  of 
twelve  months  (Carey  v.  Pyke,  10  Ad.  At  K.  512). 

In  an  action  for  the  value  of  gooils  ordered  by  the  deft,  from  pit.  but 
returned  for  unfitness,  it  is  incumbent  on  the.  pit.  to  prove  that  they  were 
made  agreeably  to  the  order  (Hayden  v.  Hnywurd,  1  (Jump.  180). 

Where  goods  arc  sold  by  a  written  contract,  which  contains  a  description 
of  th  ir  quality  without  referring  to  any  sample,  if  the  goods  do  not  corres- 
pond with  i h.-ii  description,  it  is  not  material  ibr  the  vendor  to  show  that 
they  correspond  with  a  sample  exhibited  at  the  time  of  sale  to  the  purchaser, 
who  was  well  skilled  in  the  commodity,  this  not  being  a  salo  by  sample, 
but  by  the  description  in  the  written  contract  (Tye  v.  Finmore,  3  Camp. 
462). 

A  pit.  declared  specially  in  assumpsit  that  in  consideration  that  l!io  pit. 
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had  sold  and  delivered  twenty  tons  of  best  Dutch  lead  to  the  deft.,  the  latter 
had  promised  to  deliver  to  the  pit.  prussiate  of  potash  to  the  same  amount, 
and  the  pit.  averred  the  delivery  of  the  twenty  tons  of  best  Dutch  lead,  and 
stated  as  a  breach  that  the  deft,  would  not  deliver  the  full  quantity  of  potash. 
The  deft,  pleaded  non  assumpsit :  held,  that  as  the  deft,  had  not  pleaded  that 
the  deft,  had  not  delivered  the  best  Dutch  lead,  he  could  not  go  into  evi- 
dence to  show  that  the  lead  was  of  inferior  quality  (Pegg  v.  Stead,  9  C.  & 
P.  636). 

On  a  count  for  a  quantum  valebant,  the  pit.  may  give  evidence  of  an 
agreed  price  for  the  goods,  and  the  deft,  on  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit  may 
also  go  into  evidence  to  induce  the  jury  not  to  give  that  price,  by  showing 
that  the  articles  delivered  were  inferior  to  those  that  the  price  was  agreed  to 
be  paid  for  (Ib. ;  post,  "  Evidence  for  Defendant}. 

Proof  of  Delivery^  To  support  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
it  must  be  proved,  not  only  that  the  property  in  the  goods  vested  in  the 
deft.,  but  also  that  they  were  actually  delivered  (Goodhall  v.  Skelton,  2  H. 

Bl.  316),  or  virtually  delivered  ;  as,  if  deft.  *refused  to  accept 
[  *94  ]  them,  or  prevented  the  delivery  (Studdy  v.  Sanders,  5  B.  &  C. 

638  ;  8  D.  &  R.  403 ;  Rohde  v.  Thwaites,  6  B.  &  C.  393 ;  9  D. 

6  R.).     Pit.  must  show  he  has  divested  himself  of  all  lien  upon  the  goods, 
and  that  deft,  might  maintain  trover  for  them,  without  paying,  or  offering  to 
pay,  the  price  (2  H.  Bl.  316;  Simmons  v.  Swift,  4  B.  &  C.  865;  2  D.  & 
R.  213;  Smith  v.  Chance,  2  B.  &  A.  755;  Lorymer  v.  Smith,  1  B.  &  C. 
1 ;  2  D.  &  R.  23 ;  Atkinson  v.  Bell,  8  B.  &  C.  277).    The  delivery  should 
be  proved  to  have  been  made  or  offered  to  deft,  himself,  or   his  authorized 
agent,  or  to  a  third  person  not  credited  by  the  pit.  at  the  request  of  the  deft., 
or  that  something  equivalent  to  a  delivery  should  be  shown  to  have  occurred 
(Smith  v.  Chance,  supra;  Hancock  v.  Bancock,  2  Jur.  419 ;  Bell  v.  Sibbs, 
8  T.  R.  328 ;  Salter  v.  Woodhams,  2  Man.  &  G.  650),  not  credited  by  the 
pit.  (Store  v.  Scott,  6  C.  &  P.  241).     It  has  been  held  that,  where  the 
vendee  ordered  the  goods  to  be  delivered  to  his  agent,  an  acknowledgment 
by  the  agent  of  the  receipt  of  the  goods  was  evidence  of  the  delivery  to  the 
vendee  (Biggs  v.  Lawrence,  3  T.  R.  454;  but  see  Bauerman  v.  Radenius, 

7  T.  R.  668) ;  and  if  not  delivered,  but  still  on  the  premises  of  the  vendor, 
though  packed  in  boxes  furnished  by  the  purchaser,  the  pit.  would  be  non- 
suited, for  he  should  have  declared  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  or  spe- 
cially (Boulter  v.  Arnott,  3  Tyrw.  267  ;  1   C.  &  M.  333 ;  see  Dodsly  v. 
Harley,  12  Ad.  &  E.  632).     A.  having  a  quantity  of  apples,  agreed  to  sell 
his  cider  to  B.  at  a  certain  price  per  hogshead,  to  be  delivered  at  T.,  at  a 
future  time,  the  cider  to  be  manufactured  by  B.,  on  A.'s  premises,  and  A. 
delivered  a  quanty  of  the  juice  of  the  apples  to  B.'s  servant,  but  before  the 
time  for  the  delivery  of  the  cider  it  was  seized  and  sold  by  the  excise,  in 
consequence  of  B.'s  default ;  it  was  held  that,  as  the  delivery  at  T.  thus 
became  impossible,  B.  was  liable  on  a  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered 
(Studdy  v.  Sanders,  5  B.  &  C.  62S).     An  act  may  be  equivalent  to  a  deli- 
very, though  not  amounting  to  an  acceptance  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
semble,  (Thompson  v.  Maceroni,  3  B.  &  C.  1,  see  post), 

Where  A.  agreed  to  sell  B.  certain  goods,  and  earnest  was  paid,  and  the 
goods  were  packed  in  cloths  furnished  byB.,  and  deposited  in  a  building  be- 
longing to  A.,  till  B.  should  send  for  them,  A.  declaring,  at  the  same 
time,  that  they  should  not  be  carried  away  till  he  was  paid ;  it  was  held  that 
this  was  not  such  a  delivery  as  to  entitle  A.  to  maintain  an  action  for  goods 
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sold  and  delivered  (Goodhall  v.  Skclton,  2  H.  BI.  316;  we  Simmons  v. 
Swift,  5  B.  &  C.  867). 

Proof  that  a  master,  on  former  occasion*,  has  empowered  his  servant  to 
take  up  goods  on  credit,  will  be  sufficient  evidence  of  (he  authority  of  the 
servant  to  take  up  goods  on  a  subsequent  occasion,  in  an  action  against  the 
master  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  (Rusby  v.  Scarlett,  6  Bsp.  76 ;  Hazard 
v.  Tredwcll,  1  Stra.  506 ;  Oilman  v.  Robinson,  R.  &  M.  227 ;  Kilmer  v. 
Lynn,  4  Nev.  &  M.  559) ;  though  he  has  given  the  servant  money  to  pay 
for  the  goods  in  some  instances  (Wy land's  case,  3  Salk.  234;  Bolton  v.  IliU 
liersden,  1  Ld.  Raym.  225).  But  a  master  is  not  responsible  for  goods 
ordered  by  his  servant  in  his  name,  unless  his  authority  to  do  so  be  shown 
by  the  master's  having,  on  former  occasions,  authorized  him  (Maunder  v. 
Cpnyers,  2  Stark.  281  ;  Pcarce  v.  Rogers,  3  Esp.  214).  When  the  master 
gives  bis  servant  money  to  pay  for  goods  as  he  buys  them,  and  the  ser- 
vant embezzles  the  money,  the  master  is  not  liable  (Stubbing  v.  lliolz,  PM. 
47). 

An  order  for  delivery  of  a  rick  of  hay  on  a  third  person,  who  consents  to 
let  it  remain  on  his  land,  is  a  sufficient  delivery  as  between  seller  and  buyer, 
the  latter  having  undertaken  to  carry  it  away  himself,  'but  quart , 
whether  the  aciion  should  not  have  been  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  [  *95  ] 
if  the  owner  of  the  land  afterword*  wrongfully  refuse  to  deliver  to 
the  buyer  (Sailer  v.  Wollams,  2  Man.  At  G.  650;  see  also  Elliott  v.  Pvbus, 
10  Btng.  512).  If  the  tradesman  make  out  an  account  for  goods  sold  to  a 
particular  person,  it  must  be  taken,  as  against  him,  that  they  are  furnished 
on  the  credit  of  such  person,  unless  it  be  shown  by  unequivocal  evidence 
that  the  credit  was  in  (act  given  to  another  (S.orr  v.  Scott,  6  C.  At  P.  241  ; 
and  see  Thomson  v.  Davonport,  9  B.  At  C.  66).  But  sec  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  as  to  what  is  a  sufficient  acceptance  in  these  cases  (pott,  p.  99). 

In  actions  of  this  nature  a  question  frequently  arises  whether  the  dcfts.  are 
jointly  liable  as  partners ;  for  the  law  on  this  subject,  see  "  PABTSKBS,"  A:c. 

\Vii<  n>  goods  were  supplied  for  the  use  of  the  poor  of  a  parish,  on  orders 
signed  by  some  of  the  overseers  separately,  all  of  whom  had  on  different 
occasions  promised  to  pay ;  this  was  held  evidence  of  a  joint  contract,  on 
which  all  the  overseers  were  liable  to  be  sued,  including  the  assistant  over- 
seer who  had  signed  (Kirly  v.  Banister,  5  Ad.  &  E.  10CU).  The  members 
of  a  club  managed  by  a  committee  are  not,  merely  as  such,  personally  liable 
for  goods  supplied  to  the  order  of  the  committee  for  the  use  of  the  club  ;  it 
appearing  that  the*  committee  arc  supplied  with  funds  by  the  members,  who 
ure subject  only  to  annual  subscriptions,  and  toother  ready. money  payments, 
and  that  the  committee  have  no  express  authority  to  bind  the  members  by 
contract  (Fleming  v.  Hector,  2  M.  &  W.  172).  It  seems  that  such  commit- 
tees are  not  generally  authorized  to  deal  on  credit.  The  persons,  therefore, 
supplying  goods  on  credit,  can  only  sue  those  members  of  the  committee  who 
were  privy  to  the  contract,  unless  they  can  prove  that  such  dealing  was  ono 
of  the  purposes  for  which  the  committee  was  appointed  (Todd  v.  Kmly,  7  M. 
&  W.  427)  ;  and  the  contract  of  their  servant,  the  house  steward,  will  not 
bind  the  committee  unless  it  be  shown  that  he  hud  authority  from  them  (Todd 
v.  Emly,  8  M.  Ac  W.  505). 

Where  a  tailor  furnished  clothes  to  the  defl.'s  son,  a  boy  at  school,  who 
when  sent  to  school  seemed  in  want  of  clothes,  and  who  when  he  went  home 
for  the  holidays  took  the  clothes  in  question  with  him,  but  was  not  wearing 
them,  and  returned  to  school  with  them.  Deft,  lived  a  short  distance  from 
the  place  where  the  school  was,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  he  had  given  any 
direction,  or  made  any  provision  for  supplying  his  son  with  clothes.  It  was 
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held  that  on  this  case  there  was  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  impli- 
ed authority  from  the  father  to  furnish  the  clothes  (Law  v.  Wilkin,  6  Ad.  & 
E.  718).  Where  goods  are  supplied  to  an  infant,  the  father  is  only  liable 
where  an  actual  authority  from  him  to  his  son  is  proved,  or  circumstances 
appear  from  which  such  an  authority  can  be  implied  (Baker  v.  Keen,  2  Stark. 
501 ;  Rolfe  v.  Abbott,  6  C.  &  P.  286).  Qiuere  whether  a  father  deserting 
his  infant  child  be  liable  in  assumpsit  to  a  party  who  supplies  the  child  with 
necessaries,  no  further  proof  of  contract  being  given.  Such  action  cannot, 
however,  be  maintained  if  the  father  had  reasonable  ground  to  suppose  that 
the  child  was  provided  for  (Urmston  v.  Newcomen,  4  Ad.  &  E.  899  :  see  fur- 
ther on  this  subject  post,  "  INFANCY"). 

Proof  of  delivery  to  a  carrier  sometimes  suffices.  Where  the  vendee  directs 
the  goods  to  be  delivered  to  a  carrier,  proof  of  such  delivery  will  be  evidence 
of  a  delivery  to  the  vendee  (Dawes  v.  Peck,  8  T.  R.  330;  Button  v.  Solo- 
monson,  3  B.  &  P.  582) :  where  no  particular  mode  of  conveyance  is  pointed 
out,  the  conveyance  by  the  carrier  is  the  best  practical  one,  and  that  which 
is  usually  adopted  *and  a  delivery  to  hi  m  will  suffice  (Anderson  v. 
[  *96  ]  Hodgson,  5  Pri.  630  ;  Groning  v.  Menclham,  5  M.  &  S.  189 ;  Paterson 
v.  Gnndasequi,  15  East,  62;  B.  N.  P.  130;  Copeland  v.  Lewis,  2 
Stark.  33 ;  Hart  v.  Sattley,  3  Camp.  528  ;  and  see  Tucker  v.  Humphrey,  4 
Bing.  516;  Richardson  v.  Goss,  3  B.  &  P.  119).  They  must  be  proved  to 
have  been  delivered  to  the  carrier ;  leaving  them  in  an  inn-yard,  from  which 
the  carrier  usually  set  out,  will  not  be  sufficient  (Selway  v.  Holloway,  Raym. 
46).  A  symbolical  delivery  will,  in  some  cases,  be  tantamount  to  a  delivery; 
as,  where  the  goods  are  ponderous,  by  delivering  the  key  of  the  warehouse 
wherein  they  are  lodged  (Chaplin  v.  Rogers,  1  East,  194);  or  by  delivering 
the  muniments  of  a  ship,  which  will  be  equivalent  to  the  delivery  of  the  ship 
itself  (1  Atk.  171);  or  by  other  indicia  of  property  (lb.).  A  delivery  to  a 
carrier  by  whom  goods  are  usually  sent  by  the  pit.  to  the  deft.,  is  a  delivery 
to  the  deft.  (Hart  v.  Sattley,  3  Camp.  528);  and  where  goods  are  ordered  to 
be  sent  by  a  carrier,  and  no  one  named,  proof  of  delivery  to  a  known  and 
ordinary  carrier  operates  as  a  delivery  to  deft,  himself  (Button  v.  Solomon- 
son,  3  B.  &  P.  584;  Groning  v.  Mendham,  5  M.  &  S.  189). 

Where  a  tradesman  is  in  the  habit  of  having  goods  consigned  to  him  de- 
posited in  the  warehouse  of  his  packer,  the  delivery  is  complete,  and  the 
iransitus  of  such  goods  terminates  upon  their  arrival,  at  the  packer's  (Scott 
v.  Pcttit,  3  B.  &  P.  469):  although  goods  are  delivered  to  the  packer  of  the 
purchaser,  he  having  no  warehouse  of  his  own,  if  they  were  to  be  paid  for 
in  ready  money,  which  was  intimated  to  the  packer  when  he  received  them, 
they  may  still  be  stopped  in  it  a  nsitu  (Lorichman  v.  Williams,  4  Camp.  181). 
A  delivery  by  an  intestate's  agent  will  support  an  action  by  the  adminis- 
trator, as  such,  for  goods  sold  after  the  death  and  before  the  grant  of  letters 
of  administration  (Foster  v.  Bates,  12  M.  &  W.  226).  A.  bought  goods  of 
B.,  which  C.,  a  carrier,  was  to  convey  to  A.'s  shop  ;  C.,  by  mistake,  delivered 
to  A.  similar  goods  of  greater  value,  intended  for  another  person  ;  A.,  through 
mistake,  used  the  goods,  but  afterwards  agreed  to  repay  C.  at  the  same  rate 
that  A.  was  to  pay  for  those  he  had  ordered.  Held,  some  evidence  for  u 
iury  in  support  of  a  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  (Coles  v.  Bulrnan,  6 
C.B.  184). 

A  publisher  had  for  some  years  supplied  a  periodical  work  to  W.,  as  fast, 
as  the  numbers  came  out;  W.  died,  and  A.,  not  knowing  of  his  death,  con- 
tinued sending  the  numbers  of  the  work  by  the  stage-coach  addressed  to  W.; 
these  numbers  were  received  by  B.,  who  had  succeeded  to  the  property  of 
W.,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  B.  ever  offered  to  return  them:  held, 
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that  A.  might  maintain  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  against  I!.. 
though  at  the  time  of  the  deliveries  A.  was  not  aware  of  the  death  of  W. 
(Weatherby  v.  Banham,  5  C.  As  P.  228).  A.  let  a  horse  on  hire  to  B.  for 
one  month;  B.  kept  it  for  two  months,  and  then  sold  it  to  C.:  held,  that  A. 
might  recover  the  value  of  the  horse  from  C.,  although  C.  had  acted  btma 
fide,  and  had  paid  B.  the  full  value  (Shelly  v.  Ford,  ib.  313). 

Where  goods  ore  ordered  by  one  of  two  chape! wardens  for  the  use  of  the 
chapel,  held,  that  the  warden  giving  the  order  might  be  sued  separately 
(Shaw  v.  Hislop,  4  D.  Ac  R.  241). 

A.,  having  a  patent  for  spinning  machinery,  received  an  order  from  B.  to 
have  some  spinning  machines  made  for  him ;  A.  employed  C.  to  make  the 
frames  for  B.,  and  informed  the  latter  that  ho  had  so  done;  after  they  were 
completed,  A.  ordered  them  to  be  altered ;  they  were  afterwards  completed 
according  to  this  new  order,  and  packed  up  in  boxes  for  B.,  and  C. 
informed  B.  that  they  *wcre  ready,  but  he  refused  to  accept  thorn :  [  '07  ] 
held,  that  C.  could  not  recover  the  price  from  B.  in  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  or  for  work,  Ate.  (Atkinson  v.  Bell,  8  B.  As  C.  277). 

The  property  is  not  vested  in  the  deft,  if  the  goods  being  part  of  a  larger 
quantity  are  not  separated  therefrom,  and  something  remains  to  be  done  to 
distinguish  them  and  ascertain  their  quality  or  number,  or  the  amount  of  the 
price  (Burk  v.  Davis,  2  M.  At  8.  397  ;  Zagary  v.  Furnell,  2  Camp.  240 ; 
Shipley  v.  Davis,  5  Taunt.  017  ;  Austen  v.  Craven,  4  Taunt.  044  ;  White  v. 
Wilks,  5  Taunt.  170;  Wallace  v.  Breed*,  13  Host,  532);  otherwise  if  the 
article  has  been  finished  and  appropriated  and  set  apart  fur  the  purchaser, 
and  he  has  assented  thereto  (Simmons  v.  Swift,  5  B.  Ac  C.  857  ;  Rohde  v. 
Thwaites,  0  B.  Ac  C.  338 ;  Atkinson  v.  Bell,  8  B.  Ac  C.  277  ;  Moorman  v. 
Nash,  0  B.  Ac  C.  145;  Mucklow  v.  Mangks,  1  Taunt.  318;  Carruthers  v. 
Payne,  5  Bing.  970;  Oldfield  v.  Lawc,  9  B.  At  C.  73;  see  tioodc  v.  Lang- 
ley,  7  B.  At  C.  20;  Laidlcr  v.  Burlinson,  2  M.  A:  W.  002;  but  see  Wood* 
v.  Russell,  5  B.  &  A.  947 ;  Clarke  v.  Spence,  4  Ad.  Ac  E.  448).  When- 
there  is  an  entire  contract  to  deliver  a  large  quantity  of  goods,  consisting  of 
distinct  parcels,  within  a  specified  time,  and  the  seller  delivers  (tart,  he  can- 
not before  the  expiration  of  that  time  bring  nn  action  to  recover  the  price  of 
the  part  delivered,  because  the  purchaser  may,  if  the  vendor  fail  to  complete 
his  contract,  return  the  part  delivered ;  but  tint  seller  may  recover  the  pricr 
of  the  part  delivered  if  the  purchaser  retain  them  after  the  seller  hot  neglected 
to  perform  his  contract  (Oxendall  v.  Wetherell,  U  11.  Ac  C.  380;  Shipton  r. 
Casson,  5  B.  &  C.  383). 

Tho  delivery  must  be  at  usual  and  convenient  hours,  therefore  an  offer  !•• 
deliver  several  tons  of  oil  at  an  unseasonable  hour  of  the  night  was  held  not 
to  satisfy  a  contract  to  deliver  generally  within  a  certain  number  of  day* 
(Startup  v.  Macdonald,  2  Man.  A:  Gr.  395).  If  the  delivery  is  not  accord- 
ing to  the  mode  pointed  out  by  the  buyer,  yet  if  notice  is  sent  to  him,  and 
he  docs  not  repudiate  it,  lie  is  liable  (Richardson  v.  Dunn,  2  Q.  II.  218). 

Where  A.  and  B.,  traders  living  in  London,  were  in  the  habit  of  ordering 
goods  from  the  delis.,  cotton  manufacturers  at  Manchester,  to  be  sent  to  M. 
and  Co.,  at  Hull,  for  tho  purpose  of  beiiip  afterwards  sent  to  thecorrcsj>ond- 
ents  of  A.  and  B.,  at  Hamburgh,  on  the  31st  of  March,  A.  and  11.  s'-nt  order* 
to  the  defls.  for  certain  goods  to  bo  sent  to  M.  and  (Jo.,  at  Hull  to  be  shipped 
for  Hamburgh  as  usual :  held,  that  as  between  buyer  and  seller  the  right  of 
stoppage  in  transilu  was  at  an  end  when  the  goods  came  to  the  possession 
of  M.  and  Co.,  at  Hull,  for  they  were  for  this  purpose  the  appointed  agcnu 
of  the  vende -8,  and  received  orders  from  thoni  as  to  the  ulterior  destina'ton 
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of  the  goods;  and  the  goods  after  their  arrival  at  Hull  were  to  receive  a  new 
direction  from  the  vendees  (Dixon  v.  Baldwen,  5  East,  175). 

A  trader  in  London  was  in  the  habit  of  purchasing  goods  at  Manchester, 
and  exporting  them  to  the  continent  shortly  after  their  arrival  in  London. 
The  goods  consigned  to  him  remained  in  the  wagon  office  of  the  defts.,  who 
were  carriers,  until  they  were  removed  by  his  agent  for  the  purpose  of  being 
shipped:  held,  that  such  trader  having  become  bankrupt,  the  assignees  were 
entitled  to  recover  goods  deposited  with  the  defts.  before  the  bankruptcy,  and 
that  the  consignor  had  no  right  to  stop  them  in  transitu,  as  the  trader  had 
no  warehouse  of  his  own :  held,  also,  that  the  transitus  of  the  goods  was  at 
an  end  on  the  arrival  at  the  wagon-office  (Rowe  v.  Pickford,  1  Moo.  526). 
An  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  is  not  supported  by  proof  of  an  order 
by  delt.  to  send  the  goods  to  a  certain  quay,  to  be  left  till  called  for, 
[  *98  ]  without  a  reception  and  Acceptance  on  the  port  of  the  vendee  of  the 
goods  so  sent  (Anderson  v.  Hodgson,  5  Pri.  530).  Upon  a  sale  of 
jjoods  the  transitus  continues  until  the  goods  have  reached  their  ultimate 
destination  under  the  contract  of  sale,  or  the  vendor  has  given  a  new  direc- 
tion to  the  property  (Morley  v.  Hay,  3  M.  &  R.  396).  The  transitus  con- 
tinues until  the  goods  arrive  at  the  place  mentioned  by  the  vendee  or  vendor 
(Coates  v.  Railton,  6  B.  &  C.  422 ;  9  D.  &  R.  593). 

Therefore,  when  Lisbon  merchants  sent  an  order  through  London  mer- 
chants for  goods  which  were  to  be  sent  to  Lisbon,  and  the  goods  were  de- 
livered to  the  agent  at  Manchester:  held,  that  the  transitus  continued  till  they 
reached  Lisbon  (Ib.). 

A.  bought  of  B.  500  cvvt.  of  clover  seed,  to  be  delivered  at  the  Plough  Inn, 
Banbury,  on  the  27th  of  April.  The  seed  was  delivered  on  the  27th  to  one 
of  the  servants  of  the  Plough  Inn,  at  which  A.  was  in  the  habit  of  putting  up, 
and  there  remained  till  the  13th  of  May,  when  A.  refused  to  take  it:  held, 
such  an  acceptance  as  would  satisfy  the  statute,  which  requires  an  accept- 
ance by  the  party  himself  to  make  him  liable  in  the  absence  of  a  written 
contract  (Harris  v.  Matthews,  3  Jur.  1192,  B.  C.). 

Where  goods  arc  to  be  delivered  to  the  vendee,  at  a  particular  place,  the 
transitus  in  general  continues  until  they  are  delivered  to  him  at  that  place; 
but  if  he  by  his  own  act  prevent  the  delivery  which  otherwise  in  the  ordinary 
course  would  take  place,  and  does  an  act  equivalent  to  taking  possession, 
the  transitus  is  thereby  terminated  ;  and  therefore,  where  the  vendee  of  several 
hogsheads  of  sugar  upon  receiving  from  the  carrier  notice  of  their  arrival, 
took  samples  from  them,  and  for  his  own  convenience  desired  the  carrier  to 
let  them  remain  in  his  warehouse  until  he  should  receive  further  directions, 
j;nd  before  they  were  removed  became  bankrupt,  it  was  held  that  transitus 
was  at  an  end,  and  that  the  vendor  was  not  entitled  to  stop  them  (Foster  v. 
Frampton,  6  B.  &  C.  107  ;  9  D.  &  R.  108 ;  2  C.  &  P.  469). 

Proof  of  an  order  for  goods,  and  a  delivery  to  the  deft.'s  wife,  is  evidence 
of  a  contract  with  the  husband,  if  the  things  came  to  the  use  of  deft,  and  his 
family  (Gilb.  184),  and  is,  in  all  cases,  strong  presumptive  evidence,  where 
the  parties  cohabit  (Ib. ;  1  Camp.  245);  but  the  presumption  of  the  husband's 
liability  may  be  rebutted  by  showing  that  the  credit  was  given  to  her  (Bent- 
ley  v.  Griffin,  5  Taunt.  356  ;  Metcalf  v.  Show,  3  Camp.  22);  or  that  the  hus- 
band supplied  the  wife  with  ready  money;  thus,  giving  notice  that  she  was 
not  to  be  trusted,  or  that  he  was  ignorant  that  the  goods  were  bought  upon 
credit  (Ib. ;  Stark.  Ev.  634),  or  by  proof  of  any  other  circumstance  nega- 
tiving the  husband's  assent  (Montague  v.  Benedict,  3  B.  &  C.  631  ;  5  D.  & 
R.  532);  as,  where  the  wife  has  a  sufficient  allowance  from  her  husband 
during  his  absence,  of  which  the  pit.  has  notice  (Holt  v.  Brien,  4  B.  &  A. 
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352).  And  it  is  sufficient  notice  if  the  fact  were  notorious  in  the  place  where 
the  transaction  occurred  (Todd  v.  Stokes,  Raym.  444).  Where  the  husband 
and  wife  have  lived  separate  for  many  years,  and  the  wife  has  adequate  re- 
sources  of  her  own,  the  husband  is  not  liable.  See  further  as  to  delivery  to 
the  wife,  po>tt  "  HCBBAXD  AXD  Wire." 

Proof  of  a  sufficient  Delivery  and  Acceptance  of  the  Good*,  under  29  Car. 
II.  c.  8,  s.  17.]  In  order  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the  pit.,  if  he  can- 
not  prove  a  contract  in  writing,  or  a  payment  in  earnest,  and  the  goods  be 
above  10/.  value,  must  prove  that  there  was  a  delivery  of  the  goods  or  part 
of  them,  and  an  acceptance  by  the  dcA.  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ; 
and,  to  satisfy  such  statute,  there  must  be  a  change  of  possession, 
and  a  delivery  to  the  *vendee,  with  an  intention,  of  vesting  the  right  [  *99  ] 
of  possession  in  him,  and  there  must  be  an  actual  acceptance  by  the 
latter,  with  an  intention  of  taking  the  possession  as  otcntr  (Phillips  v.  Bis* 
tolli,  2  B.  to  C.  513 ;  S.  C.  3  D.  &  R.  827).  Such  intention  is  a  question 
for  a  jury  (Ib.;  1  Moo.  328), 

The  acceptance  must  be  clear  and  unequivocal,  a  constructive  one  will 
not  be  sufficient  (Nicholte  v.  Plume,  1  C.  &  P.  272).  There  must  also  be  a 
delivery  ;  therefore,  where  the  deft,  ordered  the  goods  to  be  marked  and  to 
be  sent  to  a  certain  place,  but  the  pit.  had  not  parted  with  them,  so  as  to 
deprive  him  of  his  lien  for  the  price,  the  sale  was  held  insufficient  without  a 
writing  (Bill  v.  Bameni,  9  M.  A:  W.  30).  Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods  is  made  with  a  person  already  in  possession  of  (hem,  there  may  be  a 
sufficient  acceptance  to  satisfy  the  statute  without  a  rc-uVlivrry  to  the  buyer 
(Bdan  v.  DudfiVid  1  Q.  B.  203 ;  5  Jur.  317).  Where  D.  had  been  employed 
by  E.  to  enter  goods  at  the  custom  -bouse,  and  s  -II  them  for  him,  and  agreed, 
by  parol,  to  buy  certain  portions  of  them  from  E ,  and  afterwards  sold  them, 
and  sent  in  an  account  of  them  to  B. :  held,  that  it  was  a  question  for  tho 
jury  whether  D.  hnd  accepted  and  resold  the  goods  as  purchaser,  and  that 
parol  evidence  of  such  acceptance  was  admissible  (Ib.).  A  written  contract 
was  entered  into  for  tho  purchase  of  200  or  300  tuns  of  coal,  to  bo  sent  by 
tb"  N.,  or  other  vessel.  Tho  vendor  residing  in  Siockion-on-'IWu,  on  the 
ttlst  of  December,  1838,  shipped  127  tons  of  coal  by  the  G.  and  II.,  and  on 
lint  (iity  wrote  to  the  vendee  at  Southampton,  to  state  what  he  hod  done, 
nml  that  he  would  draw  on  him  for  the  amount.  The  G.  and  (I.  was  sunk 
at  sen,  on  the  Oth  of  January,  1M39,  which  fact  the  vendor  on  the  10th 
instant,  communicated  to  the  vendee.  The  bill  was  not  presented  to  tho 
vendco  until  after  he  knew  of  the  loss,  and  he  then  refuged  to  accept  it,  and 
did  not  by  nny  other  act  repudiate  the  contract  as  performed  by  the  vendor. 
Held,  that  his  silence,  after  receiving  the  vendor's  statement  of  the  modo  in 
which  he  had  performed  the  contract,  operated  either  as  an  admission  by 
him  that  the  contract  wns  duly  performed,  or  as  evidence  of  the  substituted 
per  forma  nee  for  that  originally  contracted  for  (Richardson  v.  Dunn,  1  Gal. 
«it  D.iv.  417). 

Where  goods,  of  the  value  of  144/.,  were  made  to  order,  and  remained  in 
the  possession  of  the  vendor,  at  tho  request  of  the  vendee,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  a  small  part,  which  the  latter  look  away,  it  was  held  that  there  was 
no  actual  accepionce  of  the  residue  of  the  goods  by  the  buyer  under  this 
spclion  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  pit.  could  not  recover  (Thompson  v. 
Mocer»ni,:t  B.  AtC.  1  ;  4  D.  A:  R.  019;  Smith  v.  Clunce,  2  B.  &  A.  753,755); 
ted  qiurrc,  for  the  st.-itute  only  requires  an  acceptance  of  part  (see  Elliott  v. 
Thomas,  3  M.  Ac  W.  170).  But,  where  the  vendee,  having  purchased  u 
quantity  of  balsum  of  Peru  for  200/.  sent  au  agent  with  baskets  for  part  of  it, 
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which  was- delivered,  the  delivery  of  such  part  of  the  goods  was  held  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute  (Descard  v.  Bond,  7  Geo.  II.  cited  2  Stark.  Ev. 
610).  And  an  acceptance  of  a  sample  is  sufficient,  if  considered  as  part  of 
the  bulk  sold,  and  go  to  make  up  the  quantity  (Hind  v.  Whitehouse,  7  East, 
558  ;  Talvert  v.  West,  Holt,  N.  P.  178;  1  Moo.  328) ;  but  not  if  it  be 
delivered  merely  as  a  specimen,  and  form  no  part  of  the  quantity  (Cooper  v. 
Elston,  7  T.  R.  14 ;  Klintz  v.  Surry,  5  Esp.  Ca.  267).  Bulk  samples  were 
sent  to  the  deft.,  per  coach,  pursuant  to  contract,  but  he  returned  them  as 
not  answering  the  samples  by  which  he  bought ;  the  jury,  in  an  action  for  the 
price  of  the  goods,  found  that  they  did  answer :  held,  that  there  was  no 
acceptance  within  the  statute  (Johnson  v.  Dodgson,  2  M.  &  W.  653). 
If  the  article  does  not  correspond  *with  the  sample  it  must 
[  *100  ]  be  rejected  within  a  reasonable  time  (Sanders  v.  Jameson,  2 
C.  &  K.  557).  Evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  by  the 
usage  of  the  tobacco  trade,  all  sales  are  by  sample,  though  not  so  expressed 
in  the  bought  and  sold  notes  (Syers  v.  Jonas,  2  Ex.  111).  So,  where  the  deft, 
verbally  ordered  goods  to  be  sent  by  a  particular  carrier,  as  had  previously 
been  the  custom,  and  on  their  arrival,  refused  to  accept  them,  but  did  not 
inform  the  pit.  until  a  month ;  it  was  held  that  there  was  not  sufficient 
evidence  of  acceptance,  and  the  court  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  such 
evidence  at  all,  but  they  considered  themselves  bound  by  Bushell  v.  Wheeler, 
8  Jur.  532  ;  Norman  v.  Phillips,  14  M.  &  W.  277).  An  order  sent  by  the 
vendor  to  a  wharfinger,  &c.,  to  deliver  the  goods,  is  sufficient  to  pass  the 
property  to  the  vendee,  provided  nothing  remains  to  be  done  but  to  make  the 
delivery  (per  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  Withers  v.  Lys,  Holt,  N.  P.  20  ;  Lucas  v.  Dorrien, 
7  Taunt.  289).  Therefore,  where  the  buyer  received  from  the  seller  an 
order  on  his  warehouseman  to  deliver  the  goods,  it  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient 
proof  of  delivery  within  the  statute  to  dispense  with  written  evidence,  &c. 
(Searle  v.  Keevcs,  2  Esp.  C.  598).  But,  where  the  vendee  received  from 
the  seller  a  delivery-order  for  a  hogshead  of  wine  in  the  warehouse  of  the 
London  Dock  Company,  which  he  never  presented,  but  which  he  said  he 
had  lost,  and  then  declined  taking  the  wine,  this  was  held  not  to  be  a  suffi- 
cient acceptance,  within  the  statute,  as  there  could  not  have  been  any  actual 
acceptance  of  the  wine  by  the  vendee,  until  the  dock  company  accepted  the 
order  for  delivery,  and  thereby  assented  to  hold  the  wine  as  the  agents  of  the 
vendee,  they  having  held  it  originally  as  agents  of  the  vendors,  and,  as  long 
as  they  continued  to  hold  it,  the  property  was  unchanged  (per  cur  Bentall  v. 
Burn,  3  B.  &  C.  426;  5  D.  &  R.  284;  S.  C.,  R.  &  M.  107  ;  Ferina  v. 
Home,  16  M.  &  W.  119  ;  see  Phillips  v.  Pistolli,  Saltcr  v.  Woollams,  2  Man. 
&  G.  650). 

An  order  by  the  deft,  to  send  the  goods  to  a  certain  quay,  to  be  left  till 
called  for,  without  a  reception  and  actual  acceptance  on  the  part  of  the  deft., 
is  not  a  sufficient  acceptance  (Anderson  v.  Hodgson,  5  Pri.  630)  ;  nor  will 
the  removal  of  goods  in  the  vendor's  own  boat,  to  another  warehouse  of  his 
own,  or  his  agent's,  on  the  way  towards  the  deft.'s  residence,  by  direction  of 
the  latter,  amount  to  a  delivery  (Astley  v.  Emery,- 4  Moo.  &  S.  262). 

Where  A.  agreed  to  sell  to  B.  twenty  hogsheads  of  sugar,  then  in  bulk, 
and  filled  up  and  delivered  four,  and  afterwards  filled  up  the  remaining  six- 
teen, and  gave  notice  to  the  deft,  who  said  he  would  take  them  away  as 
soon  as  he  could :  this  was  held  equivalent  to  an  actual  acceptance  of  the 
sixteen  hogsheads  (Rhode  v.  Thwaites,  6  B.  &  C.  388).  If  a  joint  order  be 
given  for  several  classes  of  goods,  the  acceptance  of  one  class  is  part  accep- 
tance of  the  whole,  under  this  section  (Elliott  v.  Thomas,  3  M.  &  W.  170; 
Scott  v.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company,  12  M.  &  W.  33). 
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The  word  accepted  imports  not  merely  that  there  should  be  a  delivery  by 
ifce  seller,  but  that  each  party  should  do  something  by  which  the  bargain 
should  be,  bound,  per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  3  B.  A:  A.  682,  as  exercising  any  act  of 
•  Where  goods  have  been  weighed  and  measured,  Ly  order  of 
the  buyer,  nnd  in  his  presence  (so  that  he  cannot  afterwards  object  to  the 
quantity  or  quality),  this  may  l-o  considered  a  sufficient  acceptance  to  bind 
i  v.  \Mivcr,  1  Bl.  R.  601;  Elmore  v.  Thurl,  1  Taunt.  459;  2 
Ph.  Ev.  01).  So,  if  the  buyer  write  hit  name  on  an  article  of  goods,  at  the 
time  of  purchase,  it  is  sufficient,  if  (as  observed  by  Lord  Ellenborough)  the 
deft.'*  purpose  in  writing  upon  it  was  thereby  to  denote  that  be  bad  purchased 
it,  and  to  appropriate  it  to  bis  own  use,  but  it  *will  be  no  evidence 
us  to  the  other  articles,  on  which  the  deft  has  not  written  his  [  '101  ] 
name  (Hodgson  v.  Brett,  1  Camp.  233).  And,  in  Stoveld  v.  Hughes, 
14  East,  312,  Lord  Ellenborough  observed,  "The  change  of  mark  from  A. 
to  B.,  on  bales  of  goods,  in  a  warehouse,  by  the  direction  of  the  parties,  was 
clearly  held,  by  the  House  of  Lords,  in  a  late  case,  to  operate  as  an  actual 
delivery  of  the  goods."  So,  where  the  party  assented  to  the  sale  of  timber, 
its  being  marked  by  the  pit's  agent,  has  been  held  a  •dUnJMH  dsJifsjfy  (ib. 
316,  317).  A.  sold  to  B.  twenty-four  sacks  of  flour,  part  of  a  larger  parcel, 
by  sample,  MM  in  whose  warehouse  they  were  lying,  in  pursuance  of  the 
delivery  order,  transferred  twenty-four  sacks  of  flour  to  B.'s  name  in  bis 
book,  twelve  sacks  were  delivered  and  paid  for,  and  did  not  correspond  with 
sample ;  B.  refuse  J  to  accept  the  remaining  twelve  sacks :  held,  that  goods 
•Old  and  delivered  did  not  lie  (Elliott  v.  Higginbotham,  2  C.  At  P.  545).  If 
a  purchaser  receive  goods  in  his  warehouse  and  in  examining  into  their 
quality  alter  their  condition,  as  by  throwing  them  from  hogsheads  into  bags, 
this  does  not  necessarily  import  a  final  acceptance  of  the  goods  (Curtis  v. 
Hugh,  10  Q.  B.  111).  And  evidence  that  the  vendee  bad  exercised  acts  of 
ownership  will  sometimes  be  sufficient  to  warrant  a  jury  in  finding  that  a 
delivery  and  acceptance  had  taken  place ;  as,  where  vendee  had  actually 
sold  part  of  a  stack  of  hay  (Chaplin  v.  Rogers,  1  East,  IWj  2  U.  Ac  C. 
511). 

The  deft,  ordered  goods  of  II.,  the  tld-cretlere  agent  of  the  pit.,  at  a  stipu- 
lated price,  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery,  and  on  receiving  notice  that  the 
goods  had  arrived  at  II.'s  warehouse,  went  there,  and  directed  a  boy  who 
was  there  to  put  a  certain  mark  upon  the  goods.  Tito  deft,  refused  to  re- 
ceive the  goods  on  account  of  a  dispute  about  the  price,  whereupon  an  action 
was  brought,  after  which,  at  II.'s  request,  the  deft,  wrote  in  II.'s  ledger,  at 
the  bottom  of  a  page  containing  the  statement  of  the  goods  in  question,  and 
lieaded  with  the  plt.'s  name,  the  words,  "received  as  above,"  which  he 
signed :  held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  delivery  and 
acceptance  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (Bill  v.  Bamcnt,  0  M. 
At  W.  30).  The  deft  agreed  with  the  ph.  for  the  purchase  of  wool  nt  a 
certain  price,  and  removed  it  to  a  warehouse  used  by  deft,  for  that  purpose, 
but  belonging  to  a  third  party :  there  the  wool  was  weighed  and  packed  in 
sheeting  of  the  deft.'s.  The  course  of  dealing  was,  that  the  wool  remained 
on  these  premises  until  paid  for.  This  wool  was  not  removed  or  paid  for. 
Held,  a  delivery  and  acceptance  within  the  statute  to  ground  an  action  for 
goods  sold,  A:c.,  though  the  pit.  retained  a  special  interest  in  them  (not  pro- 
perly a  lien),  in  respect  of  the  understood  engagement  not  to  remove  them 
till  paid  for  (l)odsley  v.  Varley,  12  Ad.  At  E.  03'J  ;  uom.  Dodsley  v.  Fur- 
ley,  5  Jur.  316). 

And,  where  pit.  having  agreed  to  purchase  a  horse,  saying  that  he  had 
no  stable  of  bis  own,  directed  that  pit.  should  keep  it  at  livery,  whereupon 
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pit.  removed  it  to  his  livery-stables,  and  an  expense  was  incurred  by  deft, 
for  his  keep ;  it  was  held,  that  there  was  a  change  of  possession,  and  that 
it  amounted  to  a  delivery  within  the  statute  (Elmore  v.  Stone,  1  Taunt.  468); 
but,  in  Howe  v.  Palmer,  3  B.  &  A.  324,  the  correctness  of  the  decision  wa» 
doubted  by  Bayley,  J. 

Deft,  verbally  agreed  to  purchase  some  sheep,  which  he  selected  from 
plt.'s  flock,  which  were  delivered  by  deft.'s  order  at  his  field,  whose  man 
removed  them  to  deft.'s  farm,  where  deft,  saw  them,  counted  them  over,  and 
said  they  were  all  right :  held,  evidence  of  acceptance,  although  deft,  the 

following  day  repudiated  the  contract  *(Saunders  v.  Topp,  18  Law 
[  *102  ]    J.  374).    Qucere,  whether  there  could  be  acceptance  before  delivery 

under  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (Ib.). 

But,  where  there  had  been  a  verbal  bargain  for  a  horse,  for  30/.,  but  no 
time  fixed  for  payment,  the  horse  having  been  fired  by  deft.'s  consent,  and 
plt.'s  servant,  by  deft.'s  order,  took  it  to  grass  to  Kimpton  Park,  Abbott,  C. 
J.,  said,  "  If,  indeed,  it  had  been  sent  there,  and  entered  in  the  deft.'s  name, 
by  his  directions,  I  should  have  thought  it  would  have  amounted  to  an  ac- 
ceptance by  him.     But  here  it  was  entered  in  the  plt.'s  name,  and  the  plt.'s 
character,  as  owner,  remained  unchanged  ;"  and  it  was  held  to  be  no  accept- 
ance (Carter  v.  Toussaint,  5  B.  &  A.  858).     But  it  is  material  that  the 
making,  weighing,  and  marking,  &c.,  by  the  deft.'s  orders,  be  done  by  some 
clear  and  unequivocal  act,  in  such  manner  as  to  show  that  he  thereby  in- 
tended to  appropriate  the  goods  to  himself;  "  for,  supposing  that  directions 
were  given  at  the  time  by  the  buyer  to  the  seller's  agent,  to  measure  the 
goods  for  him,  that  would  not  make  him  the  agent  for  the  buyer,  so  far  as 
to  make  that  act  amount  to  an  acceptance  on  his  part ;  for  an  authority  to 
measure  the  goods  would  not  give  him  an  authority  to  accept"  (per  Holroyd, 
J.,  3  B.  &  A.  325).     Where  deft,  bought  of  the  plt.'s  agent  twelve  bushels 
of  tares  (part  of  a  larger  quantity  in  bulk)  and  the  agent   measured  the 
twelve  bushels,  and  set  them  apart  to  remain  until  called  for;  it  was  held 
that  there  was  no  acceptance  (Howe  v.  Palmer,  supra).     And  so  in  the  case 
of  ready-money  sales,  it  must  appear  that  the  seller  thereby  parts  with  the 
lien  which  he  has  on  the  specific  goods,  in  which  case  it  is  material  to  ascer- 
tain if  there  has  been  a  change  of  possession.     And  the  selecting  and  cut- 
ting goods  by  deft.,  and  also  measuring  and  marking  them  in  pit's  shop,  is 
not  a  sufficient  acceptance,  within  the  statute;  for,  as  said  per  Holroyd,  J., 
"  it  contemplates  a  parting  with  the  possession,  and,  therefore,  as  long  as 
the  seller  preserves  his  control  over  the  goods,  so  as  to  retain  his  lien,  he 
prevents  the  vendee  from  accepting  and  receiving  them  as  his  own"  (Baldey 
v.  Parker,  2  B.  &  C.  44 ;  3  B.  61  C.  1).     And,  where  A.  agreed  to  pur- 
chase a  horse  from  B.,  for  ready  money,  and  to  take  him  within  a  certain 
time,  and,  about  the  expiration,  A.  rode  the  horse  (on  trial),  and  gave  direc- 
tions'as  to  its  treatment,  but  requested  that  it  might  remain  in  B.'s  posses- 
sion, it  was  held  not  to  be  an  acceptance  within  the  statute,  "  as  pit.  had  a 
lien  for  the  price"  (Tempest  v.  Fitzgerald,  3  B.  &  A.  683,  684).     There 
can  be  no  actual  acceptance  so  long  as  the  buyer  continues  to  have  a  right 
to  object,  either  to  the  quantity  or  quality  of  the  goods;  so  that,  where  goods 
are  forwarded  to  deft,  according  to  his  direction,  by  a  carrier,  still  it  is  not 
a  sufficient  acceptance  to  satisfy  the  statute.     Thus,  where  A.,  having  sent 
to  B.  a  bale  of  sponge  under  a  verbal  order  from  the  latter,  which  B.  re- 
turned, and  at  the  same  time  wrote  to  A.,  stating  that  he  disapproved  of  it, 
it  was  held,  that  there  had  been  no  acceptance  of  the  goods  within  the  stat- 
ute (Kent  v.  Huskinson,  3  B.  &  P.  233).     And,  where  pit.,  a  merchant  in 
London,  had  been   in  the  habit  of  shipping  goods  to  deft,  at  Barneley,  and 
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the  usual  course  was  to  deliver  them  at  the  wharf  of  one  S.,  in  London,  to 
be  forwarded  by  the  first  vessel,  it  was  held,  that  the  acceptance  of  the  teas 
by  the  wharfinger,  for  being  transmitted,  "  was  not  sufficient,  not  being  the 
party  himself,"  and  that  be  still  continued  "  to  have  a  right  to  object  either 
to  the  quantum  or  quality  of  the  poods"  (per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  Hanson  v.  Armi- 
tage,  5  B.  6z  A.  559 ;  Smith  v.  Surman,  9  B.  Ac  C.  561 ;  see  also,  3  B.  & 
A.  321 ;  2  B.  &  C.  37 ;  3  B.  &  C.  1 ;  4  M.  &  S.  262);  and  it  seems  that 
though  the  purchaser  has  used  in  the  opinion  of  the  jury  more  of  the  goods 
than  was  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  trying  'experiments  to  ascer- 
tain if  they  were  of  proper  quality,  that  does  not  amount  to  an  [  *103  ] 
acceptance  (Elliott  v.  Thomas,  S  M.  *  W.  170). 

Where  goods  bought  aboard  were  delivered  at  a  foreign  port  on  board  a 
ship  chartered  by  the  purchaser,  this  was  held  to  be  no  acceptance  (Acebol 
T.  Levy,  10  Bing.  876).  Where  A.  employed  B.  to  construct  a  wagon, 
and  while  it  was  in  B.'s  yard,  unfinished,  A.  employed  a  third  person  to  fix 
upon  it  some  iron,  and  a  tilt :  held,  that  this  did  not  amount  to  an  accept* 
ance  ;  but,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  it  might  have  been  otherwise  if  these  acts  had 
been  done  arter  it  was  finished  (Mobcrly  v.  Sheppard,  10  Bing.  99).  A.'s 
traveller  called  upon  B.,  who  gave  an  absolute  order  fora  quantity  of  cream 
of  tartar,  and  offered  to  take  a  quantity  of  lac  dye,  at  a  certain  price ;  the 
traveller  said  the  price  was  too  low,  but  that  be  would  write  to  his  principal, 
and  if  B.  did  not  hear  from  him  in  one  or  two  days,  be  might  consider  his 
offer  was  accepted.  A.  never  wrote  to  B  ,  but  sent  all  the  goods :  held,  that 
this  was  not  a  joint  order  for  all  the  goods,  so  as  to  make  tbo  acceptance  of 
the  cream  of  tartar  the  acceptance  of  tbo  lac  dye  within  the  statute  (Price 
v.  Lea,  1  B.  de  C.  156).  In  assumpsit  for  the  non-delivery  of  barley,  it 
was  proved  that  the  defts.  wrote  to  the  pits.,  offering  them  a  certain  quan- 
tity of  '*  good"  barley,  upon  certain  terms,  to  which  the  pits,  replied,  after 
quoting  dcft.'s  letter,  "of  which  offer  we  accept,  expecting  you  will  give  us 
fine  barley,  and  full  weight."  The  defts.  in  reply  stated,*  that  their  latter 
contained  no  such  expression  as  "  fine  barley,"  and  declined  to  ship  the 
same;  that  the  terms  "  good"  and  "fine"  were  terms  well  known  in  the 
trade,  and  the  jury  found,  that  there  was  a  distinction  in  the  trade  between 
|*  good"  and  "  finu"  barley  :  held,  that  although  it  was  n  question  for  the 
jury  what  was  the  meaning  of  these  terms  in  a  mercantile  sense,  yet  that 
as  they  had  found  what  that  meaning  was,  it  was  for  the  court  to  determine 
the  meaning  of  the  contract,  and  they  held  that  there  was  not  a  sufficient 
acceptance  (Hutckinson  v.  Bowkcr,  5"M.  &  W.  585).  The  debt.,  a  builder 
at  W.,  gave  the  ph.,  a  timber  merchant,  in  Dublin,  a  verbal  order  for  timber, 
to  be  forwarded  by  the  Great  Western  Rnilwny,  as  had  been  the  practice  on 
previous  dealings;  the  timber  arrived  at  the  W.  station  on  the  19th  of  April, 
of  which  the  dell,  was  informed  by  the  railway  clerk,  but  he  declined  to  take 
it.  An  invoice  was  sent  a  few  days  after,  which  the  deft,  received  and  kept, 
without  making  any  communication  to  the  pit.  himself,  until  the  28th  of 
May,  when  he  informed  the  pit.  that  he  declined  taking  the  limber.  Held, 
that  though  there  might  be  a  scintilla  of  evidence  for  the  jury,  of  an  accept- 
ance of  the  timber  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  yet  that  there  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  them  in  finding  thnt  there  wns  such  an  acceptance,  and  the 
court  set  aside  the  verdict  for  pit.  (Norman  v.  Phillips,  14  M.  <St  W.  277;  see 
Bushell  v.  Wheeler,  8  Jur.  53'J). 

An  "appropriation"  of  goods  under  a  contract  of  sale  may  mean  a  mere 
election  by  the  vendor,  where  he  has  the  right  himself  to  choose  what  arti- 
cles he  will  supply  in  performance  of  his  contract,  in  which  case  the  pro- 
perty dot*  not  pass ;  or  it  may  mean  that  both  panics  to  the  contract  have 
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agreed  that  particular  goods  shall  be  the  articles  to  be  supplied,  and  yet  the 
appropriation  may  not  operate  so  as  to  pass  ihe  property.  But  whrre  both 
parties  have  agreed  that  particular  goods  shall  be  the  article  contracted  for, 
and  shall  become  the  property  of  the  vendee,  and  nothing  further  remains  to 
be  done  in  order  to  transfer  the  goods,  that  is  an  appropriation  which  ope- 
rates in  law  so  as  to  vest  the  property  in  the  vendee.  In  the  case  of  a  deli- 
very on  board  a  ship  under  a  bill  of  lading,  the  captain  is  in  the 
[  *104  ]  *possession  of  the  goods,  and  carries  for,  and  on  behalf  of  the 
vendor,  and  the  delivery  does  not  operate  as  in  the  case  of  a  com- 
mon carrier,  though  the  ship  be  expressly  hired  for  the  vendee,  it  is  an 
appropriation  only  in  the  sense  of  an  election,  and  does  not  vest  the  goods 
in  the  vendee  (Wait  v.  Baker,  17  Law  J.  307,  Ex. ;  2  Exch.  1). 

In  an  action  for  the  price  of  a  fire-engine,  sold  by  the  pit.  to  the  deft., 
the  deft,  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  the  pit.  replied,  that  the  deft, 
had  accepted  the  goods ;  after  the  sale  of  the  fire-engine,  deft,  took  a  person 
to  look  at  it,  and  mentioned  who  were  likely  to  buy  it ;  and  to  another  per- 
son, deft,  said,  I  know  that  I  am  going  to  do  it ;  and  to  third,  he  said,  I  have 
a  concern  in  the  engine:  held,  that  as  the  jury  considered  that  the  deft,  had 
treated  the  fire-engine  as  his,  pit.  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  (Bains  v.  Gevans, 
7  C.  &  P.  288). 

Where  a  purchaser  ordered  an  article  to  be  made  for  him,  and  after  it 
was  finished  exercised  acts  of  ownership  over  it,  upon  the  premises  of  the 
vendor,  but  circumstances  prevented  the  intended  removal  of  it :  held,  that 
there  han  been  a  delivery  and  acceptance  (Wright  v.  Percival,  3  Jur.  1145, 
Q.B.). 

And,  where  goods  at  an  auction  were  knocked  down  to  deft.,  and  handed 
to  him,  and  he  retained  them  a  few  minutes,  and  returned  them,  it  was  held 
not  to  be  a  sufficient  acceptance,  the  conditions  of  sale  being,  that  a  deposit 
was  to  be  paid,  and  residue  of  the  price  to  be  paid  before  they  were  removed 
(Phillips  v.  Bistoli,  2  B.  &  C.  511 ;  3  D.  &  R.  822). 

Where  the  vendor  was  to  allow  in  part  payment  a  debt  due  from  him  to 
the  vendee,  it  was  held  not  to  be  a  part  payment  within  the  statute  (Walker 
v.  Massey,  16  M.  &  W.  304). 

The  defence  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  open  on  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit, 
semble,  (Fricker  v.  Thornlinson,  1  Man.  &  G.  772). 

Action  for  not  delivering.]  A  share-broker  employed  to  purchase  shares 
does  not  thereby  undertake  to  procure  them  absolutely,  but  only  to  use  due 
and  reasonable  diligence  to  endeavour  to  do  so  (Fletcher  v.  Marshall,  5 
Railw.  Cas.  340). 

By  sample.]  In  an  action  for  the  price  of  tobacco  sold,  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  show  that  by  the  established  usage  of  the  tobacco  trade  all  sales  are 
by  sample,  although  not  so  expressed  in  the  bought  and  sold  notes  (Syers  v. 
Jones,  2  Exch.  111). 

A  custom  of  the  Liverpool  corn-market,  that  when  corn  is  sold  by  sample 
if  the  buyer  does  not,  on  the  day  the  corn  is  sold,  examine  the  bulk  and 
reject  it,  he  cannot  afterwards  reject  it  or  refuse  to  pay  the  whole  price  ; 
held  to  be  a  reasonable  custom  (Sanders  v.  Jameson,  2  C.  &  K.  557 — 
Role).  Semble,  that  an  article  sold  by  sample  cannot  in  any  case  be 
rejected  as  not  corresponding  with  the  sample,  except  within  a  reasonable 
time  (Ib.). 

A.  sold  to  B.,  by  sample,  twenty-four  sacks  of  flour,  part  of  a  lot  of  217 
sacks  belonging  to  A.  which  were  lying  at  the  warehouse  of  one  M.,  and  he 
also  gave  B.  a  delivery  order  on  M.,  in  pursuance  of  which  M.  transferred 
twenty-four  sacks  of  flour  to  B.'s  name  in  the  books,  and  afterwards  deli- 
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twelve  sacks  of  the  flour  to  B.,  which  B.  paki  for.  No  Appropriation 
of  any  particular  twenty-four  sacks  was  ever  made  for  B.,  the  flour  con- 
tained in  the  twelve  sacks  delivered  was  (bund  on  examination  not  to  corres- 
pond with  the  sample,  and  B.  consequently  refused  to  accept  or  pay  for  the 
remaining  twelve:  held  that  A.  could  not  recover  the  price  of  these  twelve 
sacks  in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  (Elliott  v.  Heginbotham,  2 
C.  A:  K.  545,  Rolfe).  Quccrc,  whether  in  such  a  case  goods  bargained  and 
sold  would  lie  (Ib.). 

Action  for  not  accepting.]  A.  bought  at  auction  three  lots  of  one  hundred 
railway  shares  each,  one  of  the  conditions  of  sale  being,  "  the  balance  of 
the  purchase  money  shall  be  paid  at  the  office  of  the  auctioneers  on  the  day 
following  the  sale,  except  in  cases  where  any  special  transfers  are  required, 
and  to  such  the  utmost  expedition  will  be  given."  After  the  sale,  A.  re- 
ceived the  shares,  together  with  a  bill  of  parcels  describing  the  transaction 
as  a  sale  of  "  three  hundred  shares,"  and  paid  the  price.  The  name  of  the 
owner  of  the  shares  was  not  disclosed  at  the  time  of  the  sale;  but  upon  A. 
opplying  for  a  transfer,  the  constitution  of  the  company  requiring  a  tranter 
by  deed,  the  auctioneers  informed  him  that  they  wen  only  agents  in  the 
transaction,  and  referred  him  to  B.  as  their  principal,  as  the  party  who 
alone  could  procure  the  transfer  to  be  executed.  In  an  action  against  the 
auctioneers  for  not  transferring — held,  first,  that  inasmuch  as  they  bad  not 
disclosed  their  principal  at  the  time  of  the  sale  they  were  personally  liable 
(Pranklyn  v.  Lomond,  4  C.  B.  637).  Held,  secondly,  that  the  bill  of  parcels 
was  evidence  of  an  entire  contract  for  the  sale  of  three  hundred  shares  (Ib.). 
Held,  thirdly,  that  by  referring  A.  to  B.  the  deft*,  discharged  A.  from  ten- 
dering a  transfer  to  them  (Ib.). 

The  deft,  purchased  scrip  railway  shares  of  the  pit.  at  25*.  premium  on 
the  20th  October,  but  the  scrip  were  not  issued  until  the  24th.  On  the  21st 
of  that  month  the  shares  fell  to  14i.  premium.  At  six  in  the  evening  of 
that  day  the  deft,  gave  notice  to  the  pits,  that  he  should  not  take  the  shares. 
On  the  22nd  the  shares  had  fallen  to  8*.  premium,  and  continued  to  fall 
until  the  6th  of  December,  when  the  pits,  after  notice  In  the  defl,  sold  them 
nt  17s.  discount.  In  on  action  for  not  accepting  or  paying  for  the  shares, 
held,  that  the  measure  of  damage  was  the  dilFerenoe  in  the  price  of  the 
nharcs  between  the  20;h  and  2»»nd  of  October  (Pott  v.  Flatter,  5  Railw.  Gas. 
§5,  Q.  B.). 

The  defence  that  pit.  had  before  the  sale  to  deft,  sold  the  goods  to  another 
person  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  HO/I  ussumptil ;  there  must  be  a 
special  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance  (Walker  v.  Miller,  12  Jur.  268; 
17  Law  J.  103,  Q.  B.). 

A.  contracted  to  buy  of  B.  certain  ccmont.  in  casks  and  bags,  at  a  given 
prico  for  cash ;  B.  agreeing  to  allow  A.  'As.  (W.  for  each  cask,  and  2*.  6rf. 
for  each  bag  that  should  be  returned  perfect.  In  an  action  by  A.  against 
B.,  for  not  accepting  and  paying  for  the  casks  and  bags,  the  declaration 
averred,  that  A.  duly  paid  B.  for  the  said  cement,  and  lor  the  casks  and 
bugs ;  and  that,  although  A.  was  ready  and  willing,  and  tendered  and 
offered  to  return  the  casks  and  bags,  B.  refused  to  accept  or  pay  for  them. 
B.  pleaded  that  A.  did  not  duly  pay  H.  for  the  said  cement,  casks,  and  bags; 
and  that  A.  was  not  ready  and  willing  to  return  the  casks  and  bags  to  B. 
within  a  reasonable  time:  held,  that  a  payment  of  the  price  of  the  cement 
by  A.,  after  an  action  brought  against  him,  was  a  payment  according  to  the 
contract,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  complain  of  a  breach  of  the  contract  on  the 
part  of  B.  (Nelson  v.  Putt  rick,  3  C.  B.  772).  Held,  also,  that  A.  was  not 
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bound  to  prove  that  he  was  ready  to  return  all  the  casks  and  bags,  the  alle- 
gation being  in  this  respect  divisible  (lb.). 

In  an  action  against  the  deft,  for  not  accepting  linseed  bought  by  him  of 
the  pit.,  under  a  contract  which  stipulated  that  fourteen  days  were  to  be 
allowed  for  the  delivery  of  the  linseed  from  the  time  of  the  ship  being  ready 
to  discharge :  held,  that  the  contract  not  being  ambiguous  in  its  terms  the 
judge  was  right  in  rejecting  evidence  of  its  meaning  (Sotilichos  v.  Kemp, 
18  Law  J.  36,  Exch. ;  3  Exch.  105). 

Plaintiffs  Property  in  the  Goods.']  In  actions  for  goods  sold,  it  must 
appear  that  the  plt.'s  title  to  the  property  is  undisputed  ;  therefore,  where  a 
pit.,  in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  proved  the  possession  of  the 
goods  by  himself,  and  their  removal  by  the  defts.,  and  it  appeared  that  the 
goods  consisted  of  spar,  lying  on  the  lands  of  A.,  and  that  the  pit.  claimed 
under  A.  by  written  agreement  not  produced,  held,  that  this  was  not  a  suffi- 
cient proof  of  title  to  the  goods,  from  which  a  contract  between  the  parties 
could  be  implied  (Lee  v.  Shore,  1  B.  &  C.  94  ;  2  D.  &  R.  198).  The  plt.'s 
property  in  goods,  however,  will,  in  general,  be  sufficiently  proved  by  the 
contract  of  sale,  his  possession  of  them  being  sufficient  (see  B.  N.  P.  139 ; 
Temple  v.  Brown,  6  Taunt.  65;  5  Esp.  31).  As  to  when  an  agent,  &c., 
may  sue,  see  post,  "  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT." 

Price  of  Goods.']  If  there  was  a  specific  price  agreed  upon,  the  agree- 
ment to  that  effect  should  be  proved ;  if  not,  the  value  of  them  must  be 
proved  (Bluett  v.  Osborne,  1  Stark.  384).  Where,  in  assumpsit  for  goods 
sold,  at  the  suit  of  a  liquor-merchant,  the  only  evidence  of  their  value  was 
that  of  his  servant,  who  spoke  only  to  the  delivery  of  several  hampers  of 
bottles,  but  could  say  nothing  as  to  their  contents,  the  jury  were  directed  to 
presume  that  the  bottles  were  filled  with  the  cheapest  liquor  the  pit.  dealt  in 
(Clunnes  v.  Pezzey,  1  Camp.  8). 

If  a  vendor  agrees  to  sell  a  machine  at  a  certain  price,  and  put  in  mate- 
rials superior  to  those  contracted  for,  the  purchaser  is  neither  bound  to  pay 
a  higher  price,  nor  to  return  the  machine  *(Wilmott  v.  Smith,  3  C. 
[  *105  ]  &  P.  455).  Where  goods  have  been  sold  and  delivered,  to  be 
paid  for  by  bill,  at  a  certain  date,  if  the  bill  be  not  given,  the  pit. 
may  recover  in  this  action,  as  part  of  the  stipulated  price,  interest  from  the 
time  the  bill  would  have  become  due  (Farr  v.  Ward,  3  M.  &  W.  25). 

Evidence  in  Actions  for  Goods  Bargained  and  Sold. 

To  support  an  action  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  there  must  be  either 
"  an  actual  sale  of  goods  existing  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  or  a  specific  ap- 
propriation of  goods  afterwards  assented  to  by  the  buyer  (Atkinson  v.  Bell,  8 
B.  &  C.  277).  Quare,  whether  the  vendor  of  goods  is  precluded  from  main- 
taining a  count  for  goods  bargained  arid  sold,  where  the  goods  have  been  re- 
sold by  him  on  the  vendor's  refusal  to  accept  them  (Acebol  v.  Levy,  10  Bing. 
376).  The  pits,  in  London  entered  into  the  following  contract  with  the  delts. : 
"Oct.  11,  1833,  sold  to  G.  and  Son,  for  account  of  Messrs.  A.  &  Co.,  200 
firkins  of  M.  &  Co.'s  Sligo  butter,  at  71  s.  Gd.  per  cwt.,  free  on  board ;  pay- 
ment, bill  at  two  months  from  the  day  of  landing.  To  be  shipped  this 
month,"  &c.  The  butters  were  not  shipped  until  the  following  month,  but 
the  defts.  had  waived  that  condition,  and  they  accepted  the  invoice  and  bill 
of  lading  which  was  indorsed  to  them  ;  the  butters  were  afterwards  lost  on 
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the  voyage ;  held,  that  an  action  in  this  form  was  maintainable  to  recover 
the  price  of  the  butters  (Alexander  v.  Gosden,  1  Sco.  231,  630;  1  Bing.  N. 
C.  671);  also,  that  the  landing  of  the  goods  was  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  claim  of  payment  (Ib.). 

Contract  of  Sale  under  Statute  of  Frauds.]  A  contract  of  silo  must  bo 
proved;  and,  if  the  goods  be  above  10/.  in  value,  and  there  has  been  no 
part-acceptance,  and  receipt  by  the  vendee  of  the  goods  sold,  or  nothing 
given  in  earnest,  or  in  part-payment  of  the  price,  such  contract  must  be 
proved  to  have  been  in  writing,  signed  by  the  deft.,  or  his  agent  (29  Car.  II. 
c.  3,  s.  17).  The  words  of  that  act  are,  that  "  no  contract  for  the  sate  of 
any  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises,  for  the  price  often  pounds  or  upwards, 
shall  be  good,  except  the  buyer  shall  accept  part  of  the  goods  told,  and 
actually  receive  the  same,  or  give  something  in  earnest  to  bind  the  bargain, 
or  in  part  of  payment;  or  that  some  note  or  memorandum  in  writing,  of  the 
said  bargain,  be  made,  and  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged  by  such  con- 
tract, or  their  agents  thereunto  lawfully  authorized." 

A*  to  what  a  sufficient  acceptance,  see  "  GOODS  SOLD  AICD  DU.IVBBBD," 
p..98. 

What  Contracts  of  Sale  trilhin  the  Act.].  The  written  memorandum 
must  be  made  before  action  brought  (Bill  v.  Bamcnt,  0  M.  <St  W.  36).  There 
is  no  distinction  between  executory  and  other  contract*  (Rondeau  v.  Wyalt, 

2  II.  Bl.  63;  Garbutt  v.  Watson,  5  B.  &  A.  613);  and  a  sale  of  goods,  to 
be  paid  for  on  delivery,  is  within  the  statute,  whether  they  be  prepared  or 
not  at  the  time  of  sale  (Ib.).     The  act,  however,  is  confined  to  contracts  re- 
lating to  the  mere  sale  of  go&tt,  and  does  not  apply  to  contracts  strictly  for 
work,  and  labour,  and  materials,  as  a  contract  to  make  or  build  a  ship,  car- 
riage,  Ate.  (Towers  v.  Osborne,  Stra.  506;  Cooper  v.  Elston,  7  T.  R.  17 ; 

3  East,  303;  Groves  v.  Buck,  3  M.  &  S.  176;  Smith  v.  Surman,  9  II.  At 
C.  576).     It  has  been  held,  that  an  agreement  to  procure  coals  at  Blyth,  and 
convey  them  to  Ipswich,  need  not  be  in  writing,  but  might  be  proved 

by  parol;  and  "this  falls  within  *the  distinction  taken  in  all  cases,  [M06] 
and  is  not  a  contract  to  sell,  but  to  provide  coals,  and  afterwards 
carry  them  to  Ipswich"  (Cobbold  v.  Caston,  1  Bing.  401).  But  a  contract 
with  a  miller  for  the  sale  of  (lour,  not  then  ground,  is  a  sale  of  goods,  dec., 
within  the  statute ;  for  pits,  were  proceeding  to  grind  the  flour  for  purposes 
of  general  sale,  nud  sold  this  quantity  as  part  of  their  general  stock  (per 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  Groves  v.  Buck,  supra,  overruling  Clayton  v.  Andrews,  ib.). 
Such  sale  must  be  proved  by  a  note,  &c.  (2  II.  Bl.  6:i);  but  see  now  0  Goo. 
IV.  c.  I4,s.  7  (LordTenlcrden's  Act),  by  which  it  is  enacted  that  the  above 
provision  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  "shall  extend  to  all  contracts  for  the  sale 
of  goods  of  the  value  of  10/.  sterling  and  upwards,  notwithstanding  the  goods 
may  be  intended  to  be  delivered  at  some  future  time,  or  may  not  at  the  time 
of  such  contract  be  actually  made,  procured,  or  provided,  or  fit,  or  ready  for 
delivery,  or  some  act  may  be  requisite  for  tin;  making  or  completing  thereof, 
or  rendering  the  same  fil  for  delivery."  A  sale  of  goods,  where  a  higher 
price  is  given,  on  acountof  the  carriage  being  nt  plt.'s  expense,  is  within  the 
statute,  and  seems  not  to  be  a  mixed  contract,  there  being  no  separate  charge 
for  the  delivery  (Astlcy  v.  Emery,  4  M.  A:  S.  262). 

Where  A.  agreed  to  supply  B.  with  a  quantity  of  turnip-seed,  and  B.  agreed 
to  sow  it  on  his  own  land,  and  sell  the  crop  of  seed  produced  therefrom  to 
A.,  at  \l.  Is.  the  Winchester  bushel,  and  (he  seed  so  produced  at  the  price 
agreed  upon  exceeded  in  value  the  sum  of  101. :  held,  that  this  contract  was 
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within  the  17th  section,  and  void  for  want  of  a  memorandum  in  writing 
(Watts  v.  Friend,  10  B.  &  C.  446). 

The  goods  must  be  of  the  price  of  10/.,  and  form  an  entire  contract  at 
that  price.  Where,  on  the  same  day,  and  at  the  same  meeting,  the  deft, 
contracts  for  the  sale  of  various  goods,  exceeding  10/.  in  the  whole,  but  each 
article  separately  not  amounting  to  that  sum,  that  is  within  the  statute,  even 
if  deft,  left  the  shop  for  a  short  time,  "  if  his  return  was  soon  enough  to 
warrant  a  supposition  that  the  whole  were  intended  to  be  one  transaction" 
(per  Bayley,  J.,  Baldey  v.  Parker,  2  B.  &  C.  37,  42).  But  at  a  sale  by 
auction,  a  distinct  contract  arises  on  the  sale  of  each  lot  (Emerson  v.  Hellis, 
2  Taunt.  38;  see  Franklin  v.  Lamond,  11  Law  J.,  N.  S.  C.  P.  221).  A 
sale  of  goods  by  auction  is  within  the  statute  (Kenworthy  v.  Schofield,  2  B. 
&  C.  945).  Upon  a  contract  for  24  numbers  of  a  periodical  work,  to  he 
delivered  monthly,  at  I/.  Is.  a  number,  the  pit.  may  sue  for  the  numbers 
actually  delivered,  though  the  contract  be  not  in  writing,  for  the  meaning  of 
such  contract  is,  that  the  publisher  shall  be  paid  as  the  numbers  come  out 
(Mavor  v.  Pyne,  2  Bing.  285,  288 ;  and  see  (Price  v.  Lea,  1  B.  &  C.  156  ; 
2  D.  &  R.  295).  A  sale  of  shares  of  a  joint-stock  banking  company  or  rail- 
way shares  is  not  within  sect.  17.  Humble  v.  Mitchell,  11  Ad.  &  E.  205; 
Duncrofl  v.  Altretch,  12  Sim.  189;  Tempest  v.  Kilner,  3  C.  B.  249). 

Qucere,  whether  Spanish  bonds  are  goods,  &c.,  within  the  17th  sect. 
(Pawle  v.  Gunn,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  445  ;  6  Sec.  286). 

Semitic,  there  is  a  distinction  between  the  words  goods,  wares,  and  mer- 
chandises, in  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  the  words  goods  and  chattels  in  the 
Bankrupt  Act,  (Ib.). 

Sufficing  if  Note  or  Memorandum.]  "We  agree  to  give  Mr.  E.  I/.  "Is. 
per  load  for  thirty  bales  of  Smyrna  cotton,  customary  allowance  cash,  3/. 
per  cent.,  as  soon  as  our  certificate  is  complete,"  duly  signed,  has  been  held, 
a  sufficient  memorandum  (Egerton  v.  Matthews,  6  East,  307 ;  see 
[  *107  ]  Cooper  v.  Smith,  15  East,  103;  *Richards  v.  Porter,  6  B.  &  C. 
437).  The  pit.  entered  into  a  parol  agreement  to  sell  to  deft,  a 
mare  for  20/.,  on  condition,  that  if  she  should  prove  to  be  in  foal,  deft,  should, 
on  receiving  12/.  from  pit.,  return  her  on  request.  Pit.  delivered  the  mare 
and  received  20/.  On  her  proving  in  foal,  he  tendered  deft.  12/.,  and  re- 
quested him  to  return  the  mare,  which  he  refused.  Held,  that  the  contract 
to  return  her  was  not  a  distinct  contract  of  sale,  but  one  of  the  conditions 
of  the  original  sale,  and  that  the  delivery  of  the  mare  to  the  deft,  took  the 
whole  agreement  out  of  the  statute,  so  as  to  enable  the  pit.  to  sue  the  deft, 
for  refusing  to  return  her  (Williams  v.  Burgess,  10  Ad.  &  E.  499). 

The  statute  does  not  require  any  particular  form  of  contract;  a  note 
or  memorandum  in  writing,  of  the  bargain,  is  sufficient.  The  word  bargain, 
used  in  the  statute,  means  the  terms  upon  which  the  parties  contract  (Ken- 
worthy  v.  Schofield,  2  B.  &  C.  947);  No  particular  consideration  need  be 
expressed  in  it,  like  that  required  in  an  agreement  under  the  4th  section,  as 
post,  "  GUARANTEE  ;"  Egerton  v.  Matthews,  6  East,  307).  But  the  writing 
must  show  the  price  for  which  the  goods  were  sold  (Elmore  v.  Kingscote,  5 
B.  &  C.  583 ;  8  D.  &  R.  343).  Where  the  price  is  omitted,  and  it  does  not 
appear  that  any  specific  price  was  agreed  on,  a  reasonable  price  may  bo 
presumed,  and  the  contract  may  be  so  stated  (Hoadley  v.  M'Laine,  10  Bing. 
482).  But,  where  the  contract  is  silent  as  to  price,  and  the  evidence  shows 
that  a  specific  price  was  agreed  upon,  the  contract  is  imperfect,  and  cannot 
be  given  in  evidence  (Ib. ;  Elmore  v.  Kingscote,  5  B.  &  C.  583).  But, 
Tindall,  C.  J.,  suggested  a  distinction,  that  where  the  contract  is  silent  as  to 
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the  price,  but  has  been  executed,  a  reasonable  price  will  bo  inferred,  but  that 
it  may  be  questionable  whether  it  is  so  where  the  contract  is  executory,  and 
the  goods  are  still  in  the  possession  or  under  the  power  of  the  seller  (Acebal 
v.  Levy,  10  Ding.  882  ;  but  see  Hoadley  v.  M'Laine,  supra) ;  which  was  an 
action  for  not  accepting  a  carriage  made  to  order.  Where  the  order  forcer- 
tain  goods  therein  specified  directed  that  the  terms  were  to  be  M  moderate ;" 
held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  price  of  the  goods  should  be  speci- 
fied :  it  was  enough  to  say,  that  the  price  should  be  moderate,  and  the  good* 
being  named,  that  price  might  be  ascertained  with  sufficient  certainty  to  sat- 
isfy  the  statute  (Ashcroft  v.  Merrin,  6  Jur.  783).  An  order  to  forward 
goods  to  the  purchaser,  followed  by  a  shipment  of  the  good*  in  question, 
may  operate  as  a  contract  of  bargain  and  sale  (Ashcroft  v.  Merrin,  supra). 
The  names  of  both  parties  must  appear  to  the  writing  (Champion  v.  Pluiner, 
1  N.  R.  252 ;  Cooper  v.  Smith,  15  Bast,  103).  But  the  party  to  be  charged 
Mid  only  sign  it  (Allen  v.  Bennett,  3  Taunt.  169;  Kgcrton  v.  Matthews,  6 
East,  307). 

A  memorandum  of  the  sale  of  goods  in  the  vendor's  books,  signed  by 
vendee,  in  initials,  the  vendor's  name  not  appearing  in  the  book,  is  not  a 
sufficient  note  within  the  statute,  nor  will  the  defect  be  cured  by  a  letter 
from  the  vendee,  in  which  the  vendor's  name  does  appear,  unless  the  latter 
clearly  refer  to  the  memorandum  (Jacob  v.  Kirk,  2  Moo.  Ac  R.  221 ;  Sweet 
v.  Lee,  8  Man.  Ac  G.  452 ;  are  Johnson  v.  Dodgson,  p.  90).  The  pit.  can- 
not sue  another  for  not  accepting  goods  if  the  contract  note  was  only  signed 
by  toe  pit.,  for  if  the  pit.  acted  as  a  broker,  he  cannot  sue  as  a  principal ; 
and,  if  be  were  a  principal,  his  signing  would  not  bind  the  deft.  (Rayner  v. 
Linthorne,  2  C.  At  P.  124). 

A  bill  of  parcels,  in  which  the  vendor's  name  is  printed,  delivered  to  the 
vendee  at  the  lime  of  nn  order  given  for  the  future  delivery  of  the  goods,  i* 
a  sufficient  memorandum  ^Saunderson  v.  Jackson,  2  B.  At  P.  238).     So,  in 
a  bill  of  parcels,  in  which  the  name  of  the  vendor  is  printed,  and 
that  of  the  vendee  written  by  the  vendor  *(Schneidcr  v.  Morris,  2  [  M08  ] 
M.  Ac  S.  296).     So,  in  a  memorandum  written  by  deft,  beginning, 
"  1,  A.  B.,  agree,"  Ace.,  though  he  never  formally  sign  it  (1  Esp.  120 ;  2  B. 
Ac  P.  239  ;  sec  the  cases  decided  on  the  4th  section ;  "  VKMDOK  AXO  V«j»- 
DEB"). 

A  mere  proposal  of  sale  or  purchase  is  not  sufficient  (P.  Ch.  27).  It  i« 
not  necessary  that  the  whole  of  the  terms  of  the  sale  should  be  comprised  in 
one  memorandum ;  it  is  sufficient  if  they  can  be  collected  or  fairly  inferred 
from  several  distinct  writings,  having  reference  to  the  same  agreement,  or 
from  subsequent  letters,  whereby  the  transaction  is  admitted  (Jackson  v. 
Lowe,  7  Moo.  219  ;  1  Hing.  supra). 

Shall  be  in  Writing — What  mjjicicnt  Writing.]  Letters  passing  between 
the  parties,  and  signed  by  them,  if  they  amount  to  a  contract,  arc  of  course 
a  compliance  with  the  statute.  But  where  the  letters  varied  as  to  the  tcrrm 
of  the  contract,  that  of  the  vendor  alleging  that  the  other  hod  bought  the 
goods,  and  of  the  vendee  admitting  that  he  had  bought  them,  but  that  they 
were  to  he  sound  and  good,  and  they  were  not  so :  it  was  holdcn,  that  an 
the  purchaser  did  not,  by  his  letter,  recognise  the  absolute  contract  described 
in  that  of  the  vendor,  there  was  no  note  in  writing  (Smith  v.  Surman,  9  B 
AtC.  501). 

Assumpsit  for  a  mare  sold  and  delivered,  plea,  non  assumpsU.  The  deft, 
having  seen  and  ridden  the  mare,  wrote  to  the  pit. : — "  1  wjll  take  the  mar ; 
at  twenty  guineas,  of  course,  warranted,  and,  as  she  bys  out,  turn  her  out 


108  GOODS  SOLD,  ACTION  FOR. 

my  mare."  The  pit.  agreed  to  sell  her  for  twenty  guineas.  The  deft,  sub- 
sequently wrote  again  to  him  :  "  My  son  will  be  at  the  '  World's  End'  (a 
public-house),  on  Monday,  when  he  will  take  the  mare,  and  pay  you ;  send 
somebody  with  a  receipt,  and  the  money  shall  be  paid ;  only  say  in  the 
receipt,  '  Sound,  and  quiet  in  harness.' "  The  pit.  wrote  in  reply,  "  She  is 
warranted  sound,  and  quiet  in  double  harness ;  I  never  put  her  in  single 
harness."  On  the  Monday  the  deft.'s  son  took  the  marc  away,  without  pay- 
ing the  price,  and  without  any  receipt  or  warranty.  The  deft,  after  two 
days  returned  her  as  unsound.  The  judge  told  the  jury  that  the  question 
was,  whether  the  deft,  had  accepted  the  mare,  and  directed  them  to  find  for 
the  deft,  if  they  thought  he  had  returned  her  in  a  reasonable  time ;  and 
desired  them  also  to  say,  whether  the  son  had  authority  to  take  her  away 
without  the  warranty ;  the  jury  found  both  in  the  negative :  held,  that  there 
was  no  cornplele  contract  in  writing  between  the  parties,  and  therefore  the 
direction  was  right,  that  the  deft,  was  not  bound  by  the  act  of  the  son  in 
bringing  home  the  mare,  as  he  had  exceeded  his  authority  as  agent,  and 
that  the  pit.  was  not  entitled  to  recover  (Jordon  v.  Norton,  4  M.  &  W.  155). 
An  order  for  goods,  written  and  signed  by  the  seller,  in  a  book  of  the  buyer's, 
but  not  naming  the  buyer,  may  be  connected  with  a  letter  of  the  seller  to 
his  agent,  mentioning  the  name  of  the  buyer,  and  with  a  letter  of  the  buyer 
to  the  seller,  claiming  the  performance  of  the  order,  to  constitute  a  complete 
contract  within  the  statute  (Allen  v.  Bennett,  3  Taunt.  169). 

An  invoice  of  hops  described  the  names  of  the  buyer  and  seller;  the  lat- 
ter, after  the  receipt  of  the  invoice,  wrote,  to  say  the  hops  had  not  as  yet 
been  received,  and  that  if  they  did  not  arrive  soon,  he  must  buy  some  else- 
where :  held,  that  the  invoice  and  the  letter  taken  together,  did  not  constitute 
a  sufficient  memorandum  under  the  statute  (Richardson  v.  Potter,  9  D.  &  R. 
497  ;  nom.  Richardson  v.  Porter,  6  B.  &  C.  437). 

Where  goods  are  sold  by  auction  to  an  agent,  and  the  auctioneer 
[  *109  ]  *wrote  the  initials  of  the  agent's  name,  together  with  the  prices, 
opposite  the  lots  purchased  by  him,  on  the  printed  catalogue,  and 
the  principal  afterwards,  in  a  letter  to  the  agent  recognised  the  purchase,  it 
was  held,  that  the  entry  in  the  catalogue,  nnd  letter  coupled  together,  were  a 
sufficient  memorandum  of  the  contract,  within  the  act  (Phillimore  v.  Barry,  1 
Camp.  513  ;  Kcnworthy  v.  Schoficld,  2  B.  &  C.  945 ;  Ilinde  v.  Whitehouse, 
7  East,  558).  Where,  however  there  is  a  prior  insufficient  or  unsigned 
written  contract,  the  pit.  cannot  avail  himself  of  a  subsequent  letter  of  deft., 
in  which,  though  the  order  of  the  goods  be  recognised,  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract are  renounced  or  disaffirmed  (Cooper  v.  Smith,  15  East,  103;  Elmore 
v.  Kingscote,  5  B.  &  C.  583;  8  D.  &  R.  343;  see  the  cases  decided  on  the 
4th  section  ;  "  VENDOR  AND  VENDEE"). 

The  agent  contemplated  by  the  act,  whose  signature  is  to  bind  the  deft., 
must  be  some  third  person,  and  not  the  other  contracting  party,  even  though 
by  the  express  direction  of  the  other  he  act  as  agent  (Wright  v.  Dannah,  2 
Camp.  203  ;  Farcbrother  v.  Simmons,  5  B.  &  A.  333;  Rayner  v.  Linthorne, 
2  C.  &  P.  124). 

And  the  plt.'s  traveller  making  a  written  memorandum  of  the  contract  in 
the  deft.'s  presence,  which  he  read  over  to  him  at  his  request,  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient signature  within  the  statute  (Cooper  v.  Smith,  15  Ea.  103;  Dixon  v. 
Broomfield,  2  Chit.  Rep.  205). 

So,  a  memorandum  of  the  contract  entered  by  the  agent  of  the  seller  in 
the  buyer's  book,  and  signed  by  his  particular  request,  is  not  a  sufficient 
signature  to  charge  the  buyer  (Graham  v.  Musson,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  603 ;  8 
Law  J.  324,  C.  P.). 
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So,  where  the  seller  made  a  written  memorandum  of  the  contract,  the 
buyer  looking  on  at  the  time,  and  an  altercation  was  made  in  it  at  the  buyer's 
request,  yet  it  was  holden  insufficient  to  charge  the  buyer  (Wright  t. 
Dannah,  2  Camp.  203;  and  see  Kayner  v.  Linthorne,  2  C.  6z  P.  KM). 

It',  however,  the  buyer  himself  made  a  memorandum  of  the  contract  in  his 
book,  and  the  seller's  clerk  signed  it,  on  behalf  of  his  master,  this  is  sufficient 
to  charge  the  buyer  (Johnson  v.  Dodson,  2  M.  At  W.  653). 

Where  a  son  signed  a  guarantee  as  agent  for  his  father.  Lord  Ellenbo- 
rough,  C.  J.,  held  that  proof  that  the  son  had  signed  for  his  father  in  three 
or  four  instances,  and  had  accepted  bills  for  him,  was  pritnd  facie  evidence 
of  the  agency  (Watkins  v.  Vincc,  2  Stark.  368). 

And  a  subsequent  ratification  of  the  contract  by  the  principal  when  the 
agent  is  not  authorized,  will  satisfy  the  statute  (Maclean  v.  Dunn,  4  Ding. 

:  Soamcs  v.  Spencer,  1  D.  Ac  R.  32). 

The  agent's  authority  need  not  be  in  writing  (1  Ksp.  106;  1  Sch.  At  Lef. 
22;  Acebol  v.  Levy,  10  King.  378).  An  auctioneer  at  a  sale  by  public 
auction,  is  an  agent  for  the  buyer  (Emmerson  v.  Hclis,  2  Taunt.  36;  Simon 
v.  Metivicr,  1  Bl.  R.  590;  num.  Simon  v.  Motiviers,  3  Burr.  1921);  even  in 
the  case  of  a  sale  of  lands  (I£mmer*on  v.  Hclis,  2  Taunt.  38;  White  v. 
Procter,  4  Taunt.  209).  And  where  In*  writes  down  ih<>  buyer's  mme,  or 
that  of  his  agent,  in  the  catalogue  to  which  the  conditions  of  the  sale  are 
affixed  opposite  the  lot,  together  with  the  price  bid,  it  seems  a  sufficient 
memorandum  (Pbillimore  v.  Barry,  1  Camp.  513;  Kenworthy  v.  Schoftcld, 
2  B.  As  C.  945.  But  see  HinJc  v.  Whitehouse,  7  East,  554).  Whether  the 
auctioneer  be  the  agent  of  both  vendor  and  vendee  depends  on  the  facts  of 
each  case.  Where  a  party,  to  whom  money  was  due,  from  the  owner  of 
goods  sold  by  auction,  agreed  with  the  owner  before  (he  auction  that  the 
goods  which  he  might  purchase  should  be  set  against  the  debt,  and  he  became 
the  purchaser  of  good*,  and  was 'entered  as  such  by  the  auctioneer: 
held,  that  he  was  not  bound  by  tin-  printed  condition  of  sale,  which  [  M10  ] 
specified  that  the  purchaser  »ltould  pay  a  part  of  the  price  at  the 
sale,  and  the  rest  on  delivery  (Bnrtleit  v.  I'urnell,  4  Ad.  <V  Iv  792). 

The  highest  bidder  is  bound  by  the  entry  in  the  halt-  bouk  of  the  auctioneer's 
clerk  made  in  Ins  presence,  upon  his  name  being  called  out  as  the  purchaser, 
even  in  un  action  brought  by  the  auctioneer  (Bird  v.  Boulter,  1  Nev.  At  M. 
313  ;  4  B.  At  Ad.  443;,  and  such  i*  a  memorandum  by  an  ngenl  lawfully 
authorized,  for  thu  clerk  is  not  identified  with  the  auctioneer  (who  sues)  and 
in  the  business  which  he  |>erlorim  of  entering  names,  Ate.,  h--  is  implicdly 
authorized  by  thu  person  unending  the  sale  to  be  bin  agent  (Ib.). 

But  a  signature  of  the  auclioneccr's  clerk,  a*  a  witness  merely  to  the 
signature  of  the  buyer,  will  not  bind  the  seller  (Gosbcll  v.  Archer,  2  Ad.  At 
li.  5UO). 

A  mere  sub-agent,  without  express  authority  from  the  prinripril,  it  not  a 
sufficient  agent  to  bind  him  (Henderson  v.  Burnewnll,  1  Y.  At  J.,  387). 

An  entry  ol  u  contract  for  the  sate  of  goods  was  made  by  the  buyer  in  his 
own  book,  and  signed  by  the  seller's  traveller.  Held,  not  a  sufficient  memo- 
randum within  thu  statute;  Dyson  not  appearing  to  bo  authorized  to  sign  it 
as  agent  to  tliu  buyer,  although  the  parties  wero  in  the  habit  of  so  dealing, 
and  tin-  question  arose  upon  u  special  c:*se,  reserving  to  the  court  liberty  to 
draw  any  inference  which  a  jury  might  have  drawn  (Graham  v.  Fretwell,  3 
Man.  Ai  G.  308 ;  4  Sco.  N.  K.  27). 

Where  n  |>ers«n  is  told  by  two  puniest  hat  he  is  to  be  the  broker,  to  make  a 
contract  between  them  for  the  sale  of  goods,  und  he.  in  consequent  reduces 
it  in  o  writing,  and  sends  a  sale-note  of  the  terms  to  each  party,  ibis  is  a 
VOL.  U.  8 
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sufficient  note  or  memorandum  within  the  act  (Chapman  v.  Partridge,  5  Esp. 
256).  And,  where  a  broker  is  authorized  by  one  person  to  sell  goods,  and 
by  another  to  buy  them,  an  entry  made  by  him  in  his  sale-book,  of  such 
sale,  and  signed  by  him,  is  sufficient  (Heyman  v.  Neale,  2  Camp,  337  ; 
Grant  v.  Fletcher,  supra;  Henderson  v.  Barnwell,  1  Y.  &  J.  387).  So, 
where  the  notes  disagree,  if  the  entry  be  brought  home  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  parties  (see  Thornton  v.  Charles,  9  M.  &  W.  802 ;  Gale  v.  Wells,  1  C. 
&  P.  388  ;  but  see  Thornton  v.  Meux,  Moo.  &  M.  43).  In  an  action  by  the 
purchaser  against  the  vendor  of  goods  for  not  delivering  them,  it  has  been 
held,  that  the  bought  note  alone  is  evidence  of  the  contract,  and  that  if  the 
vendor  intend  to  insist  on  a  variance  between  the  bought  and  sold  note,  it  is 
for  him  to  produce  the  latter  (Hawes  v.  Foster,  1  Moo.  &  R.  368  ;  and  see 
Thornton  v.  Kempster,  1  Marsh.  355  ;  S.  C.  5  Taunt.  876). 

When  bought  and  sold  notes  have  been  delivered  by  the  broker  to  the 
parties,  those  notes  are  the  proper  evidence  of  the  contract  (Rucker  v. 
Cumayer,  1  Esp.  105;  Chapman  v.  Partridge,  5  Esp.  256;  Thornton  v. 
Meux,  Moo.  &  M.  43;  Trueman  v.  Loder,  11  Ad.  &  E.  589;  Hawes  v. 
Forster,  1  Moo.  &  R.  368);  and  are  admissible,  though  the  broker  has 
neglected  to  sign  the  entry  in  his  book  (Groom  v.  Afflalo,  supra);  or  indeed 
made  no  entry  (Dickinson  v.  Sihval,  1  Stark.  128;  4  Camp.  279).  If  these 
notes  materially  differ  there  will  be  no  contract  (Grant  v.  Fletcher,  5  B.  & 
C.  436  ;  Thornton  v.  Meux,  supra;  Gregson  v.  Ruck,  4  Q.  B.  737 ;  Town- 
send  v.  Drakeford,  1  C.  &  K.  20;  Hanks  y.  Ford,  1  Moo.  &  R.  36  ;  Thorn- 
ton  v.  Kempster,  5  Taunt.  786).  Nor,  if  the  broker  draw  up  a  different 
contract  from  that  agreed  upon,  and  send  a  sold  nole  to  the  pit.  only,  will 
that  bind  the  deft,  (Pitts  v.  Beckett,  13  M.  &  W.  743);  and  mercan- 
tile usage  is  admissible  to  explain  all  the  variances  *between 
[  *111  ]  these  notes,  and  being  so  explained,  they  were  not  material, 
and  did  not  avoid  the  contract  (Bold  v.  Rayner,  1  M.  &  W.  343). 
Thus,  "  We  have  this  day  bought  for  your  use  from  J.  O.  B.  100  tons  dry 
palm-oil,  at  31/.  10s.  per  ton,  to  be  taken  from  the  quay  at  landing  weights, 
wilh  customary  allowances,  &c.,  in  cash,  at  fourteen  days  from  delivery, 
less  2£  per  cent,  discount,  to  be  delivered  from  the  'Speedy'  or  '  Charlotte,' 
expected  to  arrive  about  November  or  December  next."  "  We  have  this 
day  sold  for  your  use,  payment  in  fourteen  days  by  cash,  less  2£  per  .cent, 
discount  from  delivery  100  tons  dry  palm-oil,  at  31/.  105.  per  ton,  ex 'Speedy' 
or  'Charlotte'  to  arrive"  (Bold  v.  Rayner,  1  M.  &  W.  343).  And  where 
the  bought  note  was  made  out  in  the  name  of  the  agent,  parol  evidence  was 
received  on  behalf  of  the  pit.  to  show  that  the  deft,  had  contracted  in  the  agent's 
name  in  all  previous  dealings  with  the  pit.  (Trueman  v.  Loder,  11  Ad.  &  E. 
589). 

The  terms  of  the  contract  cannot  be  varied  by  parol  (Marshall  v.  Lynn, 
0  M.  &  W.  109 ;  Stead  v.  Dawber,  10  Ad.  &  E.  57 ;  Stowell  v.  Robinson, 
3  Bing.  N.  C.  928).  But  where  the  price  is  ambiguous,  the  pit.  was  per- 
mitted to  explain  it  by  evidence;  thus,  where  hops  were  sold  at  100s.,  evi- 
dence was  admitted  to  show  that  it  meant  51.  per  cwt.  (Spiccr  v.  Cooper,  1 
Q.  B.  424).  The  usage  of  trade  cannot  be  set  up  in  contravention  of  an 
express  contract ;  therefore,  where  A.  agreed  to  sell  to  B.  a  quantity  of 
prime  bacon,  which  B.  weighed  and  examined,  and  paid  for  by  a  bill  at  two 
months,  but  before  the  bill  became  due  gave  notice  to  A.  that  the  bacon  did 
not  answer  the  contract:  held,  that  B.  could  not  give  in  evidence  a  custom 
ihat  the  buyer  was  bound  to  reject  the  contract,  if  at  all,  at  the  time  of  ex- 
nmining  the  goods  (Yeats  v.  Pirn,  6  Taunt.  446). 

Where  the  broker  in  the  bought  and  sold  notes  described  the  seller's  firm 
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as  A.  B.  and  C.,  but  the  firm  had  in  fact,  unknown  to  him,  been  changed  to 
\ .  I '.  ^  K. :  held,  that  the  latter  might  sue  on  the  contract,  it  not  appearing 
that  the  deft,  had  been  prejudiced  or  excluded  from  a  set-off", -and  there  being 
some  evidence  of  his  having  treated  the  contract  as  subsisting  with  the  pits. 
Mitchell  v.  Lapage,  Holt,  N.  P.  253).  A  material  alteration  in  the  sale  note 
by  the  broker  at  the  instance  of  the  seller,  after  the  bargain  made,  and  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  purchaser,  will  preclude  the  seller  from  recovering 
(Powell  v.  Divett,  15  East,  29;  see  Mollett  v.  Mackerburth,  17  Law  J.  47, 
C.  P.).  A  broker  having  a  general  authority  to  purchase  specie  for  A., 
having  purchased  some  for  him  on  Saturday,  went  to  B.  on  the  Sunday, 
and  of H- red  them  to  him  for  sale,  saying  thnt  he  would  deliver  the  contract 
on  the  Monday;  B.  said  that  he  must  have  the  contract  on  that  day  (Sun- 
day).  A  bought  note  was  accordingly  delivered  to  him  on  the  Sunday. 
The  broker  could  not  say  when  he  made  out  a  sold  note  for  the  vendor, 
whether  it  was  within  a  week  or  more  from  the  Sunday;  but  stated  that  he 
informed  him  of  the  sale  on  the  Monday  or  Tuesday.  The  entry  in  the 
broker's  book  was  not  signed :  held,  that  there  was  no  memorandum  or  note 
within  the  statute  (Smith  v.  Sparrow,  2  C.  &  P.  544 ;  4  Bing.  84).  In  an 
action  by  a  party  who  has  bargained  with  a  broker  for  the  sale  of  goods 
belonging  to  a  third  person,  for  assuming  the  right  to  sell  without  having 
authority,  in  order  to  make  out  a  contract  for  the  sale,  it  is  not  necessary  in 
point  of  law  that  there  should  be  bought  and  sold  notes  (Pauli  v.  Simes,  6 
P.  Ac  C.  506).  If  a  party  receiving  an  invoice  do  not  object  to  it  on  the 
ground  of  its  brevity  and  incompleteness,  the  party  furnishing  it  will  be 
bound  by  it  (Ib.).  If  broken  alter  an  invoice  of  the  owner  of  goods  from 
the  name  of  one  purchaser  to  another,  and  send  it  to  *the  latter, 
with  a  lettr r  saying  that  to  simplify  the  transaction  they  had  trans-  [  *1 13  ] 
ferred  the  seller's  invoice  to  him,  such  invoice  wiil  amount  to  a 
contract  of  sale  (Ib.). 

Where  the  written  contract  to  deliver  to  deft,  was  by  A.,  as  agent  of  B., 
and  deft,  afterwards  accepted  part  after  knowledge  that  A.  was  principal, 
and  not  agent ;  held,  thnt  he  could  not  refuse  to  accept  the  residue,  nnd 
might  be  sued  by  A.  for  non-acceptnnce,  but  it  sorms  if  the  con! met  had 
been  executory,  A.  could  not  have  sued  (Rayner  v.  Groto,  15  M.  Ac  W. 
359). 

If  A.  without  authority  make  a  contract  in  writing  for  the  purchase  of 
goods  by  B.,  nnd  B.  subsequently  ratifies  the  contract,  such  ratification  ren- 
ders the  contract  of  A.  valid,  as  agent  within  tin-  statute  (Maclean  v.  Dunn, 
4  Bing.  722). 

Where  the  contract  is  for  tho  sale  of  goods,  to  be  manufactured,  and 
alterations  and  additions  arc  made  in  tho  progress  of  the  work,  they  need 
not  be  made  the  subject  of  a  distinct  contract  in  writing  (t  loudly  v.  Maclainc, 
10  Bing.  482;  4  Moo.  Ac  S.  310). 

A  letter,  setting  forth  the  terms  of  a  contract  contained  in  another  letter 
between  the  same  ponies,  is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  original  con- 
tract (Nelson  v.  Patrick,  2  C.  At  K.  041,  Wilde). 

Abandonment  of  a  contract  is  a  contract  in  itself.  Loose  conversations, 
in  which  the  tenant  stated  his  interest  to  be  dirtl-rent  from  that  to  which  he 
was  entitled  under  the  contract,  arc  not  an  abandonment  of  it  (Moore  v. 
Crofton,  3  J.  Ac  L.  438). 

Part  performance,  in  order  to  take  o  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
pro-supposes  an  existing  and  completed  agreement;  and  what  is  done  must 
be  done  by  force  of  the  terms  of  such  an  agreement  (Glcngall  (liarl  of)  v. 
Tbynne  ("Lord  E.),  12  Jur.  805,  H.  L.). 
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Proof  of  Delivenj  and  Acceptance  of  Part  of  the  Goods  by  Defendant.] 
If  the  pit.  cannot,  in  an  action  ibr  goods  bargained  and  sold,  above  the  price 
of  10/.,  prove  a  contract  in  writing,  he  must  prove  a  part-delivery  and  ac- 
ceptance of  the  goods,  or  else  a  payment  in  earnest,  or  of  part  of  price,  to 
bind  the  bargain,  see  ante,  p.  98,  as  to  what  is  an  acceptance. 

A.,  by  parol,  sold  to  B.  the  timber  of  certain  growing  trees,  at  a  price 
exceeding  10/.  B.  gave  directions  for  cutting  the  trees,  and  offered  to  sell 
the  butts  to  C.  A.,  by  letter,  required  B.  to  pay  for  the  timber.  B.  by  let- 
ter answered,  that  he  had  bought  the  timber,  but  that  it  was  conditioned  to 
be  sound,  and  was  not  so.  In  assumpsit  for  the  price  of  the  timber:  held, 
that  there  had  been  no  part  acceptance  or  actual  receipt  of  the  goods  to  sat- 
isfy the  statute,  inasmuch  as  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  the  purchaser 
had  divested  himself  of  his  right  to  object  to  the  quality  of  the  goods,  or 
that  the  seller  had  lost  his  lien  for  the  price  (Smith  v.  Surman,  9  B.  &  C. 
561 ;  4  Moo.  &  R.  555). 

Acceptance  of  Offer  by  Post.]  A  letter  offering  a  contract  does  not  bind 
the  party  to  whom  it  is  addressed  to  return  an  answer  by  the  very  next  post 
after  its  delivery,  or  to  lose  the  benefit  of  the  contract ;  an  answer,  posted 
on  the  day  of  receiving  the  offer,  is  sufficient  (Dunlop  v.  Higgins,  1  H.  L. 
Ca.  381  ;  12  Jur.  295). 

A  contract  is  accepted  by  the  posting  of  a  letter  declaring  its  acceptance 
(lb.). 

A  person  putting  into  the  post  a  letter  declaring  his  acceptance  of  a  con- 
tract offered,  has  done  all  that  was  necessary  for  him  to  do,  and  is  not  an- 
swerable for  casualties  occurring  at  the  post  office  (Ib.). 

A  purchaser  offered  a  price  for  an  estate,  and  the  vendor,  by  a  letter  sent 
by  post  and  received  by  the  purchaser  the  day  after  it  was  put  into  the  post 
office,  accepted  the  offer :  held  that  the  vendor  was  bound  by  the  contract 
from  the  time  when  he  posted  his  letter,  although  it  was  not  received  by  the 
purchaser  until  the  following  day  (Potter  v.  Sanders,  6  Hare,  1). 

The  deft,  ordered  goods  by  letter,  which  did  not  mention  any  time  for 
payment.  The  pit.  sent  the  goods,  and  an  invoice  :  held,  that  parol  evi- 
dence was  admissible  to  show  that  the  goods  were  supplied  on  credit,  the 
letter  not  being  a  valid  contract  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (Lockett  v. 
Nicklin,  2  Exch.  93). 

What  amounts  to  Delivery.]  See  ante,  p.  93.  Where  it  is  the  custom 
to  detain  until  certain  disbursements  are  paid,  a  delivery  of  part  is  not  a 
delivery  of  the  whole  (Holdcrness  v.  Shackells,  8  B.  &  C.  618. 

Part  delivery  by  a  currier  to  the  consignee  is  piim'i  facie  such  a  virtual 
delivery  of  the  whole  as  puts  an  end  to  the  consignor's  right  of  stoppage 
in  transif.it  (Bells  v.  Gibbins,  4  Nov.  &  M.  64;  2  Ad.  &  E.  57).  The  seller 
of  250  bushels  of  wheat  to  bo  delivered  within  a  certain  time,  delivering 
130  bushels  only,  which  the  purchaser  accepts,  and  retaining  after  the  expi- 
ration of  the  stipulated  time  of  delivery,  may  recover  the  price  of  the  part 
delivered  (Oxendale  v.  Wetherell,  4  Moo.  &  U.  4'<J9 ;  9  B.  &  C.  386).  By 
the  custom  of  trade  in  Liverpool,  the  transfer  of  a  delivery  order  from  the 
vendor  to  the  vendee,  of  goods,  enables  vhe  latter  to  go  into  the  market,  and 
dispose  of  such  goods.  In  a  case  where  the  vendee  had  thus  disposed  of 
part  which  had  been  delivered,  according  to  his  order,  and  then  became 
bankrupt,  the  .rest  of  the  goods  remaining  in  the  warehouse  of  the  vendor  : 
held,  ih;it  the  latter  was  entitled  to  retain  them:  the  giving  of  the  delivery 
order  not  operating  as  between  the  original  vendor  and  vendee,  as  a  com- 
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plcte  transfer  of  the  goods  (Towntey  v.  Crump,  5  Ner.  &  M.  606 ;  4  Ad. 
&  B.  58).    Goods  under  such  circumstances  are  not,  in  the  order  and  dis- 
position *of  the  bankrupt  vendee  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy, 
within  the  operation  of  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  16,  sect.  72,  and  12  &  13    [  M 13  J 
Viet.  c.  106  (Ib.). 

Proof 'of 'Payment  in  Earnest  to  bind  the  Bargain,  or  a  Part- Payment.} 
There  must  be  an  actual  transfer  of  the  thing  givon:  if  a  purchaser  of  goods 
draw  the  edge  of  a  shilling  over  the  hand  of  the  vendor,  and  returns  the 
money  into  his  pocket,  it  is  not  an  earnest  or  part-payment  to  satisfy  the 
statute,  7  Taunt.  597.  The  delivery  of  a  bill  or  note,  in  part-payment,  is 
sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  act  (Ch.  Bills,  97).  If  any  part  of  the 
price  is  paid  down,  if  it  is  but  a  penny,  or  anv  portion  of  the  goods  is  de- 
livered by  way  of  earnest,  it  i«  sufficient  (2  Bia.  Com.  447).  The  thing 
must  be  given  as  a  token  of  ratification  of  the  contract  (5  Rep.  117). 

Proof  of  Plainti/^$  Readineu  to  complete  Sale  ]  In  an  action  for  not  ac- 
cepting goods,  it  seems  an  averment  and  proof  of  readiness  and  willingness 
to  accept  is  sufficient,  without  an  offer  and  tender  (Uoyd  v.  Lett,  1  C.  B. 
222;  Jackson  v.  Allaway,  6  M.  &  G.  942).  Where  it'is  the  duty  of  the 
pit.  to  tender  the  goods  to  the  deft.,  such  tender  must  bo  averred  and  proved, 
if  traversed.  A  tender  of,  or  rcadincM  and  willingness  to  deliver,  a  larger 
quantity,  is  not  sufficient;  at  least,  unk'&s  it  appear  that  the  deft,  might  have 
had,  and  the  pit.  was  ready  to  deliver,  the  smaller  quantity,  which  the  deft. 
was  really  bound  to  take  (Dixon  v.  Fletcher,  3  M.  A.  W.  146).  If,  by  the 
terms  of  the  sale,  deft,  is  to  take  away  the  goods,  as  is  usually  the  case,  un- 
less otherwise  agreed,  pit.  will  merely  have  to  prove  the  bargain  and  sale 
(Rawson  v.  Johnson,  1  East,  203;  Wilks  v.  Atkinson,  1  Marsh.  412;  Water- 
house  v.  Skinner,  2  H.  &  I*.  447).  Bui,  if  the  pit.  wan  bound,  as  in  ceneral 
he  is,  to  deliver  the  good*,  he  must  prove  his  readiness,  and  oiler  to  deliver 
(Bordinavc  v.  Gregory,  5  Haul,  107).  Thr  pit.  must  have  the  ability  as 
well  as  tl.c  will  to  deliver  the  poods  (Lawrrnru  v.  Know|e«,  5  Binjj.  >?.  C. 
399;  l)e.  Medina  v.  Norman,  9  M.  Ac  W.  H'.'O).  To  sustain  this  allegation 
tlie  pit.  must  prove  that  he  was  ready  to  deliver  the  identical  goods  contracted 
for  (Loyd  v.  Bruit,  1  C.  B.  225;  MX-  Teni|  e*t  v.  Ktlner,  2  I'.  B.  300);  and 
lie  must  afford  nn  opportunity  for  inspecting  the  goods  (Ishcrwood  v.  Whit- 
inore,  10  M.  A:  W.  764).  Where  there  is  an  entire  contract  for  a  specific 
quantity  of  goods,  the  vendee  is  not  bound  to  receive  part ;  and,  though  part 
be  delivered,  he  is  not  liable  to  pny  for  the  same,  if  willing  to  accept  and  pay 
for  the  whole  (Waddington  v.  Oliver,  2  N.  U.  01  ;  2  Stork.  2H1  ;  6  Moo. 
114, /KM/).  And  the  buyer  of  goods  by  sample,  has  a  right  to  inspect  the. 
whole  in  bulk,  at  any  proper  and  convenient  litne,  nnd  may  rescind  the  con. 
tract  if  the  seller  refuse  to  show  it  (Lorymer  v.  Smith,  1  B.  &(-'.!;  S.  C.  'J 
D.  &i  H.  23.  Where  goods  are  bought  nt  a  public  auction,  and  one  <»f  the 
conditions  of  sale  is,  that  the  goods  shall  be  taken  away  at  the  buyer's  cx|tcn*e 
within  fourteen  days,  and  afterwards  a  bought  no'e  is  entered  into,  with  this 
clause,  "  fourteen  days  for  receiving  ntul  tit-livery,"  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
tract is,  that  fourteen  days  shall  be  allowed  to  ihc  purchaser  only,  and  the 
vendor  is  hound  at  all  times  to  bo  ready  to  deliver  (1  Marsh.  514).  As  to 
the  time  within  which  goods  must  be  tendered,  sec  Startup  v.  Macdonnld,  6 
Man.  &  G.  593. 

Damages.]  The  pit.  will  be  entitled  to  recover  the  price  of  the  goods  sold, 
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though  they  have  not  been  delivered.     If  the  article  has  been  re-sold,  as  it 

may  be  if  the  deft,  refuses  to  complete  the  sale,  and  the  article  has 

[*114]  never  been  absolutely  vested  in  the  deft.  (Bloxam  v.  Sanders,  *4  B. 

&  C.  945  ;  7  D.  &*R.  896  ;  6  M.  &  S.  4;  Greaves  v.  Asplin,  3 

Camp.  426),  such  re-sale  should  be  proved,  as  also  the  difference  arising 

thereon,  and  which  difference  pit.  will,  in  general,  be  entitled  to  recover.    If 

there  has  been  any  expense  in  returning  the  goods,  &c.,  the  same  should  be 

proved,  as  statccT  in  the  declaration. 

In  an  action  for  not  accepting  goods  to  be  paid  for  by  a  bill,  the  pit.  is  en- 
titled to  recover  interest  from  the  time  the  bill,  if  given,  would  have  become 
due  (Boyce  v.  Warburton,  2  Camp.  480).  The  difference  between  the  con- 
tract price  and  the  market  price  the  day  on  which  the  contract  was  broken 
is  the  measure  of  damages  (Boroman  v.  Nash,  9  B.  &  C.  145;  Gainsfordv. 
Carroll,  2  B.  &  C.  624).  In  an  action  for  not  accepting  railway  shares,  the 
proper  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  of  the  prices  of  the  shares  on 
the  day  when  they  ought  to  have  been  accepted  and  on  the  day  when  re-sold 
by  the  vendor,  such  re-sale  being  within  a  reasonable  time  (Steward  v.  Canty, 
8  M.  &  W.  160;  Shaw  v.  Holland,  15  M.  &  W.  136;  see  Pott  v.  Flather, 
16  Law  J.,  N.  S.  366,  Q.  B.;  Tempest  v.  Kilner,  3  C.  B.  253 ;  see  Barnard 
v.  Hamilton,  2  Rail.  Ca.  624). 

Where  A.  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  wheat,  to  be  delivered  at  Birming- 
ham as  soon  as  vessels  could  be  obtained  for  the  carriage  thereof,  and  sub- 
sequently (the  market  having  fallen)  gave  the  seller  notice  that  he  would  not 
accept  it  if  delivered,  the  wheat  being  then  on  its  transit  to  Birmingham  : 
held,  in  an  action  against  A.  for  not  accepting  the  wheat,  that  the  proper 
measure  of  damages  was  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  on  the 
day  that  the  wheat  was  tendered  to  him  for  acceptance  at  Birmingham,  and 
refused,  and  not  on  the  day  when  the  notice  was  received  by  the  seller 
(Phillpots  v.  Evans,  5  M.  &  W.  475). 

Evidence  in  Action  for  not  delivering  Goods  Bought. 

Contract  for  Sale,  $~c.~\  In  this  action,  the  pit.  by  proper  pleas  may  be 
called  to  prove  the  contract  of  sale  in  the  same  way  as  in  an  action  for  goods 
bargained  and  sold,  as  ante,  p.  105,  the  breach,  the  performance  of  all  con- 
ditions precedent  on  his  part,  and  the  amount  of  damages. 

Plaintiff'1  s  Readiness  to  complete  Sale,  and  accept  the  Goorh.~\  If  the  goods 
have  been  paid  for,  the  payment  should  be  proved  (post,  "  PAYMENT").  If 
the  goods  have  not  been  paid  for,  and  no  credit  was  agreed  on,  the  pit.  must 
prove  a  tender  of  the  price  (Hob.  41  ;  Smith  v.  Caffm,  Bla.  Com.  448 ;  post, 
"TENDER").  In  an  action,  however,  for  not  delivering  goods  which  the 
deft,  hud  undertaken  to  deliver,  on  request,  at  a  certain  price,  it  is  sufficient 
to  prove  a  readiness  and  willingness  to  receive  the  goods,  and  to  pay  for 
them  according  to  the  sale,  but  that  the  deft,  refused  to  deliver  them,  with- 
out proving  an  actual  tender  (Rawson  v.  Johnson,  1  East,  203;  Waterhouse 
v.  Skinner,  2  B.  &  P.  447;  1  Marsh.  512 ;  see  supra);  and  a  demand  of  the 
goods  is  sufficient  evidence  that  the  pit.  was  ready  and  willing  (Wilkes  v. 
Atkinson,  1  Marsh.  412;  Levy  v.  Herbert  (Lord),  7  Taunt.  318).  If  the 
contract  be  to  deliver  goods  generally,  or  upon  request,  a  special  request  to 
deliver  must  be  proved,  either  personally  or  by  letter  (Back  v.  Owen,  5  T. 
R.  409),  or  by  agent  (Squier  v.  Hunt,  3  Pri.  OS);  unless  there  was  an  abso- 
lute refusal  to  deliver,  or  that  deft,  had  incapacitated  himself  from  so  doing, 
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a*  by  re-selling,  &c.  (10  East,  359;  Amory  T.  Brodrick,  5  B.  dt  A.  712  ; 
1  D.  &  R.  361). 

*  U'hi*re  brokers  sold  hemp  by  auction,  described  in  the  invoice 
as  bought  of  themselves,  "  L  and  Co.,"  and  received  part  of  tlie  f  *115  ] 
price :  held,  that  they  had  made  themselves  personally  responsible 
as  sellers  and  that  they  could  not  defend  themselves  in  an  action  for  non- 
d  l.very  by  evidence  that  they  sold  as  agents,  and  that  the  invoice  had  boen 
made  out  in  their  names,  according  to  a  local  custom  of  brokers,  to  secure 
the  passing  of  the  purchase. money  through  their  hands  (Jones  v.  Littlcdale, 
6  Ad.  At  E.  486).  A.  offered  by  letter  to  sell  D.  certain  goods,  "  receiving 
an  answer  by  the  course  of  post.*1  A.  misdirected  the  letter,  which  caused 
a  delay  in  the  arrival  of  B.'s  answer,  accepting  the  goods,  of  two  days;  on 
the  day  following  that  on  which  it  should  have  arrived,  if  properly  directed, 
A.  sold  the  goods  to  a  third  person.  Held  that  there  was  a  binding  contract 
from  the  moment  the  offer  was  accepted,  and  that  B.  might  sue  for  the  non- 
delivery (Adams  v.  Lindsell,  1  B.  &  A.  081;  see  Dunlop  v.  Higgins,  12 
Jur.  602,  Dom.  Proc.).  An  offer  may,  however,  be  retracted  at  any  time 
before  acceptance  (Cook  v.  Ox  ley,  ST.  R.  053;  Routledgc  v.  Grant,  4  Bing. 
653).  And  a  bidder  at  an  auction  may  retract  his  bidding  before  the  hammer 
is  down  (Payne  v.  Cave,  ib.  18).  Where  the  contract  was  for  the  sale  of 
spungc,  to  be  paid  for  by  ochre,  at,  Arc.,  the  ochre  to  be  delivered  on  or 
before  the  24th  inst.,  to  J.  R. ;  in  an  action  for  not  delivering  the  spunge,  it 
was  held  that  the  delivery  of  ochre  on  the  24th  was  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  plt.'s  right  of  action  (Parker  v.  Rowling*,  4  Bing.  280).  An  agreement 
to  pay  a  sum  **  for  each  load  of  straw  delivered  on  the  premises,"  was  held 
to  impute  payment  fur  each  load  as  delivered ;  and  that,  the  purchaser  rcfus- 
ing  so  to  pay,  the  vendor  was  not  bound  to  send  any  moru  loads  (Withers  v. 
Reynolds,  2  B.  As  Ad.  882). 

An  agreement  was  mode  by  which  the  pit.  agreed  to  buy,  and  the  defi.  to 
sell,  all  the  naphtha  he  might  make  during  two  years;  say.  from  1000  tn 
1200  gallons  p  T  month.  The  declaration  contained  no  averment  as  to  the 
mercantile  use  of  the  word  "  say  ;"  held,  on  demurrer  to  the  pleas,  that  it 
was  no  breach  not  to  have  made  any  naphtha,  then;  being  no  allegation  that 
the  neglect  or  refusal  to  do  so  wa«  in  fraud  of  the  agreement  ((Jwilliin  v. 
Daniel,  2  C.  M.  &i  R.  61).  H«;ld,  that  in  nn  agreement  "  for  the  delivery  of 
goods  on  arrival,  to  be  delivered  wi;h  all  convenient  speed,  but  not  to  exceed 
a  given  day ;"  the  arrival  in  time  for  delivery  on  that  clay  is  a  condition 
precedent,  and  if  they  do  not  arrive  (without  default  of  the  vendor)  the 
agreement  is  null  (Alewyn  v.  Pryor,  R.  A:  M.  40tJ).  The  deft.'s  broker 
entered  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  to  the  pit.  of  fifty  tons  of  palm  oil,  "  to 
arrive  per  the  Mansfield,  Azc.  In  case  of  nnn-nrrival,  or  the  vessels  not 
having  so  much  in  her  after  delivery  of  former  contracts,  this  contract  to  be 
void."  Held,  in  on  action  for  non-delivery,  first,  that  tin?  arrival  of  the  oil 
in  the  Mansfield  was  a  condition  precedent,  and  that  the  pit.  was  not  entitled 
to  the  oil  brought  by  the  Watt;  Secondly,  that  the  contract  for  the  fifty  ton* 
was  entire,  and  that,  the  pits,  were  not  entitled  to  tho  seven  tons  brought  by 
the  Mansfield,  over  what  was  required  to  satisfy  former  contracts  (Lovatt  v. 
Hamilton,  5  M.  &  W.  639). 

The  d«-ft.  agreed  to  deliver  an  original  share  in  tho  Metropolitan  Wood 
Paving  Company,  on  demand  for  value  received:  held,  that  on  actual  request 
to  deliver  was  necessary  to  support  an  action  for  non-delivery  (Green  v. 
Murray,  6  Jur.  728).  A  demand  of  the  price  of  the  shure  is  not  a  sufficient 
demand  to  deliver  the  share  (Ib.). 
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The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  sued  deft,  for  not  delivering  certain  railway 

snares  ;  the  pits,  alleged  in  their  first  count,  that  the  bankrupt  before 

[  *116  ]  his  bankruptcy,  and  his  assignees  since,  were  ready  and  *willing 

to  pay  for  the  shares  ;  it  was  proved  that  the  bankrupt  was  insolvent 

before  his  bankruptcy,  and  that  after  the  bankruptcy  there  were  no  assets : 

held,  that  this  was  sufficient  for  the  jury  to  infer  that  the  bankrupt  and  his 

assignees  had  not  been  ready  and  willing  to  pay  (Lawrence  v.  Knowles,  7 

Sco.  381  ;  5  Bing.  N.  C.  399). 

The  deft,  by  a  bought-and-sold  note,  agreed  to  sell  the  pit.  "100  tons  of 
nitrate  of  soda,  at  185.  per  cwt.  to  arrive  ex  Daniel  Grant,  to  be  taken  from 
the  quay  at  landing  weights,"  &c.,  and  below  the  signature  of  the  brokers 
there  was  the  following  memorandum:  "Should  the  vessel  be  lost  this  con- 
tract to  be  void."  Held,  not  to  amount  to  a  warranty  on  the  part  of  the 
seller  that  the  soda  should  arrive  if  the  vessel  arrived  (Johnson  v.  M'Donald, 
9  M.  &  W.  600).  There  is  no  difference  in  such  cases  between  the  legal 
effect  of  the  words  "  on  the  arrival,"  and  "to  arrive"  (Ib.). 

The  conditions  of  a  sale  at  an  auction  were  that  payment  should  be  before 
delivery,  and  that  the  goods  were  to  be  cleared  away  by  a  certain  day,  or 
else  that  an  auctioneer  might  resell  them.  The  public  had  two  days  to  in- 
spect the  goods  before  the  sale.  A.  purchased  some  goods  at  the  sale,  and 
they  remained  in  the  auctioneer's  warerooms  until  the  time  specified  for 
clearing  them  away;  at  that  lime  A.  insisted  on  measuring  the  goods  before 
he  paid  for  them,  but  was  prevented  by  the  auctioneer ;  upon  which  the 
goods  were  left  upon  the  premises,  and  were  resold  at  a  loss,  for  which  the 
auctioneer  sued.  Held,  first,  that  it  is  an  implied  condition  in  law  in  such 
sales  that  a  purchaser  shall  recover  back  pro  rata,  for  a  deficiency  in  the 
article  which  he  buys,  but  that  it  is  no  implied  condition  that  he  may  insist,  after 
a  lot  is  knocked  down  lo  him  to  measure  it  before  he  pays  for  it;  in  which 
respect  such  a  purchase  differs  from  a  purchase  by  sample  (Pettett  v.  Mit- 
chell, 6  Jur.  1016) ;  secondly,  that  the  delivery  of  the  goods  means  delivery 
for  any  purpose,  whether  to  measure  them  or  take  them  away,  in  which 
sense  "delivering  the  goods"  differs  from  "clearing  away  the  goods"  (Ib.). 
Thirdly,  that  as  he  is  by  ihe  conditions  of  sale  to  pay  for  the  goods  pur- 
chased before  delivery,  and  as  this  delivery  means  delivery  for  any  purpose, 
whether  lo  measure  or  otherwise;  therefore  should  he  wish  merely  to  mea- 
sure the  articles  he  must  pay  their  price  before  they  be  delivered  to  him  for 
this  purpose  (Ib.). 

Damages.]  In  an  action  for  not  delivering  goods  on  a  given  day,  the 
measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and  that 
which  goods  of  a  similar  quality  and  description  bore  on  or  about  the  day 
when  the  goods  ought  to  have  been  delivered,  2  B.  &  C.  624  ;  4  D.  &  R. 
161 ;  and  this,  although  the  pit.  in  the  interim  had  re-sold,  and  refused  to 
complete,  if  the  pit.  did  not  rescind  the  contract  (Leigh  v.  Paterson,  8  Taunt, 
540 ;  S.  C.  2  Moo.  588).  In  an  action  for  not  delivering  railway  shares  on 
a  given  day,  pursuant  to  contract,  the  proper  measure  of  damages  is,  the 
difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the  market  price  on  the  day  when 
the  contract  was  broken  (Shaw  v.  Holland,  15  M.  &  W.  136;  see  Pott  v. 
Flather,  ante,  p.  114).  In  an  action  for  not  replacing  stock  at  a  given  day, 
the  pit.  is  entitled  to  recover  according  to  the  price  on  the  day  of  the  trial 
(Shepherd  v.  Johnson,  2  East,  211).  But  where  goods  are  to  be  delivered 
at  a  future  day,  the  damages  are,  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  that  of  the  goods  after  they  ought  to  have  been  delivered  (Boorman  v. 
Nash,  9  B.  &  C.  145;  Startup  v.  Cortazzi,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  165). 
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*  Evidence  for  Defendant. 

The  evidence  for  the  deft,  will,  in  general,  consist  in  rebutting  the  plt.'s 
proof  of  the  contract  of  sale,  or  the  delivery,  or  the  validity  of  the  contract, 
under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  or  in  reducing  damage*.  For  the  effect  of  MM 
assumpsti,  and  the  evidence  which  may,  in  general,  be  given  under  it,  sec 
"AsscMPsrr." 

In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  where  the  pit.  relies  on  a  quan- 
tum mtruil,  and  no  price  has  been  agreed  on,  it  seems  that  the  deft,  may  give 
evidence  of  the  badness  of  the  article,  in  reduction  of  damages,  to  the  extent 
of  the  real  value  (Basten  v.  Butler,  7  East,  470;  Farnsworth  v.  Garrard,  1 
Camp.  88;  Fisher  v.  Samuda,  1  Camp.  191;  Groning  v.  Mend  ham,  1 
Stark.  257  ;  3  Stark.  32).  He  should,  therefore,  call  witnesses  to  prove  the 
badness  and  real  value.  He  need  not  give  the  pit.  notice  of  his  intended 
defence  (Ib.).  And  in  all  cases  of  goods  sold  at  a  fixed  price  with  a  war- 
ranty, or  agreed  to  be  supplied  according  to  the  special  contract,  the  deft, 
may  show  how  much  less  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  is  worth  by  reason 
of  the  breach  of  warranty  or  contract ;  any  further  damages  sustained  by 
the  deft,  beyond  the  difference  of  value  must  be  recovered  in  a  cross  action 
(Mondcl  v.  Steel,  8  M.  At  W.  850);  and  temUf,  that  the  acceptance  and 
non-return  of  the  goods  by  the  deft,  will  not  preclude  this  defence,  though  it 
may  be  evidence  in  favour  of  pit  of  a  fresh  contract  to  pay  on  a  quantum 
va/ebanl  (\b.  871 ;  Groundsel!  v.  Lamb,  1  M.  &  W.  352).  And  where  the 
goods  have  been  sold  by  tample,  or  oiherwiw,  at  a  rpecific  prior,  be  may 
show  that  the  goods  were  of  inferior  quality,  and  the  pit.  can  only 
recover  their  actual  value  (Germaine  v.  Barton,  3  Stark.  32 ;  and  see  note, 
ib.,  2  Stark.  G).  Goods  sold  on  condition  that  if  not  paid  for  within  a  lime 
specified,  the  owner  may  resell  them,  and  the  vendee  shall  be  answerable 
for  any  low  on  resale,  were,  on  brvarh  of  condition,  resold  at  a  loss :  held, 
that  ntsumjtsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  or  bargained  and  sold,  would 
not  lie,  and  that  the  defence,  might  be  raised  on  non  auttmpnt  (Lomond  v. 
Davall,  9  B.  At  C.  1030). 

The  words  '»  per  sample"  in  a  sale  note  were  held  not  to  be  descriptive 
of  the  commodity  sold,  but  a  mere  collateral  engagement  on  the  part  of  the 
sdlcr  that  it  should  be  of  a  particular  quality,  the  breach  of  which  would  bo 
matter  of  defence,  and  that  therefore  it  need  not  be  stated  in  the  declaration 
(Parker  v.  Palmer,  4  B.  A:  Ad.  :ib7).  When  the  deft,  bought  of  pit  a  quan- 
tity of  rice  per  sample,  according  to  the  conditions  of  sale,  to  bo  put  up  by 
the  proprietors,  if  required,  at  a  certain  place  therein  mentioned,  and  it  did 
not  correspond  with  the  sample,  but  the  deft.,  after  seeing  fresh  samples  infe- 
rior in  quality  to  the  original  purchase  sample,  put  it  up  for  sale  at  a  limited 
price,  and  no  bidding  taking  place  to  that  extent,  !>••  bought  it  in :  held,  that 
ho  could  not  afterwards  repudiate  the  contract  (lh.).  If  tho  bulk  do  not 
accord  with  the  sample,  the  purchaser  is  not  bound  to  accept  or  pay  for 
them,  even  on  an  allowance  being  made  for  their  inferiority,  though  that  be 
the  usage  in  the  trade  (Hibbertv.  Shec,  1  Camp.  113).  If  a  party  purchase 
an  article  at  a  certain  price,  pursuant  to  a  specimen  exhibited,  and  on  deli- 
very it  is  found  to  be  interior,  the  party  cannot,  in  an  action  for  goods  sold, 
Ate.,  set  u [i  the  inferiority  to  the  specimen  :  he  should  have  returned  it,  and 
so  rescinded  the  contract  (Grimaldi  v.  White,  4  Esp.  95;  and  if  the  deft. 
use  an  article  for  the  purpose  of  a  reusonablc  trial  of  its  fitness,  Ace.,  that  will 
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be  a  question  for  the  jury;  and  if,  on  such  trial,  they  were  found  unfit  for 
F  *llft  1  *^e  intended  *purpose,  and  no  notice  thereof  was  given  to  pit.,  the 
J  deft,  will  not  be  liable  for  the  price  originally  stipulated,  but  merely 
for  the  value  of  the  materials  (Okell  v.  Smith,  1  Stark.  107,  cited  in  Street 
v.  Blay,  2  B.  &  Ad.  463;  see  also  1  Saund.  320  b,  1,  n).  But,  if  there  be 
a  specific  price  agreed  on,  deft,  should  give  notice  of  his  intended  defence 
(Basten  v.  Butter,  7  East,  479 ;  3  Stark.  32).  If  a  bill  of  exchange  has 
been  given  for  the  price  the  deft.'s  only  remedy,  if  any,  is  by  cross  action 
(see  1  Camp.  40,  n  ;  2  Camp.  346  ;  3  Camp.  38 ;  14  East,  486),  unless  the 
sale  was  fraudulent,  and  deft,  properly  repudiated  it  (3  Stark.  175,  infra). 
And,  if  the  deft,  has  proceeded  to  use  the  goods,  though  warranted,  without 
any  notice  to  the  pit.  of  their  inferiority,  and  so  deprived  him  of  the  means 
of  ascertaining  their  real  value,  the  pit.  may  recover  his  whole  demand,  and 
deft.'s  only  remedy  is  by  cross  action  (Hopkins  v.  Appleby,  1  Stark.  477). 
But  if  the  deft,  order  a  defined  and  well-known  machine,  it  is  no  answer  to 
an  action  for  the  price  of  it  that  it  does  not  suit  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
bought  (Chanter  v.  Hopkins,  4  M.  &  W.  399;  Olltvant  v.  Bayley,  5  Q.  B. 
288 ;  Cumac  v.  Warriner,  1  C.  B.  356) ;  secus,  if  an  article  be  ordered  to 
be  manufactured  for  a  specific  purpose  (Brown  v.  Edington,  2  Man.  &  G. 
279 ;  Shepherd  v.  Pybus,  3  Man.  &  G.  868). 

The  deft,  may  avail  himself  of  the  defence  of  the  inferior  quality  or  worth- 
lessness  of  the  goods  under  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit  (Cousins  v.  Padden,  2 
C.  M.  &  R.  547;  Dicken  v.  Neal,  1  M.  &  W.  556;  but  see  Roffey  v. 
Smith,  6  C.  &  P.  52 ;  Groundscll  v.  Lamb,  1  M.  &  W.  352).  The  fact  of 
returning  the  goods  without  complaint,  is  not  conclusive  that  they  were  of 
the  quality  contracted  for,  but  it  affords  cogent  evidence  for  the  jury  to  draw 
that  inference  (Ib.,  per  Parke,  B.).  Where  the  contract  contains  a  clause 
releasing  the  pit.  from  all  responsibility  in  respect  of  the  goods  supplied  after 
a  certain  time  of  trial,  the  purchaser  cannot,  after  the  time  is  passed,  prove 
a  latent  defect  in  them  in  reduction  of  the  price,  there  being  no  fraud  alleged 
(Sharp  v.  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  9  M.  &  W.  7).  The  deft, 
cannot  show,  under  non  assumpsit,  that  the  goods  have  been  claimed  since 
the  sale  by  another  person,  the  real  owner  of  them  (Walker  v.  Mellon,  2  C. 
&  K.  346). 

The  buyer  is  bound  to  return  them  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  to  pay 
for  them  (Milner  v.  Tucker,  1  C.  &  P.  15).  Upon  a  contract  to  supply  a 
chandelier  to  light  a  room  of  given  dimensions,  which  the  buyer  kept  and 
used  for  six  months  and  then  returned  :  held,  that  he  was  bound  to  pay  for 
it,  though  not  according  to  contract  (Ib.).  If  the  deft,  ordec  a  threshing 
machine,  which  when  sent  to  him  turns  out  to  be  unfit  for  use,  he  should 
return  it  immediately,  or  else  give  immediate  notice  to  the  vendor  to  fetch  it 
away ;  for,  if  he  keep  it  a  long  time  without  doing  either,  he  will  be  taken 
to  have  waived  all  objections  to  its  goodness  (Cash  v.  Giles,  3  C.  &  P.  407  ; 
Street  v.  Blay,  2  B.  &  Ad.  456).  If  one  purchase  an  article,  and  suffer  it 
to  remain  two  months  on  his  premises  without  examination,  and  then  find  it 
to  be  unfit  for  use,  he  cannot,  after  that  length  of  time,  avail  himself  of  the 
objection  in  answer  to  an  action  for  the  price,  unless  some  deceit  has  been 
practised  with  regard  to  the  article  (Percival  v.  Blake,  2  C.  &  P.  514). 
Where  the  inferiority  of  the  goods  is  set  up,  it  is  no  defence,  unless  an  offer 
to  return  them  be  shown  (Groning  v.  Mendham,  1  Stark.  257 ;  but  see 
Poulton  v.  Lattimore,  9  B.  &  C.  257  ;  Allen  v.  Cameron,  1  C.  &  M.  832), 
even  through  the  quality  of  the  goods  be  warranted  (Hopkins  v.  Appleby, 
supra). 
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Deft,  may  show  that  the  sale  was  fraudulent  or  illegal  (see  antf,  "  FEACD," 
and  post,  "  ILLEGAL  CONSIDERATION." 

•The  employment  of  puffers  at  an  auction,  not  for  the  defensive 
purpose  of  protection  against  a  sale  at  an  undervalue,  but  to  extort  [  '110  ] 
a  high  price,  by  taking  advantage  of  the  eagerness  of  the  bidders, 
will  sometimes  invalidate  the  sale,  on  the  ground  of  fraud  (Ch.  Contr.  227  ; 
Sug.  V.  <k  P.  18,  Ate.;  Cowp.  395;  G  T.  R.  642;  3  Ves.  jun.  630);  and, 
where  the  condition  of  sale  is,  that  "  the  highest  bidder  shall  be  the  pur- 
chaser," a  puffer  cannot  be  legally  employed  (see  Crowder  v.  Austin,  2  C. 
At  P.  208,  and  cases  there  collected ;  and  Ib.  3  Bing.  368),  unless  it  is  an- 
nounced at  ihe  time  that  there  is  a  person  bidding  for  the  owner  (Wheeler 
v.  Collier,  Moo.  At  W.  125). 

In  assumpsit  for  not  completing  the  purchase  of  •  house,  the  deft  cannot 
under  the  general  issue  Ml  up  a  defence  that  the  sale  was  a  sale  by  auction, 
and  void  on  the  ground  of  puffing,  as  this  must  bo*specialiy  pleaded  (Icby 
v.  Grew,  6C.  As  P.  671). 

.  Where  a  bill  was  given  for  the  price  of  a  horse,  fraudulently  sold  under 
a  warranty,  tho  breach  of  lite  warranty  was  held  to  be  a  bar  to  an  action  on 
the  bill,  the  deft,  having  rendered  back  tho  horse,  and  repudiated  the  coo- 
tract  (•„'  Taunt.  2,  3;  Stark.  175).  A  mere  loose  or  general  false  assertion 
of  the  vendor,  as  to  the  value  or  quality  of  the  goods,  being  a  mailer  of  judg- 
ment, and  the  truth  of  which  tho  vendee  might  ascertain,  and  might  embody 
in  his  contract,  would  hardly  be  deemed  sufficient  to  constitute  a  case  of 
fraud,  to  defeat  the  contract  (Sug.  V.  dt  P.  1 ;  and  Ch.  jun.  Contr.  13;  see 
"  FHAUD,"  "  WABKAKTY").  If  a  party  sell  goods,  to  to  delivered  on  a 
future  day,  and  neither  has  the  goods  at  tho  lime,  nor  has  entered  into  any 
prior  contract  to  buy  them,  nor  has  any  reasonable*  expectation  of  receiving 
them  by  consignment,  but  means  to  go  into  tho  market  to  buy  the  goods 
which  he  has  contracted  to  deliver,  ho  cannot  maintain  an  action  on  such 
contract  (Bryan  v.  Lewis,  1  R.  At  M.  347,  overruled  by  Hibblcwhilo  v. 
M'Morine,  5  M.  At  W.  402). 

Deft,  may  show  that  the  action  was  brought  before  the  credit  expired,  and 
thus  nonsuit  the  pit.,  as  nnie,  p.  69).  And  it  need  not  be  specially  pleaded 
(Broomlield  v.  Smith,  1  M.  &  W.  542;  2  Gal.  114;  Jones  v.  Nouncy,  1  M. 
As  W.  542 ;  Knapp  v.  Harden,  Gal.  A:  Dav.  47  ;  Taylor  v.  Hilary,  3  C.  M. 
At  R.  741  ;  Webb  v,  Fuirmaner,  3  M  A:  W.  473).  Where  good*  are  frau- 
dulently bought  on  credit,  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  will  not  lie 
until  tho  credit  has  expired,  although  trover  will  (Ferguson  v.  Carrington,  9 
B.  A:  C.  59;  Struit  v.  Smith,  1  ('.  M.  A:  R.  312).  Goods  were  sold  and 
work  done  upon  an  agreement  that  3U/  was  to  be  paid  in  ready  money,  and 
the  residue  by  bills  of  30/.  each,  payable  in  succciision  every  three  months : 
held,  tlmt  until  the  expiration  of  the  time  thnt  the  lost  bill  would  become  due 
th«;  vendor  could  not  recover  in  an  action  for  good*  sold  and  delivered  and 
work  done,  although  the  deft,  had  omitted  to  pay  the  30/.,or  to  give  the  bill, 
and  that  the  proper  remedy  was  by  a  special  count  for  not  paying  that  sum 
und  giving  the  bills  (Paul  v.  Dod,  1*3  Law  J.  177,  C.  B.). 

\\  here  a  tradesman  makes  out  an  account  for  goods  in  the  name  of  a 
particular  person,  it  must  be  taken  that  they  were  lurnUhed  on  the  credit  of 
such  person,  unless  it  be  shown  by  unequivocal  evidence  that  the  credit  was 
ia  fact  given  to  another  (Storr  v.  Scott,  0  C.  At  P.  241  ;  see  Leggat  v.  Reed, 
1  C.  A;  P.  17  ;  Thompson  v.  Davenport,  9  B.  At  C.  80).  Where  a  brewer 
delivered  beer  to  be  used  in  a  particular  public-house,  he  cannot  make  any 
person  except  the  licensed  keeper  of  the  house  primarily  liable  so  as  to  main- 
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tain  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  (Meux  v.  Humphreys,  Moo.  &  M. 
132 ;  3  C.  &  P.  79  ;  but  see  Brooker  v.  Wood,  4  B.  &  Ad.  1052). 

*Where  one  purchased  goods  and  agreed  to  pay  for  them  in 
[  *120  ]  three  months  by  a  bill  at  two,  which  bill  he  afterwards  refused  to 
give,  an  action  for  goods  sold  will  not  lie  until  the  expiration  of 
five  months  (Mussen  v.  Price,  4  East,  147  ;  Lee  v.  Risden,  2  Mar.  495).  So, 
if  the  agreement  be  six  months  credit,  and  then  payment  by  a  bill  at  two  or 
three  months  at  the  purchaser's  option,  this  is  a  nine  months'  credit  (Helps 
v.  Winterbottom,  2  B.  &  Ad.  431 ;  Price  v.  Nixon,  5  Taunt.  338).  But 
where  goods  were  sold  at  three  months'  credit,  the  vendor  agreeing  to  take 
the  vendee's  bill  at  three  months'  date,  at  the  end  of  the  first  three  months, 
if  he  wished  for  further  time,  and  the  vendee  at  the  end  of  the  three  months 
did  not  give  such  bill,  held,  that  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  might 
be  brought  immediately  (Nickson  v.  Jepson,  2  Stark.  227).  Where  bills 
given  for  goods  are  dishonoured,  the  vendor  may  sue  for  the  price  immedi- 
ately (Hickling  v.  Hardey,  7  Taunt.  312;  Mussen  v.  Price,  supra,-  see 
Owenson  v.  Morse,  7  T.  R.  64;  Kearslake  v.  Morgan,  5  T.  R.  513);  unless 
the  bills  are  in  the  hands  of  third  persons,  for  the  deft,  may  be  called  upon 
by  those  persons  to  pay  them  (Kearslake  v.  Morgan,  supra;  Burden  v.  Hal- 
ton,  4  Bing.  445).  If  a  buyer  pays  for  goods  by  a  bill,  which  the  drawee 
refuses  to  accept,  and  afterwards  desires  that  it  may  be  again  presented  and 
it  will  be  honoured,  the  holder  is  not  bound  to  present  it  or  return  it  (Hick- 
ling  v.  Hardey,  supra). 

Where  the  vendee  gives  a  promissory  note  of  another  person  without  in- 
dorsing it,  the  vendor  may,  on  its  dishonour,  sue  for  the  price  of  the  goods, 
without  proving  presentment  to  the  maker,  the  note  being  produced  by  him- 
self (Goodwin  v.  Coatcs,  1  Moo.  &  R.  221).  If  the  bill  be  on  a  wrong  stamp, 
the  vendor,  in  suing  for  the  price  of  the  goods,  need  not  prove  the  dishonour 
of  the  bill  (Candy  v.  Marriott,  1  B.  &  Ad.  696);  but  by  laches  or  altering  in 
a  material  part,  he  may  make  it  his  own,  and  then  it  would  operate  in  satis- 
faction of  the  preceding  debt  (Alderson  v.  Langdale,  3  B.  &  Ad.  660).  And 
where  the  deft.,  being  indebted  to  the  pit.  for  goods  sold,  indorsed  to  him,  in 
blank,  a  bill  of  exchange  not  due  (drawn  and  accepted  by  two  other  per- 
sons), to  a  greater  amount  than  the  price  of  the  goods,  and  the  pit.  gave  tho 
deft,  the  difference  in  money,  and  the  pit.  lost  the  bill  before  it  was  paid,  it 
was  held  he  could  not  sue  the  deft,  for  the  price  of  the  goods  or  the  lost  bill 
(3  B.  &  B.  235). 

In  calculating  the  time  of  credit,  the  day  of  sale  must  be  excluded ;  so, 
that  where  goods  were  sold  on  the  5th  of  October,  to  be  paid  for  in  two 
months,  an  action  could  not  be  commenced  till  after  the  expiration  of  the 
5th  of  December,  and  a  writ  issued  on  that  day  was  premature  (Webb  v. 
Fairmaner,  supra;  see  Russell  v.  Lcdsam,  14  M.  &  W.  582). 

The  traveller  of  a  tradesman  in  London  called  on  his  employer's  debtor 
in  the  country,  and  being  unable  to  obtain  cash,  consented,  at  the  debtor's 
request,  to  take  an  acceptance  for  the  amount,  and  wrote  the  whole  form  of 
the  bill,  except  the  name  of  the  drawer,  and  sent  it  up  to  his  employer,  tell- 
ing the  debtor  that  he  did  not  think  it  would  be  satisfactory;  the  employer 
kept  the  bill,  but  did  not  put  his  name  to  it  as  the  drawer;  the  traveller  had 
no  authority  to  sign  bills,  but  was  in  the  habit  of  sending  them  up,  without 
a  drawer's  name,  to  prevent  risk  by  loss  :  held,  that  these  facts  did  not 
amount  to  proof  of  the  drawing  of  a  bill,  so  as  to  prevent  the  creditor  from 
recovering  for  his  original  demand,  before  the  instrument,  purporting  to  be 
a  bill,  became  due  (Vyse  v.  Clarke,  5  C.  &  P.  403).  The  delt.'s  traveller 
entered,  and  signed  in  the  plt.'s  order  book,  the  following  contract: — 
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"Of  E.  Y.  39  pockets  Sussex  hope,  •Springett's ;  5  pockets  Kenwood'* 
78*.;  Springett's  to  wait  orders."  In  an  action  for  (be  non-delivery  of  the 
39  pockets :  held,  that  parol  evidence  of  the  course  of  dealing  between  the 
parties  was  not  admissible  to  show  that  the  sale  was  at  a  credit  of  six  months 
(Ford  v.  Yates,  2  Sco.  N.  R.  645 ;  2  Man.  di  G.  549). 

A  purchaser  cannot  rescind  hi*  own  contract  at  an  auction,  on  the  ground 
tint  he  has  refused  to  pay  the  auction  duty,  pursuant  to  the  conditions  of 
•ale,  notwithstanding  the  statute  7  Gco.  III.  c.  50,  enacts,  "that  in  case  of 
such  refusal,  the  bidding  shall  be  null  and  void,  to  all  intents  and  purpose*" 
(Malins  v.  Freeman,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  614). 

A  purchaser  of  goods  accepted  a  bill  for  the  price,  which  the  vendor  in* 
doraed  over,  and  the  indorsee  recovered  judgment  on  the  bill  against  the 
purchaser,  but  did  not  take  out  execution ;  afterwards  the  vendor  took  up 
the  bill,  and  received  a  mortgage  from  the  purchaser,  from  which,  however, 
there  were  no  proceeds:  held,  that  the  vendor  was  not  in  point  of  law  paid 
for  the  goods,  Tarleton  v.  Allhuscn,  2  Ad.  Ac  E.  3*2).  To  an  action  for 
goods  sold,  Are.,  the  deli  pleaded  as  to  9/.,  part,  die.,  that  ho  at  the  plt.'s 
request,  put  his  name  as  acceptor,  to  a  stamped  bill  of  exchange  (or  20/. 
(there  being  no  drawer's  name  to  it),  partly  lor  the  debt,  and  partly  for  his 
acommodation,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  pit.,  who  accepted  it  in  pay* 
ment  of  the  debt,  and  that  the  bill  had  not  become  due  at  the  time  the  action 
was  commenced.  The  pit.  replied,  that  the  bill  then  remained  in  his  hand* 
unnegotiated  and  unpaid,  and  without  any  drawer's  name  to  it :  held,  that 
this  replication  was  no  answer  to  the  plea,  and  that  the  pica  was  good  (Simon 
v.  Lloyd,  3  Dowl.  613;  2  C.  M.  dt  R.  187).  ymtrr,  whether  it  would 
have  been  held  good  if  it  had  been  demurred  to  (Ib.). 

A.  sells  to  U.  rum,  lying  in  tin-  warehouse  of  C  ,  at  L.,  and  delivers  to  B. 
an  invoice,  with  marks  and  numbers :  H.  accepts  the  drafts  of  A.  lor  the 
price,  and  wlls  to  I).,  and  obtain*  payment  front  I). ;  the  usage  at  L.  is,  for 
the  vendor  to  deliver  to  the  venJcc  delivery  order*,  addressed  to  the  ware* 
houseman,  who  accepts  such  order*;  no  delivery  order  is  given  by  A-  lo  B  , 
except  for  a  small  portion  of  the  goods,  which  U.  receives;  by  the  permis- 
sion of  B.,  but  without  the  knowledge  of  A.,  I).  gauge*  and  coopers  the  cask 
in  the  warehouse,  and  mark*  them  with  hi*  inni.il*;  upon  B.'s  acceptance 
being  dishonoured,  A.  bus  a  lien  upon  the  rum  for  th  •  price  (Dixon  v.  Yatcs, 
5  B.  Ac  Ad.  313).  The  pit.  having  purchased  limber  growing  on  the  land 
of  B.,  felled  it,  and  then  sold  it  to  one  J.,  at  so  much  per  cubic  fool ;  J.  to 
be  at  lilierty  to  convert  the  timber  on  the  land  ;  the  tree*  were  marked  and 
measured  by  J.,  the  number  of  cubic  feet  in  each  tree  being  ascertained, 
but  the  total  contents  were  not  summed  up;  some  of  the  trees  wore  taken 
away  by  the  purchaser:  held,  that  the  transfer  of  the  whole  wa*  complete, 
and  consequently  th;»t  the  vendor  had  no  ri-jlil  of  lien  for  the  unpaid  price 
of  the  timber  (Tansley  v.  Turner,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  151  ;  2  Sco.  23*). 

Where  the  seller  of  good*,  which  have  not  been  paid  for  according  to 
contract,  retakes  them  of  the  buyer  without  his  consent,  ulthou^h  under  cir- 
cumstances inducing  n  suspicion  of  fraud  in  the  buyer,  such  retaking  would 
be  no  answer  to  an  nction  by  the  seller  for  the  price  ((Jillard  v.  Bntuim,  8 
M.  A:  W.  575).  Where  goods  are  sold  for  ready  money,  and  payment  is 
made  accordingly,  no  debt  arises;  such  payment  is  therefore  provable  under 
the  general  issue,  and  need  n  »t  bo  pleaded  (Bus<ey  v.  Barnuit,  9  M.  Ac  W. 
312;  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  046.  But  set;  Littl*  child  v.  Banks,  14  Law  J.  350,  Q. 
B.).  In  an  action  for  goods  sold,  dec.,  the  deft,  cannot  insist  that 
*tho  contract  of  sale  was  illegal  and  void  (as  a  snlc  of  fireworks,  [  *122  ] 
contrary  to  statute  9  &  10  W.  111.  c.  7),  without  having  pleaded 
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the  defence  specially,  although  such  illegality  appears  completely  by  the 
plt.'s  own  evidence  (Fenwick  v.  Laycock,  1  Q.  B.  414). 

A  defence  that  there  has  not  been  a  sufficient  memorandum,  in  writing,  to 
satisfy  the  statute,  may  be  taken  under  the  general  issue  (Johnson  v.  Dodg- 
son,  2  M.  &  W.  652  ;  Elliott  v.  Thomas,  3  M.  &  W.  170 ;  Leaf  v.  Tuton, 
12  M.  &  W.  393;  Buttermere  v.  Hayes,  5  M.  &  W.  460;  Eastwood  v. 
Kenyon,  11  Ad.  &  E.  441 ;  but  see  Barnctt  v.  Glossop,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  633). 
But  it  seems  the  objection  is  answered  by  showing  an  acceptance  and  actual 
receipt  of  part  of  the  goods  after  action  brought  (Ib.). 

In  an  action  for  'not  accepting  goods,  or  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  the 
contract,  &c.,  may  be  disproved.  Where  an  entire  contract  for  goods  is 
performed  in  part,  no  action  will  lie  in  respect  of  what  has  been  done,  until 
after  the  expiration  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  completion  of  the  whole;  but, 
when  some  of  the  goods  have  been  delivered,  and  the  vendor  does  not  return 
them,  on  the  failure  of  the  vendor  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  the 
latter  may  bring  an  action  for  the  value,  not  the  stipulated  price,  of  those 
goods,  though  he  is  liable  in  a  cross-action  for  the  breach  of  his  contract 
(Shiplon  v.  Cassan.  5  B.  &  C.  383;  8  D.  &  R.  130;  but  see  Walker  v. 
Dixon,  2  Stark.  281). 

If  non  assumpsit  be  pleaded  to  a  special  count  for  not  accepting  or  not 
delivering  goods  sold,  it  will  deny  the  contract  of  sale  on  the  terms  and  on 
the  consideration  alleged  (1  Ch.  PI.  by  Pearson,  385).  But  it  would  not 
deny  the  performance,  on  the  part  of  the  pit.,  of  a  condition  precedent  (see 
Gibson  v.  Harris,  8  C.  &  P.  378  ;  Kingdon  v.  Cox,  15  Law  J.  95,  C.  P.) ; 
as,  the  plt.'s  readiness  and  willingness  to  accept,  or  deliver,  &c.,  or  that  he 
requested  the  deft,  to  perform  the  contract,  when  such  a  request  is  necessary 
(see  Bach  v.  Owen,  5  T.  R.  409 ;  Radford  v.  Smith,  3  M.  &  W.  254). 

If  the  goods  be  sold  by  sample,  the  deft,  may  show  that  the  bulk  does  not 
accord  with  the  sample,  although  the  usual  mode  of  adjusting  disputes  of 
this  kind  is  by  making  an  allowance  for  the  difference  (Hibbert  v.  Shee,  1 
Camp.  113);  so  that  the  goods  do  not  correspond  with  the  kind  mentioned 
in  the  contract  (Tye  v.  Fynmore,  3  Camp.  462) ;  under  the  general  issue 
(Cousins  v.  Padden,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  547). 

Where  the  seller  represents  that  the  bulk  is  of  equal  quality  with  the 
sample  shown,  and  the  sale  note  does  not  refer  to  the  sample,  it  is  no  de- 
fence that  the  goods  are  not  equal  to  the  sample,  though  perhaps  it  would  be 
ground  of  a  special  action  for  the  fraud  (Meyer  v.  Evereth,  4  Camp.  22; 
Pickering  v.  Dawson,  4  Taunt.  779 ;  Rain  v.  Old,  2  B.  &  C.  634).  If  one 
purchase  by  sample,  he  has  a  right  to  inspect  the  bulk  at  a  proper  and 
convenient  time,  and  if  the  seller  refuse  to  show  it,  he  may  rescind  the 
contract  (Lorymer  v.  Smith,  1  B.  &  C.  1  ;  see  Parker  v.  Palmer,  4  B.  & 
A.  387). 

So,  under  the  general  issue,  deft,  may  show  that  the  goods  were  furnished 
under  a  special  contract,  with  a  condition  annexed,  which  the  goods  deli- 
vered did  not  comply  with  (Grounsdell  v.  Lamb,  1  M.  &  W.  352).  A  plea, 
which  stated  that  a  boat,  warranted  sound  by  the  pit.,  had  turned  out  un- 
sound, and  was  only  worth  a  certain  sum,  which  had  been  paid,  was  held 
bad  on  demurrer  (Dicken  v.  Neale,  1  M.  &  W.  556).  So,  that  the  goods 
should  be  shipped  within  the  current  month,  and  landed  in  London  (Alexan- 
der v.  Gardner,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  671 ;  Heyselden  v.  Staff,  5  Ad.  &  E.  161  ; 
see  1  Ch.  PI.  by  Pearson,  221).  So,  that  the  goods  delivered 
[  *123  ]  *formed  part  of  several  parcels  ordered  under  an  entire  contract 
for  the  whole  of  the  goods,  that  the  part  delivered  had  been  re- 
turned in  due  time,  and  that  no  more  had  been  delivered  before  action ;  for, 
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in  such  case,  no  promise  to  pay  for  those  delivered  can  be  implied  (I  Ch. 
PI.  by  Pearson,  230,  210).  So  that  the  goods  were  supplied  in  part  pay- 
ment of  the  deft.'s  wages  (Wilson  v.  Story,  4  Jur.  463).  So,  that  a  ihirtl 
person  ordering  goods  in  dcft.'s  name,  had  no  authority  to  do  so;  therefore, 
where  goods  were  ordered  by  the  wife,  the  deft,  may  show  that  she  had 
committed  adultery  (Symes  v.  Good  fellow,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  532).  A  person 
is  only  liable  to  pay  for  goods  supplied  to  his  wife  upon  an  implied  contract, 
and  it  is  not  for  the  deft,  to  prove  that  he  has  given  notice  to  the  pit.  not  to 
supply  the  goods  to  his  wife,  but  it  lies  on  the  pit.  to  satisfy  tho  jury  that 
the  deft.'s  wife  contracted  the  debt  on  the  authority  of  the  husbnnd.  As  to 
whether  the  want  of  a  stamp,  or  the  insufficiency  of  a  stamp  maybe  given  in 
evidence  under  this  plea,  see  Calvcrt  v.  Baker,  4  If.  &  W.  417  J  Mason  v. 
Bradley,  11  M.  dc  W.  590;  po$l,  "STAMP." 

Under  a  contract  to  purchase  300  tons  of  Campcachy  logwood,  at  35/. 
per  ton,  &c.,  to  be  of  real  merchantable  quality,  and  such  as  might  be  deter- 
mined to  be  otherwise  by  impartial  judges,  lo  be  rejected ;  the  vendee  is 
bound  to  take  so  much  of  the  wood  tendered  as  turned  out  lo  be  of  the  sort 
described  at  tho  contract  price,  though  it  appears  at  tho  time,  that  a  part 
(afterwards  ascertained  to  bo  sixteen  out  of  the  300  tons)  was  an  inferior 
and  different  discription  (Graham  v.  Jackson,  14  Bui,  408).  Where  a 
joint  order  is  given  for  several  articles  at  several  prices,  the  contract  is 
entire,  and  the  purchaser  may  refuse  lo  accept  one  without  the  others  (Cham- 
pion v.  Sturt,  1  Camp.  53 ;  Baldey  v.  Parker,  2  B.  Ac  C.  37).  On  a  con- 
tract to  purchase  "  about  300  tons  more  or  less,**  tho  purchaser  is  not  bound 
to  accept  350  tons,  at  least,  unless  it  be  shown  that  a  largo  excess  was  con- 
templated, for  these  words  provide  only  for  a  small  excess  (Cross  v.  Hglin, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  106).  The  pit.  contracted  to  sell  to  deft,  ten  tons  of  linseed 
oil  at  a  certain  price,  "  to  be  free  delivered  within  the  last  fourteen  days  of 
March.**  In  case  for  refusing  to  accept  the  oil,  the  declaration  staled  the 
contract  t'n  lute  tr/&t,  averred  a  tender  and  offer  to  deliver  within  &c.,  and 
a  refusal  by  deft,  to  urn-pi  or  pay  for  the  same.  Plea,  that  tender  was  made 
on  the  last  of  (he  fourteen  days  of  March,  at  a  late  lime  of  thai  day,  to  wit, 
at  nine  o'clock  at  night,  the  same  being,  by  reason  of  such  lateness  thereof, 
an  unreasonable  and  improper  lime  for  such  tender.  It  was  made  at  half- 
past  eight  o'clock  on  the  evening  of  the  31st  of  March,  when  (lie  workpeople 
had  all  left  the  warehouse :  the  jury  found  that  tin-  tender  was  made  at  an 
unreasonable  and  improper  time.  Held,  that  the  <!•  fi.  wns  cntiiled  to  tho 
verdict,  a  delivery  within  reasonble  hours,  that  i*,  the  ordinary  hours  of 
business  being  implied  (Startup  v.  M'Donald,  '2  Sco.  N.  R.  485).  And 
since  the  contract  is  to  be  so  understood,  the  declaration,  which  also  sets  it 
out  is  to  be  understood  in  the  same  sense,  rind  therefore  a  pica  to  such  a 
declaration  "  that  the  goods  were  not  delivered  in  a  reasonable  and  proper 
time,"  is  a  good  plea  and  no  departure  (Ib.).  A.,  by  letter,  requested  B.  to 
purchase  for  him  150  bales  of  cotton.  The  letter  contained  the  following 
terms: — "  Upon  executing  the  above,  and  forwarding  a  bill  of  lading,  I  will 
accept  your  draft  at  sixty  days'  sight  after  the  receipt  of  the  bill  of  lading:" 
held,  that  B.  was  bound  to  deliver  the  bill  of  lading  as  soon  after  its  arrival 
as  he  conveniently  could,  without  reference  to  the  arrival  or  unloading  of  the 
cargo  (Barber  v.  Taylor,  5  M.  &  W.  527).  The  •  buyer  of  n  par- 
cel of  wheat  by  sample,  has  a  right  to  inspect  the  whole  in  bulk  at  [  *124  ] 
any  proper  and  convenient  time,  and  if  the  seller  refuse  to  show  it 
to  A.,  the  buyer  may  rescind  the  contract  (Lorimer  v.  Smith,  1  B.  &  C.  1). 
As  to  tho  right  of  a  deft,  to  rescind  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  goods  on  the 
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ground  of  the  pit.  refusing  to  pay  for  the  first  part-delivery  of  them,  see 
Ivey  v.  Young,  1  Moo.  &  R.  545. 

In  the  case  of  agreement  required  to  be  in  writing  under  the  statute  of 
frauds,  a  parol  agreement,  even  before  breach,  that  it  should  be  abandoned 
in  part  is  void  (Goss  v.  Nugent  (Lord)  5  B.  &  Ad.  67 ;  Falmouth  (Earl) 
v.  Thomas,  1  Car.  &  M.  89 ;  Harvey  v.  Grabham,  5  Ad.  &  E.  61 ;  see 
further  Ch.  PI.  by  Pearson,  384). 

In  an  action  against  the  vendor  for  not  delivering  goods,  he  may  disprove 
the  contract  of  sale,  &c.,  or  the  plt.'s  compliance  with  the  conditions  of  the 
sale,  as,  the  payment  of  the  price,  &c.  (ante,  p.  105).  Where  the  vendor's 
engagement  to  deliver  is  absolute,  it  is  no  defence  thnt  he  was  prevented 
from  completing  the  bargain  by  inevitable  accident  (10  East,  530;  2  Camp. 
57,  n.).  On  a  sale  of  goods  (expected  by  a  particular  ship)  "on  arrival," 
if  no  goods  arrive  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade  and  navigation,  the  vendor 
(deft.)  is  not,  in  general,  liable,  the  contract  being  conditional  (2  Camp.  326, 
n. ;  3  Camp.  274) ;  but,  where  the  contract  was  "  for  goods  to  be  sent  to 
the  vendee  on  an  insurance  being  effected,  terms,  three  months'  credit  from 
the  lime  ofarriva/,"  and  which  insurance  was  effected  in  the  name  of  the 
vendee,  it  was  held,  the  property  in  the  goods  vested  in  him  immediately 
they  were  forwarded,  and  in  the  course  of  the  transit,  and  were  then  at  his 
risk  (4  B.  &  C.  219 ;  S.  C.  6  D.  &  R.  283 ;  and  see  2  Camp.  56 ;  6  B.  & 
C.  360). 

For  other  defences  see  the  various  titles  throughout  the  work. 


GRANT. 

See  ante,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  803,  1001,  1051,  "  CHARTER,"  "  PRESUMPTIVE 

EVIDENCE." 


GUARANTEE,  ACTION  ON.  (a) 
FORM  OF  REMEDY,  p.  124. 

FORM  OF  PLEADINGS,  p.  125.  Declaration,  p.  125. — Pica,  p.  127. — Repli- 
cation, p.  127. 

PRECEDENTS,  p.  129. 

EVIDENCE  FOR  PLAINTIFF,  p.  129. — Inducement,  p.  129. — Proof  of  the 
Contract  in  Writing,  under  Statute  of  Frauds,  p.  129. —  When  Statute 
does  not  Apply,  p.  133. — Forbearance  to  Sue,  p.  134. — Assignment  of 
Debt,  p.  134. — Indemnity,  p.  135. — Form  of  Note,  §-c.,  in  Writing, 
p.  137. — Past  Consideration,  p.  139. — What  Contracts 'within  the  Act, 
p.  140. — Stamp,  p.  145. — Plaintiff's  Performance  of  Contract,  p. 
145. — Breach,  p.  145. — Damages,  p.  148. 

EVIDENCE  FOR  DEFENDANT,  p.  149. —  Verdict,  p.  156. 


(a)  2  U.  S.  Dig,  Tit.  "Guaranty,"  p.  472;  2  Supp,  U.  S.  Dig.,  p.  87;  I  Ar  n.  DiS.  p. 
290;  2Id.  p.  2  J?  [3  Id.  p.  258. 
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Form  of  Remedy. 

The  mode  of  enforcing  a  contract  of  guarantee  by  action  is  by  a  special 
action  of  assumpsit,  which  is  the  only  remedy  when  the  contract 
is  not  under  seal  (2  Saund.  62  6;  1  Ch.  PI.  115, 127;  2  Vent.  36;  [  *125  ] 
1  Saund.  211  a,  tfl ;  Mines  v.  Sculthorp,  2  Camp.  215).     Debt 
does  not  lie  (Hnrdw.  486 ;  Com.  Dig.  Debt,  B ;  2  B.  &  P.  83 ;  Paralow  v. 
Bay  ley,  2  LA.  Raym.  1040).     If  the  contract  be  under  seal,  then  the  form 
of  remedy  mutt  depend  on  the  nature  of  such  contract  (see  *•  DEBT,**  **  Cov- 

•II  AWT**). 

Form  of  Pleadingt. 

The  declaration  must  bo  special,  and  the  common  counts  will  not  suffice 
(1  Saund.  Ill  a,  b;  Miner  v.  Sculihorpe,  '2  Camp.  215;  ante,  p.  80). 

A  guarantee  for  good*  addressed  to  one  of  two  partners  may  be  declared 
on  as  given  to  both,  if  it  appear  that  the  partner  to  whom  it  was  addressed 
did  not  carry  <>n  any  separate  business  (Walton  v.  Dobson,  3  C.  &  P.  162). 
If  it  be  not  addressed  to  any  one,  it  will  enure  to  the  benefit  of  those  to 
whom  and  f!»r  whom  it  wa*  delivered  (Ib.)  Where  it  wan  given  personally 
and  individually  to  one  of  several  partners  in  a  firm,  held  that  an  action 
should  be  brought  in  th--  nam^s  of  all  the  firm,  if  it  appeared  that  it  was 
intended  for  thu  benefit  of  all  (Garrett  v.  Handley,  7  D.  A:  K.  144  ;  4  B.  At 
C.  664) 

A.  drew  a  bill  nominally  for  a  specific  purpose,  which  he  was  authorized 
to  do,  and  got  it  discounted  wi'h  some  bankers,  who  held  a  guarantee  from 
B.  for  that  particular  bill ;  A.  applied  the  money  to  other  purpose*,  and  B. 
was  obliged  to  pay  the  banker  under  his  guarantee  :  «rm  Vr,  (hat  A.  subjected 
himself  to  a  special  action  on  the  rase  (James  v.  Fleming,  7  B.  At  C.  217). 
It  i«  not  necessary  in  the  declaration  to  stale  an  agreement,  note  or  memo* 
randutn,  or  the  tcrtm  ol*  any  such  or  the  pnrti<-s  thereto,  or  (hat  it  wan  in 
writing,  or  signed  by  the  dolt. ;  not  even  in  a  replication  to  a  pica  averring  that 
no  agreement,  or  note,  or  memorandum  stating  the  consideration  in  writing, 
*igne«l  by  the  deft,  was  shown  or  stated,  and  such  plea  was  held  had  on 
special  demurrer  (Lilly  v.  Hewitt,  11  Pri.  494;  but  see  Sounder*  v.  Wake- 
field,  infra,  and  Page  v.  Jarvis,  8  M.  A:  W.  130).  It  is  no  objection  that 
the  consideration  ns  set  out  is  inadequate,  for  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  a 
full  and  adequate  consideration  to  maintain  assumpsit  on  a  promise  and  under* 
taking;  a  good  and  valuable  consideration  tu  law  is  all  that  is  necessary  to 
state  for  that  purpose  (Page  v.  J.irvis  past,  p.  r«!0) ;  therefore  if  the  undertak- 
ing were  to  be  answerable  for,  and  to  repay  money  advanced,  and  to  be 
advanced  (o  a  limited  amount  to  n  third  person,  it  cannot  be  objected  that 
the  money  already  advanced  was  an  insufficient  consideration  to  ground  the 
undertaking  (Ib.).  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  over  a  request  made  to  the  party 
himself  in  the  first  instance  to  pay  the  debt  before  the  guarantee ,was  resorted 
to;  ut  least  an  averment  that  he  had  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the 
money,  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  action  against  the 
guarantor  (II).).  The  declaration  stated  that  one  W.  A.  S.  was  in  the  custody 
of  i he  warden  of  the  Fleet,  in  execution,  at  the  plt.'s  suit,  upon  a  judgment 
in  this  court,  and  tint  in  consideration  that  thu  pit.  would  cause  him  to  be 
discharged,  and  would  take  his  warrant  of  attorney  for  the  debt  aud  costs, 
the  deft,  undertook  that  W.  A.  S.  should  be  forthcoming  to  satisfy  the 
.  mount  of  the  judgment  to  be  entered  upon  the  warrant  of  attorney,  on  the 
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18th  of  July,  1840,  at  the  office  of  Mr.  A.,  and  also  that  one  day's  previous 
notice  of  meeting  W.  A.  S.  should  be  given  to  Mr.  A.  Averment  that  pit. 
confiding,  &c.,  did  discharge  W.  A.  S.  out  of  custody,  and  took  a  warrant 
of  attorney  for  the  debt  and  costs.  Breach  that  W.  A.  S.  *was 
[  *126  ]  not  forthcoming  to  satisfy  the  amount  of  the  judgment  so  to  bo. 
entered  up  as  aforesaid,  at  the  day  and  place  agreed  on,  nor  was  a 
day's  notice,  &c.,  given  to  Mr.  A.  Held  sufficient  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
without  an  averment  that  judgment  was  actually  entered  up  on  the  warrant 
of  attorney  (Page  v.  Jarvis,  8  M.  &  W.  136  ;  5  Jur.  412).  It  must,  as  in 
other  cases,  sufficiently  set  out  the  consideration,  the  undertaking,  and  the 
breach  (ante,  "  ASSUMPSIT"). 

In  an  action  on  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another  person,  in  considera- 
tion of  forbearance,  though  some  demand  recoverable  at  law  or  in  equity 
must  be  staled,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  subject-matter  of  the  debt 
(Rarrell  v. Trussell,  4  Taunt.  117),  and  unnecessary  particularity  should  bo 
avoided  (Pea.  117). 

A  count  averring  that  J.  A.  made  a  bill  of  sale  of  goods  to  the  pit.  in  con- 
sideralion  of  a  debt  of  122/.  19s.  due  from  J.  A.  to  the  pit.  and  the  pit.  being 
nbout  to  sell  his  goods  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  the  deft,  undertook  to  pay 
him  122/.  19s.  if  he  would  forbear  to  sell,  cli/c.s  not  show  that  this  is  a  promise 
to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  with  sufficient  distinctness  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  statute  (Barrell  v.  Trussell,  supra). 

The  contract  must  be  correctly  set  forth,  or  a  variance  will  be  fatal  (ante, 
p.  18G  to  200).  Where  the  declaration  stated  that  the  (lefts,  undertook  to 
indemnify  A.  from  holding  goods  in  his  warehouse  on  iheir  behalf,  and,  on 
production  of  the  written  guarantee,  it  appeared  that  the  dcfts.  only  guaran- 
teed him  for  holding  the  goods  in  his  warehouse  on  their  behalf,  it  was  held 
that  this  was  no  variance,  as  it  must  be  implied  he  was  to  deliver  them  up 
to  the  dcfts.  (4  Moo.  515 ;  and  sec  1  B.  &  C.  18). 

Where  the  declaration  alleged  that  in  consideration  that  the  pit.  at  the 
request  of  the  deft,  would  consent  to  suspend  proceedings  against  A.  the 
deft,  promised  &c.,  and  the  evidence  was  an  agreement  in  these  terms,  viz. : 
"The  pit.  having  at  my  request  consented  to  suspend  proceedings  against  A., 
1  do  hereby  in  consideration  thereof  promise  to  pay  30/.  on  the  1st  day  of 
April:"  held,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  consideration  was  sufficiently 
described,  the  fair  construction  being  that  the  consideration  was  that  the  pit. 
would  suspend  proceedings  against  A.  until  the  1st  of  April  (Payne  v. 
Wilson,  7  B.  &  C.  423). 

The  contract  need  not  be  stated  to  have  been  in  writing,  under  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  though  it  is  said  to  be  otherwise  in  a  plea  (Anon.  Salk.  519  ;  3 
Burr.  1890,  per  Yates,  J. ;  Case  v.  Barber,  Raym.  50  ;  but  sec  Peacock  v. 
Pervis,  2  B.  &  B.  362 ;  1  Saund.  270  a,  n.  2 ;  4  East,  400).  A  plea  of 
tender  to  the  action  will  supersede  the  necessity  of  producing  in  evidence  a 
written  agreement ;  for,  by  payment  of  money  into  court  upon  that  plea,  the 
deft,  admits  the  cause  of  action  (Middleton  v.  Brewer,  Pea.  15).  If  the  deft.'s 
contract  was  to  pay  the  debt  of  a  third  person  on  request,  such  request  must 
be  averred  and  proved  (Cro.  Jac.  500;  Ow.  109;  1  Saund.  32,  n.  2 ;  2  B. 
&  C.  685 ;  ante,  p.  210 ;  sedvide  1  Stra.  88,  89 ;  Walton  v.  Mascall,  13  M. 
&  W.  452 ;  Maylam  v.  Norris,  2  D.  &  L.  832). 

The  declaration,  after  reciting  an  agreement  between  the  defts.  and  H., 
guaranteeing  the  payment  of  2750/.  due  from  R.  to  II.,  stated,  that  the  defts. 
promised  in  consideration,  that  pit.,  at  the  request  of  the  defts.  would  advance 
a  sum  of  1000/.,  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  2750/.,  and 
in  further  consideration  that  the  pit.  would  forbear  to  put  in  force  a  judgment 


GUARANTEE,  ACTION  ON.  199 

which  he  held  against  R.  In  support  of  this  declaration  a  letter  was  put  in 
containing  the  following  stipulation:  "The  payments  which  have  been 
guaranteed,  are  to  be  made  as  follows ;  10007.  immediately  ;  for 
•which  purpose  that  amount  which  you  have  kindly  agreed  to 
advance  is  to  be  applied ;  and  the  remaining  1750/.  in  to  be  pro-  [  '127  ] 
vided  by  Mr.  D.  and  Mr.  N.  before  the  29th  September  next.  It 
is  also  arranged,  that  the  1000/.  to  be  advanced  by  you  shall  be  repaid  at 
the  rate  of  150/.  per  annum,  on  account  of  the  principal  and  interest,  so  long 
as  the  collieries  continue  to  be  worked,  until  fully  paid,  and  the  first  1507.  to 
be  paid  on  the  1st  of  June,  1637,  as  the  arrangement  of  the  assignees  has 
been  committed  to  writing  and  signed,  and  Mr.  D.  and  Mr.  N.  will 
verify  their  statement  by  their  signatures  thereto,  I  shall  give  Mr.  D.  an 
order  on  you  for  the  10007.  when  bo  returns  to  London,  I  have  only 
further  to  observe,  that  these  arrangements  arc  on  tno  condition,  that  the 
judgments  which  you  hold  for  200uV.  shall  not  be  in  force  so  as  to  molest  or 
prejudice  D.  and  N.,  nor  unless  they  should  require  it  to  be  done  for  their 
protection."  Held,  thnt  the  nature  of  the  promise,  and  th«  consideration  for 
it,  did  not  appear  in  the  letter  with  sufficient  certainty,  and  that  the  conside- 
ration was  nut  correctly  set  forth  in  the  declaration  (Lang  v.  Nevill,  0  Jur. 
217).  A  declaration  upon  an  undertaking  to  indemnify  and  save  harmless 
the  pit.  from  all  actions,  &c.,  which  might  be  brought  by  one  C.,  for  or  in 
respect  of  rent  then  due,  or  to  become  due  fur  certain  premises,  staled,  that 
C.  brought  an  action  against  the  pit.  for  rent  claimed  to  be  duo  for  the  occu- 
palton  of  the  premises  for  a  certain  time  then  elapsed ;  that  the  pit.  was 
forced  and  obliged  to  pay  lite  same,  and  that  the  deft,  had  failed  to  indemnify 
him:  held,  bad  on  general  demurrer,  for  not  showing  that  the  rent  in  respect 
of  which  C.  brought  hi*  action,  was  due  at  the  lime  of  tin-  defts.'  promise, 
or  became  due  afterwards  (Lesrnberg  v.  Kvnnt,  3  Man.  A:  G.  210;  3  Sco. 
N.  R.  45).  Where  a  pit.  "  lent  his  acceptance"  to  a  deft. :  hclJ,  that  tin 
term  implied  a  contract  of  indemnity,  and  might  In-  declared  on  as  such 
(Reyno  ds  v.  Doyle,  1  Man.  A:  G.  "50 ;  2  Sco.  N.  R.  45). 

A  breach  assigiu-d  in  the  words  of  the  contract  of  guarantee  will  suffjcu 
(ante,  p.  1H3;  21U).  If  the  deft.'s  promise  was  to  pay  the  debt  of  n  third 
person,  a  breach  that  the  dell,  did  not  piy  it  will  suffice  (1  Sid.  178;  2 
Roll.  1,  15,  738;  but  see  Lilly  v.  Hewitt,  Pri.  494);  bu?,  if  the  mutter  to  be 
performed  by  the  deft,  depend  on  some  otlvr  event,  it  seems  proper,  not 
merely  to  assign  the  breach  it)  the  terms  of  the  contract,  but  first  to  aver 
that  such  event  took  place  (G  Taunt.  45;  but  see  Ilig^ins  v.  Dixon,  14  Law 
J.  329) ;  as  in  debt  on  a  bond,  conditioned  that  n  collector  of  poor-rates 
should  render  on  account  of  moneys  received,  it  should  be  averred  that  ho 
did  receive  moneys,  and  then  that  he  did  not  render  on  account  thereof  (fb.  ; 
sed  vide  1  Pri.  109;  and  sec  further,  antt,  p.  183;  219). 

If  the  written  memorandum  contain  a  guarantee  partly  good  under  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  and  partly  bad  (thus,  when;  the  consideration  was  for 
goods  furnished,  and  goods  to  be  furnished  ,  care  must  be  taken  lo  declare, 
so  as  to  let  in  proof  of  the  good  part  only  (Wood  v.  Benson,  2  C.  &i  J.  95;  see 
Com.  Dig.  Action,  Assumpsit,B,  13);  and  if  the  promise  be  laid  as  an  entire  one, 
the  failure  of  proof  of  the  consideration  will  afford  a  defence  (Thomas  v.  Wi|. 
Hums,  10  B.  &C.GG1;  Nigeten  v.  Wallace,  7  Ad.  &  E.  49 ;  Head  v.  Baldrey,6 
Ad.  &i  K.  459).  If  the  guarantee  be  a  continuing  one,  it  will  be  necessary  so  to 
describe  it,  and  not  treat  it  as  for  one  transaction  only  (see  Martin  v.  Wright, 
9  Jur.  1815,  Q.  B.;  14  Law  J.  142;  Hitchcock  v.  Hurnfrey,  5  Man.  At  G. 
559).  So,  if  there  be  any  credit  fixed  by  the*  guarantee,  the  declaration 
should  be  conformable  thereto :  the  guarantee  hud  belter  be  set  out  in  its 
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own  terms  (see  Morrison  v.  Trenchard,  4  Man.  &  G.  709 ;  see  Johnson  v. 

Nicholls,  1  C.  B.  251).     Where  the  declaration  was,  that  the 

[  *128  ]  *deft.    "  would    pay,"    and    the   guarantee   was,  that  he   would 

"guarantee  the  payment,"  the  variance  was  amended  at  the  trial, 

under  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  23  (Hanbury  v.  Ella,  1  Ad.  &  E.  61). 

No  notice  of  non-payment  by  the  principal,  or  demand  on  the  surety, 
seems  necessary  to  be  averred  or  proved  (Atkinson  v.  Carter,  2  Chit.  Rep. 
403). 

Plea.]  To  an  action  on  a  guarantee,  if  the  promise  be  not  in  writing, 
the  deft,  may  plead  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  but  the  plea  must  be  so  framed  as 
not  to  amount  to  the  general  issue  (1  Moo.  &  P.  294) ;  but  see  Eastwood 
v.  Kennyon,  where  it  was  held  that  it  need  not  be  pleaded  specially  (11  Ad. 
&  E.  438  ;  Johnson  v.  Dodgson,  2  M.  &  W.  653;  ante,  p.  122).  If  the 
agreement  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  another  action,  it  must  be  shown  on  the  face 
of  the  plea  that  it  was  in  writing,  for  otherwise  it  would  not  appear  that  it 
was  an  agreement  whereon  an  action  might  be  maintained  (Case  v.  Barber, 
T.  Raym.  450). 

It  is  a  good  bar,  that  before  breach,  a  new  contract  has  been  made  to  pay 
absolutely  (Taylor  v.  Hillary,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  741  ;  3  Dowl.  401).  The 
declaration  stated,  that  the  cleft,  guaranteed  the  payment  of  goods  furnished 
by  pit.  to  II.,  at  the  deft.'s  request:  plea,  that  before  breach  of  that  under- 
taking, it  was  agreed  between  pit.  and  deft.,  that  pit.  should  supply  goods  to 
H.,  and  that  they  should  be  paid  for  at  the  end  of  three  months,  by  a  joint 
bill  at  four  months,  to  be  accepted  by  the  deft., .which  agreement  of  the  deft, 
before  breach  of  the  former  declared  on,  the  pit.  accepted  in  full  discharge 
of  such  former  agreement,  and  released  the  deft,  from  performing  it:  held, 
on  demurrer,  that  the  second  agreement  did  not  require  to  be  in  writing  pur- 
suant to  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  being  an  agreement  by  which  the  deft, 
became  absolutely  bound,  as  an  original  debtor,  and  not  being  an  accord  and 
satisfaction,  but  a  substituted  contract,  afforded  a  good  defence  to  the  action, 
without  alleging  performance  (Ib.).  The  dc:ft.  may  show  under  non  assump- 
sit,  that  the  consideration  alleged  in  the  declaration  is  not  the  actual  conside- 
tion  to  be  inferred  from  the  instrument  (Raikcs  v.  Todd,  8  Ad.  &  E.  486). 
A  guarantee  being  a  mere  contract  of  indemnity,  cannot  form  the  subject  of 
set-off  (Morley  v.  Inglis,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  58 ;  5  Sco.  314). 

Replication.]  Where  the  plea  was,  that  no  note  in  writing  was  signed 
by  deft.,  or  any  person,  &c.,  semb/e,  the  pit.  cannot  take  issue,  but  must  set 
out  the  agreement  in  his  replication  (Lowe  v.  Eldrcd,  1  C.  &  M.  239). 
Where  the  deft,  pleads  that  the  contract  declared  on  was  a  guarantee  for 
the  debt  of  another,  and  that  no  memorandum  thereof,  stating  the  considera- 
tion, was,  or  is,  in  writing  signed  by  the  deft.,  or  any  person  authorized  by 
him,  the  pit.  may  reply  that  a  memorandum  of  agreement  in  writing,  stating 
the  consideration  wtis  signed  by  the  deft,  without  selling  out  such  memoran- 
dum (Wakcfield  v.  Sutton,  2  Ad.  &  E.  78).  W.  and  Co.  being  about  to 
engage  P.  C.  as  a  clerk,  L.  and  D.  addressed  the  following  letter  to  them, 
"Entertaining  the  highest  opinion  of  P.  C.'s  integrity,  &c.,we  hold  ourselves 
responsible  to  you  in  the  sum  of  500/.  sterling,  for  his  discharging  faithfully 
arid  honestly  any  duty  assigned  or  trust  reposed  in  him :  and  we  are  ready 
to  execute  deeds  to  that  eilect,  or  for  that  or  any  larger  sum,  when  you 
may  require  it."  Alter  the  receipt  of  this  letter,  P.  C.  entered  into  the 
service  of  W.  and  Co.,  and  was  employed  by  them  as  clerk  at  their  brewery 
at  B.  until  1821,  when  he  was  removed  to  another  brewery  of  W.  and  Co.'s 
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at  L.  W.  and  Co.  sued  L.  and  D.  on  the  above  guarantee.  The  first  four 
counts  of  the  declaration  stated,  the  undertaking  to  *be  for  dis- 
charge of  duties  at  B.  In  the  six  following,  it  was  stated  to  be  for  [  '129  ] 
the  discharge  of  duties  as  agent  generally,  laying  the  consideration 
to  be,  that  W.  and  Co.  would,  at  the  request  of  L.  and  D.,  appoint  P.  C.  as 
their  agent,  stating  that  they  did  so.  The  deft,  pleaded  the  general  issue, 
and  that  there  was  no  note  or  memorandum  in  writing,  signed  by  deft,  show* 
ing  the  consideration  for  the  promise  stated  in  the  declaration.  The  pit., 
took  issue  upon  the  first  of  these  pleas,  and  to  the  second,  replied,  that  there 
was  a  note  in  writing,  signed  by  the  deft,  showing  the  consideration  of  the 
promises.  Demurrer,  for,  that  the  replication  had  the  effect  of  putting  mat* 
ters  of  law  to  the  jury,  but  was  overruled  in  the  court  below,  and  this  judg- 
ment was  affirmed  :  held,  also,  that  the  consideration  in  the  guarantee  was 
such  as  was  alleged  in  the  sixth  count,  which  was  as  general  as  the  letter 
(Lysaght  v.  Walker,  5  Bli.  N.  S.  1). 


Precedent*. 

The  form  of  the  declaration  must  so  depend  on  the  particular  (acts  of  each 
case,  that  none  can  be  usefully  given  as  a  general  precedent:  see  form  of 
declaration  on  a  guarantee  to  pay  money ;  in  consideration  of  forbearance, 
to  a  third  person  (2  Ch.  PI.  186) ;  the  like,  to  pay  money,  in  consideration 
of  a  sale  of  good*,  to  a  third  person  (16.  231 ) ;  the  like,  for  not  indemnify* 
ing  pit.,  who  had  guaranteed  deft.'s  debt  (Ik  234).  For  the  fidelity  of  a 
clerk  (Lyall  v.  IIig»ios,  4  IJ.  It.  .VJ-  ;  Norton  v.  Powell,  4  Man.  At  G.  42). 
To  pay  a  debt,  or  pive  a  bill  of  1U«.  in  lite  |>oun«l,  in  consideration  that  pit. 
would  discharge  from  custody  L.  a  third  party  (llulchcr  v.  Stuart,  1  1).  At 
L.  3UH;  Browne  v.  l>«-u,.-.  5  B.  A.  Ad.  749;  Smith  v.  Montcith,  13  M.  At 
W.  427  ;  Ilask'ham  v.  Young,  5  Q.  B.  Ki.f ;  Lane  v.  Bnrgharl,  3  Man.  A- 
G.  5U7).  See  olher  forms.  Chit.  jun.  by  Pearson,  125 — 12U. 


Evidence  fvr  J'ltiintijf. 

The  pit.  should  b"  prepared  to  prove  the  inducements,  if  any,  stated  in  the 
declaration  ;  the  deft.'s  contract  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds;  the  plt.'s  per- 
formance of  the  contract ;  the  breach  ;  the  damag'.-s. 

Jntlttcrmrnt.]  The  inducement,  if  any,  stated  in  the  declaration,  should 
be  substantially  proved;  and,  if  stated  as  matter  of  description,  it  must  be 
literally  proved  (see  ante,  p.  186).  In  an  action  on  deft.'s  uunrantec  to  pay 
the  debt  of  a  third  person,  though  a  larger  sum  b--  stated  to  be  due  to  pit. 
from  such  third  person,  the  exact  amount  of  such  sum  need  not  be  proved 
(Bray  v.  Freeman,  H  Taunt.  171);  S.  ('.  2  Moo.  114;  we  Currick  v.  Bin- 
grave,  1  B.  A:  B.  53(5 ;  Jones  v.  Ashhurnham,  4  Ha.  p.  455 ;  Marshall  v. 
Birkenliart,  1  N.  II.  172;  ante,  p.  112). 

Proof  of  tiie  Contract.]  The  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Fronds, 
amongst  other  things  enacts,  that  "no  action  shall  be  brought  to  charge  the 
deft,  upon  any  special  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage, 
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of  another  person,  unless  the  agreement  upon  which  such  action  shall  be 
brought,  or  some  memorandum  or  note  thereof,  shall  be  in  writing,  and 
signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  some  other  person  thereunto 

by  him  lawfully  authorized." 

[  *130  ]  *The  statute  does  not  apply  unless  there  had  been  originally  some 
credit  given  to  another  person,  and  the  payment  guaranteed  by  the 
deft.,  or  there  was  some  liability  on  the  part  of  the  third  person  to  the  pit. 
(Hargreaves  v.  Parsons,  13  M.  &  W.  5G1 ;  Eastwood  v.  Kenyon,  11  Ad. 
&  E.  438).  But  it  applies  if  the  deft.'s  engagement  was  collateral,  and  the 
slightest  credit  was  given  to  or  any  liability  was  to  exist  on  his  part  as  be- 
tween him  and  the  pit.  (Ib.).  It  must  be  a  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt 
of  or  a  default  in  some  duty  by  some  third  person  to  the  promisee  (liar- 
greaves  v.  Parsons,  13  M.  &  W.  570;  Thomas  v.  Cook,  8  B.  &  C.  728). 

It  has  therefore  been  held  in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  J. 
S.,  in  consequence  of  a  parol  promise  by  the  deft,  to  the  pit.,  in  these  words: 
"I  will  pay  you  if  J.  S.  will  not."  J.  S.  having  been  entered  in  the  plt.'s 
books  as  the  debtor,  that  this  promise  was  a  collateral  undertaking  within 
the  statute  (Jones  v.  Cooper,  Cowp.  227).  The  doft.  had  asked  M.  (one  of 
the  pits.),  whether  he  was  willing  to  serve  J.  S.  with  goods,  M.  answered  that 
he  did  not  know  J.  S.,  to  which  M.  replied,  "  If  you  do  not  know  him  you 
know  me,  and  I  will  sec  you  paid."  J.  S.  afterwards  wrote  to  the  pits,  to 
order  certain  goods,  which  were  sent  to  him,  and  they  debited  J.  S.  for  these 
goods  in  their  books,  and  having  refused  to  pay  for  them,  an  action  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  was  brought  against  the  deft.  Held,  that  the  case  was 
within  the  statute,  Duller,  J.,  observing  that  the  rule  now  was  that  "  if  the 
person  for  whose  use  the  goods  are  furnished  be  liable,  any  other  promise 
by  a  third  person  to  pay  that  debt  must  be  in  writing"  (Matson  v.  Wharam, 
2  T.  R.  80). 

And  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  promise  or  guarantee  be  made,  or  the 
goods  furnished,  before  the  debt  has  been  contracted,  or  afterwards  ;  "  for,  if  the 
person  for  whose  use  the  goods  are  furnished  is  liable  at  all,  any  other  promise 
by  a  third  person  to  pay  that  debt  must  be  in  writing,  otherwise  it  is  void  by 
the  Statute  of  Frauds"  (per  Duller,  J.,  Matson  v.  Wharam,  2  T.  R.  80;  3 
C.  &  P.  130;  Jones  v.  Cooper,  Covvp.  227  ;  and  sec  1  Moo.  &  P.  130 ;  see 
per  Lord  Dcnman,  C.  J.,in  Green  v.  Cress  well,  10  Ad.  &  E.  459) ;  and  the 
question  as  to  whom  the  credit  is  given  is  the  criterion  by  which  the  appli- 
cation of  the  statute  is  to  be  regulated:  for  it  applies  even  where  the  pit. 
says  to  deft.,  "1  will  not  sell  him  (meaning  third  person)  the  goods,  unless 
you  will  undertake  that  he  shall  pay  me  for  them;"  but,  if  he  refuse  to 
deliver  the  goods  to  such  third  person,  any  deft,  undertakes  absolutely  to  pay, 
it  is  otherwise  (Croft  v.  Smallwood,  1  Esp.  121  ;  2  Ld.  Raym.  1087  ;  Back- 
myr  v.  Darnell,  1  Salk.  27);  or,  if  the  deft,  merely  ordered  the  goods  to  be 
sent  to  such  person,  it  would  be  otherwise,  as  the  credit  would  then  be  given 
to  deft,  alone  (Ib.;  1  Saund.  211  b). 

Where  the  pit.  had  agreed  with  H.  to  sell  him  six  oxen,  and  five  were 
delivered,  but  the  sixth  was  withheld  until  the  money  for  it  was  paid,  and 
the  deft,  said  "he  would  pay  the  pit.  for  it,"  on  a  named  day,  and  thereupon 
the  pit.  delivered  it  to  H. :  held,  that  deft.'s  verbal  promise  was  void  (Par- 
sons v.  Walter,  3  Doug.  14,  n.  (e) ). 

An  action  was  brought  against  a  lieutenant  in  the  navy,  for  the  amount 
of  goods  supplied  to  the  crew  of  the  ship,  and  the  promise  was,  "to  see  the 
pit.  paid  at  the  pay-table."  The  court  decided  that  this  was  a  collateral  en- 
gagement and  within  the  statute,  and  relied  on  the  improbability  that  the 
deft.,  considering  his  situation,  could  have  intended  to  become,  or  was  con- 
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sidcred  to  have  primarily  rendered  himself  responsible  for  «o  large  an 
amount ;  and  they  thought,  from  the  nature  of  the  cose,  the  plr. 
relied  on  the  *power  of  the  officer  over  the  fund  out  of  which  the  [  M31  ] 
men*a  wages  were  to  be  paid,  and  gave  credit  to  that  fund,  rather 
i  to  thu  lieutenant  (Keate  v.  Temple,  1  B.  A:  C.  158). 
And,  where  deft,  i*  under  a  hgal  obligation  to  pay,  a*,  for  expenses  in  the 
of  a  pauper,  the  statute  does  not  apply,  and  a  written  promise  »  un- 
necessary (B.  N.  P.  281 ;  3  B.  4:  P.  250 ;  4  M.  &  S.  375).  And,  where 
|iit.  advanced  money  on  a  promise  of  deft,  to  his  grandson,  an  inf  »nf ,  it  i« 
not  within  the  statute;  for, as  the  infant  in  not  liable,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
the  credit  was  given  to  the  deft.  (Harris  v.  Hunchback,  1  Burr.  373).  Where 
deft,  guaranteed  the  debt  of  a  married  woman  (see  Maggs  T.  Ames,  4  Bing. 
470).  And,  whore,  a  person  undertook  to  complete  a  certain  work  in  the 
deft/s  house,  and  being  unable  to  supply  the  timber,  the  deft,  undertook  to 
pay  for  it  out  of  the  money  he  had  to  pay  him  when  the  house  was  finished, 
this  was  held  to  be  a  direct,  and  not  a  collateral,  undertaking  (Dixon  v.  Hat- 
field,  2  Bing.  4.10). 

An  undertaking  by  the  deft,  that,  if  the  pit.  would  lend  his  gelding  to  a 
third  person,  deft,  would  re-deliver  it,  is  within  the  statute,  and  should  be  in 
writing  (Barkmyr  v.  Darnell,  Raym.  1095;  Salk.  27). 

A.  an  agent  sells  to  B.  an  agent  a  quantity  of  shoes  and  receives  bills  of 
exchange  in  payment,  B.  being  pressed  to  indorse  them  refuses  but  writes  a 
letter  to  A.  in  which  he  flncloto*  the  bills,  and  adds  "  should  they  not  bo 
honoured  when  due  he,  B.,  would  see  them  paid :  holden,  a  sufficient  agree- 
ment wiihin  the  statute  to  bind  B.  to  pay  for  the  goods  in  default  of  his  prin- 
cipal (Morris  v.  Sfuddy,  Holt,  N.  P.  ('.  153). 

Where  the  original  transaction  i«  altered,  and  a  new  consideration,  moving 
from  the  pit.  to  the  deft.,  takes  place,  a  promise  made  by  the  deft,  to  the  pit. 
will  not  be  within  the  statute ;  as,  where  the  pit.  (a  broker),  having  a  lien  on 
some  policies  of  assurance  effected  for  his  principal,  P»r  whom  he  hid  given 
his  acceptances,  the  deft-  promised,  in  consideration  of  his  giving  up  the 
policies,  that  he  would  provide  for  the  pnyment  of  those  acceptances  as  they 
became  duo ;  this  wns  held  to  be  a  promise  not  within  th«s  statute,  and  the 
pit.  wns,  therefore,  allowed  to  support  it  by  parol  evidence  (Browning  v. 
Stallard,  5  Taunt.  450 ;  Castling  v.  Aubert,  ii  Kast,  332 ;  cited  by  Parke,  B. 
in  Andrews  v.  Smith,  as  an  exception  to  thu  general  rule,  tlml  the.  under- 
taking  i*  collateral  \\lvrcvcr  there,  is  nn  original  debt  ('2  C.  M.  A:  K.  031 ;  3 
Burr.  1880).  So,  if  a  tradesman  having  goods  in  his  possession  upon  which 
ho  has  a  lien,  part  with  these  goods  on  the  promise,  of  a  thin!  party  to  pay 
ilie  demand,  such  promise  is  not  within  tin?  sta'ute  (Houlditch  v.  Milne,  3 
lisp.  87  ;  Biirrell  v.  Trussell,  4  Taunt.  117). 

And,  where  the  pit.  was  about  to  distrain  for  rent,  and  tlie  deft,  (an  auc- 
tioneer), being  in  possession  of  the  goods,  and  about  to  sell  them  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  by  virtue  of  n  bill  of  sale  made  bv  the.  tenant,  pro- 
mised to  pay  the  debt,  this  promise  need  not  be  in  writing  (Williams  v.  L/.-per, 
3  Burr.  1800;  R:tmpion  v.  Paulin,  4  Bing.  'Jti4).  The  deft.,  in  consideration 
of  the  plt.'s  withdrawing  a  distress  tor  rent  promised  to  pay  out  of  the  pro- 
duce of  the  sale  of  the  effects:  held,  that  this  was  a  positive  engagement  to 
pay  if  the  goods  were  sufficient,  and  that  proof  tint  the  goods  produced  the 
amount  of  n-nt,  in  on  action  on  the  guarantee,  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  recover, 
although  there,  were  prior  claims  (Stephens  v.  Pell,  'J  C.  At  M.  710;  4  Tyrw. 
0).  A.  owed  the  pit.  half  a  year's  rent,  duo  on  the  25th  of  March;  the 
deft,  was  about  to  sell  ihe  goods  of  A.  on  the  premises  in  August.  On 
the  day  of  sale  the  pit.  came  there  to  distrain  for  the  arrears  of  rent.  The 
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deft.,  in  consideration  *that  the  pit.  would  not  distrain,  verbally  promised 
to  pay  not  only  the  rent  due,  but  that  which  would  become  due  at  the 
Michaelmas  following :  held,  that  the  latter  promise  was  one  founded  on 
a  new  consideration,  distinct  from  the  demand  which  the  deft,  had  agninst 
A.,  and  therefore  void,  by  the  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
and  that  the  promise  being  entire,  and  in  the  commencement  void  in  part, 
was  void  altogether,  and  that  the  pit.,  therefore,  could  not  recover  from 
the  deft,  the  rent  due  on  the  25th  of  March  (Thomas  v.  Williams,  10  B.  & 
C.  664  ;  Lexington  v.  Clark,  2  Vent.  224 ;  Chater  v.  Beckett,  7  T.  R.  201 ; 
see  also  Mechelan  v.  Wallace,  7  Ad.  &  E.  49  ;  see  ante,  p.  127 ;  see  also 
Green  v.  Cresswell,  10  Ad.  &  E.  453).  A  landlord  who  authorizes  a  dis- 
tress for  rent  is  responsible  for  the  necessary  expenses  :  and  therefore,  where 
the  pit.  was  sent  by  the  deft,  to  take  possession  of  the  goods  distrained,  the 
deft,  promising  to  pay  him,  the  latter  is  not  liable  without  a  note  in  writing 
(Colman  v.  Eyles,  2  Stark.  62).  So,  where  pit.  having  distrained,  for  rent 
arrear,  goods  which  the  tenant  was  at  that  time  about  to  sell,  agreed  with 
defts.  to  deliver  up  the  goods,  and  to  permit  them  to  be  sold  by  one  of  the 
defts.  for  the  tenant,  upon  defts.'  joint  undertaking  to  pay  pit.  all  such  rent 
as  should  appear  to  be  due  to  him  from  the  tenant,  and  he  thereupon  delivered 
up  the  distress:  held,  that  this  agreement  was  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
because,  as  soon  as  the  pit.  had  distrained,  he  had  in  his  own  hands  his 
remedy  for  recovering  his  rent,  and  the  tenant  was  at  that  time  no  longer 
indebted  (Edwards  v.  Kelly,  6  M.  &  S.  204).  So,  a  promise  to  pay  a  debt, 
in  consideration  that  the  pit.,  who  had  taken  his  debtor  in  execution  on  a  ca. 
sa.,  would  agree  to  his  discharge,  is  a  promise  not  within  the  statute,  the  dis- 
charge operating  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  debt  (Goodman  v.  Chase,  recog- 
nised in  Butcher  v.  Stuart,  11  M.  &  W.  857  ;  Lane  v.  Burghart,  1  Q.B.  933; 
see  the  cases  cited  at  length,  Selw.  N.  P.  831,  &c.). 

Where  A.,  an  attorney,  having  commenced  certain  business  for  B.  which 
he  had  undertaken,  refused  to  proceed  without  a  promise  from  C.  to  pay  all 
further  expenses:  held,  that  this  was  ihe  inchoate  business  and  debt  of  an- 
other, and  that  C.  was  not  liable  on  such  a  promise  without  a  note  in  writing 
(Barber  v.  Fox,  1  Stark.  270;  Parsons  v.  Walter,  3  Doug.  14  c).  Where 
during  the  pendency  of  a  chancery  suit  between  A.  and  B.,  which  C.  con- 
ducted as  attorney  for  A.,  an  agreement  was  made  between  B.  and  C.,  with 
the  consent  of  A.,  purporting  that  in  consideration  of  the  suit  being  put  an 
end  to,  B.,  the  deft.,  in  equity  promised  to  pay  C.,  the  attorney,  the  costs  due 
to  him  from  A.,  the  pit.,  in  equity:  held,  an  agreement  by  B.,  the  deft,  to 
pay  the  debt  of  another,  and  ought  to  be  in  writing  (Tomlinson  v.  Gill,  6 
Ad.  &  E.  564;  and  see  Green  v.  Cresswell,  10  Ad.  &  E.  453).  A  parol 
promise  by  a  third  party  to  pay  a  certain  sum  and  costs,  in  consideration 
that  the  pit.  would  not  proceed  to  trial,  and  would  withdraw  his  record  in  an 
action  against  a  third  party  for  an  assault,  is  valid,  such  promise  being  an 
original  undertaking,  and  the  third  party,  the  deft,  in  the  action,  for  an 
assault,  not  being  a  debtor,  that  he  did  not  appear  to  have  been  guilty  of  any 
default  or  miscarriage,  and  that,  as  the  cause  was  not  tried,  he  might  have 
succeeded,  and  therefore  was  never  liable  to  the  particular  debt,  damages,  or 
costs  (Read  v.  Nash,  1  Wils.  305). 

The  deft,  in  consideration  that  the  pit.  would  not  sue  J.  S.,  promised  to 

pay  the  pit.  the  money  due  from  J.  S.     This  is  within  the  statute,  for  there 

is  not  any  consideration  stated  for'which  the  pit.  had  promised  not  to  sue; 

and  if  there  had  J.  S.  could  not  have  availed  himself  of  this  agree- 

[  *133  ]   ment  between  the  deft,  and  pit.,  but  the  debt  *would  still  have  sub- 
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•tsted,  and  consequently  the  promise  was  collateral  (Rothery  v.  Curry,  B. 
N.  P.  281). 

But  where  A.  had  wrongfully,  and  without  the  license  of  B.,  ridden  his 
hone,  and  thereby  caused  his  death :  held,  that  a  promise  to  B.  by  a  third 
person,  to  pay  him  a  sum  of  money  in  consideration  that  B.  would  not  bring 
any  action  against  A.,  is  a  collateral  promise  to  answer  for  the  miscarriage 
of  another,  and  must  be  in  writing  (Kirkham  v.  Matter,  3  B.  Ac  A.  618). 
The  liability  of  a  del-crtdcn  agent  is  collateral,  and  must  be  in  writing  it 
(Gall  v.  Cumber,  13  Moo.  279;  Theobald  on  P.  and  3.  46). 


Whm  the  Statute  don  not  appfy.]  When  the  credit  is  given  entirely  to 
the  deft.,  and  it  is  agreed  that  he  alone  is  to  be  liable ;  thus,  where  the  sale 
was.  in  fact,  lo  him,  although  ih"  goods  were  delivered  to  or  for  the  use  of 
another,  the  statute  does  not  apply,  and  the  deft,  is  liable  on  Ms  parol  agree- 
ment under  the  common  count,  for  goods  sold  (Croft  v.  Smallwood,  1  Bsp. 
121 ;  1  Saund.  21  a,  n. ;  Edge  v.  Frost,  4  I).  Ac  R.243;  Langdale  v.  Parry, 
2  D.  At  R.  3-J7 ;  Barber  v.  Pox,  1  Stark.  270). 

The  question  as  to  whom  the  credit  is  given  is  a  quttiion  of  fact  for  the 
jury,  to  bo  collected  from  the  whole  transaction  (Anderson  v.  Hayman,  1  H. 
Bl.  120;  5  Taunt.  450;  Simpson  v.  Panton,  2  C.  At  M.  430);  and  the  deli, 
very  of  the  goods  having  been  made  before  the  guarantee,  has  been  held  as 
the  strongest  presumption  of  the  credit  not  having  been  given  to  deft.  (1 
Burr.  373);  but  is  not  conclusive  (Keate  v.  Temple,  1  B.  Ac  P.  158). 

A  memorandum  by  E.,  **  I  engage  to  pay  for  all  gas  which  mny  be  con- 
sumed in  the  M.  Theitre,  whilst  occupied  by  A.  B.,  i*  an  original  under* 
taking  or  order  by  E.,  and  the  common  count  for  good*  sold  is  sufficient 
(Wood  v.  Benson,  1  C.  «V  J.  04).  \V.  having  undertaken  to  complete  cer- 
tain work  in  the  deft.'*  house;  but  wa«  unable  to  procure  timber,  which  the 
pit.  suppli  d  on  i  he  dcft.'s  undertaking,  "  to  pay  him  out  of  the  moiv-y  that 
he,  the  deft.,  had  lo  pay  \V.,  provided  W.'s  work  was  completed  :**  held, 
not  a  collateral,  but  a  direct  undertaking  (l)ixon  v.  Hatfield,  2  Hing.  430). 
So,  when;  II.  was  employed  to  do  work  on  certain  houses,  and  the  deft,  was 
employed  as  surveyor  uver  him,  and  lo  receive  moneys  to  be  paid  lo  II.  for 
such  work,  nnd  in  consideration  thai  the  pli.  would  provide  and  deliver  to  II. 
such  materials  as  should  be  required  to  ennhlc  him  to  do  the  work,  the  deft, 
promised  the  pit.  lo  pay  him  for  them  otii  of  such  moneys  received  by  him 
as  should  become  due  lo  II.  for  the  work,  if  II.  should  give  him  an  order 
for  that  purpose  :  held,  that  such  promise  was  an  original  undertaking,  and 
good,  though  not  in  writing  (Andrews  v.  Smith,  2  C.  M.  At  R.  627). 

A.  having  commenced  certain  business  for  B.  which  he  had  undertaken, 
refused  to  proceed  without  a  promise  from  C.  to  pay  the  further  expenses: 
held,  that  such  promise  must  be  in  writing  (Barber  v.  Fox,  1  Stork.  270). 
l£uetrt!i  whether  on  undertaking  to  pay  the  pits,  the  amount  due  from  thn 
defts.  to  Mr.  B.,  for  work  to  be  done  by  B.,  in  consideration  that  pit.  will 
advance  money  to  B.  is  a  guarantee  (Parkins  v.  Moravia,  1  C.  At  P.  370). 

Win-re  it   appeared  that  the  mother  took  lier  son  lo  school,  the  father 
being  then  alive,  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  what  transpired  on  the  occasion  ; 
afterwards,  a  bill  was  delivered  to  the  deft,  (the  boy's  uncle)  who  said  it  was 
quite  right  to  deliver  the  bill   to  him,  for  he  was  answerable:   held,  that  it 
was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  original  credit  was  not  given 
to  the  deft,  only  (Darnell  v.  Pratt,  2  C.  Ac  P.  8'J).     A  promise  by 
•a  person  to  apply  the  lunds  of  a  debtor,  which  shall  come  to  his  [  *134  ] 
hands,  in  satisfaction  of  (he  creditor's  debt,  is  not  within  the  statute 
(Andrews  v.  Smith,  2  C.  M.  At  R.  627)     Nor  Is  a  promise  to  procure  a 
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third  person  to  do  an  act  which  he  was  not  bound  to  do,  and  his  failure  to 
do  which  would  not  constitute  a  default ;  therefore,  where  the  owners  of  a 
ship  hired  on  a  charter-party  by  J.  S.  refused  to  let  her  sail  until  certain 
disputes  about  the  freight  between  them  and  H.  S.  were  settled  by  II.  S. 
giving  security,  whereupon  the  deft,  in  consideration  that  the  plls.  would  let 
H.  S.  sail  without  giving  security,  undertook  to  get  J.  M.  to  sign  a  certain 
guarantee,  and  to  deliver  it  to  the  pits,  within  a  week :  held,  not  an  under- 
taking for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another,  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds. 

A,,  introduced  B.  to  C.,  an  upholsterer,  and  A.  asked  C.  to  supply  B.  with 
goods,  and  that  he  would  be  answerable;  C.  asked  A.  how  long  credit  he 
wanted,  and  he  replied,  that  "  he  would  see  it  paid  at  the  end  of  six  months," 
to  which  C.  agreed ;  A  gave  the  order,  and  the  goods  were  supplied ;  at  the 
end  of  the  six  months  B.  did  not  pay,  and  C.  applied  to  A.,  who  paid  the 
money  ;  the  entry  in  C.'s  books  was,  "Mr.  B.  per  Mr.  A.":  held,  that  the 
jury  were  warranted  in  finding  that  A.'s  undertaking  was  not  a  collateral 
one  (Simpson  v.  Pcnton,  2  C.  &  M.  430  ;  4  Tyrw.  315).  A.  applied  to  B. 
for  goods,  and  was  referred  to  C.,  who  inquired  the  amount  of  the  order, 
and  the  terms  on  which  the  goods  were  to  be  supplied,  and  then  said,  "  You 
may  send  them,  and  I'll  take  care  that  they  are  paid  for  at  the  time."  He 
was  afterwards  written  to,  to  accept  a  bill  for  the  amount,  which  he  refused, 
stating  that  the  money  would  be  paid  when  due.  After  this  B.,  the  seller, 
wrote  to  C. about  the  goods,  mentioning  them  as  goods  which  he  had  "guar- 
anteed;" and  the  attorney  of  the  assignees  of  B.  (who  afterwards  became 
bankrupt)  sent  a  circular  to  A.  for  the  money,  and  threatening  proceedings, 
but  without  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  under  which  the  debt  was  con- 
tracted. Held,  that  C.  was  not  primarily  liable,  but  only  as  guarantor  of 
the  debt  of  A.  (Rains  v.  Story,  3  C.  &  P.  130). 

Forbearance  to  Sue.]  A  promise  by  the  deft,  to  pay  the  debt  of  a  third 
person  whom  pit.  had  sued  in  consideration  of  staying  proceedings  in  the 
action  is  within  the  statute  (Fish  v.  Hutchinson,  2  Wils.  94).  But  a  pro- 
mise by  a  party  to  execute  a  bail-bond  on  a  writ  to  be  sued  out  against  A. 
B.,  in  consideration  of  the  pit.  forbearing  to  arrest  A.  B  ,  on  a  writ  already 
sued  out,  is  not  a  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another  under  the  statute 
(Jarmin  v.  Algar,  2  C.  &  P.  249  ;  R.  &  M.  348).  An  averment  of  the 
tender  of  the  bail-bond  for  execution  is  not  proved  by  the  evidence  of  the 
sheriff's  officer  going  to  the  deft,  and  asking  him  to  sign  the  bail-bond,  no 
bond  being  produced,  he  having  none  with  him,  and  his  assistant  having 
only  some  blank  bonds  wilh  him  which  he  always  carried  (Ib.). 

The  consideration  of  forbearance  is  sufficient,  whether  there  be  any  well- 
founded  claim  or  not  (Empson  v.  Knowles,  18  Law  J.  222,  C.  P.). 

A  declaration  stated  that  the  pit ,  a  ship  broker,  was  retained  by  the  ship- 
owner to  procure  a  charter  for  a  ship,  on  the  terms  that  the  pit.  should  col- 
lect the  freight,  and  thereout  retain  his  commission  ;  that  the  pit.  did  pro- 
cure a  charter-party;  that  the  defts.  in  consideration  of  the  plt.'s  abandon- 
ing his  right  of  collecting  the  freight,  promised  to  pay  him  his  commission. 
The  facts  were  that  the  pit.  agreed  with  the  shipowner  to  procure  a  charter 
for  the  ship,  and  that  he  should  be  authorized  to  collect  the  freight  on  the 
supposed  voyage,  as  a  security  for  his  commission.  The  ship  having  sailed 
and  returned,  the  defis.,  as  brokers  of  the  then  owners,  put  a  stop  on  the 
freight.  A  written  agreement  on  which  the  action  was  brought  was  after- 
wards made,  and  signed  by  the  pit.,  the  defts.,  and  the  charterers,  that  the 
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stop  should  be  taken  off  the  freight,  that  the  commission  on  the  charter-party 
payable  to  the  pit  should  be  paid  to  him  by  the  deft*.,  and  that  no  person 
signing  the  agreement  should  put  any  stop  on  the  freight :  held,  first,  that 
there  was  a  variance  between  the  agreement  declared  upon  and  the  one 
proved,  that  no  amendment  ought  to  be  made  (Cull  v.  Lindsay,  1 1  Law  J. 
355,  Exch.).  Held,  secondly,  that  the  agreement  was  an  agreement  to 
answer  for  the  debt  of  another,  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (Cull  v.  Lindsay, 
11  Law  J.  355,  Exch.). 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  deft,  promised  the  ph.,  in  and  by  the 
words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say,  "  Gentlemen,  in  consideration  of 
your  agreeing  to  supply  H.  S.  with  goods  upon  credit,  in  the  way  of  your 
trade,  (the  Amount  to  bo  in  your  own  discretion,)  I  hereby  guarantee  you 
the  due  and  regular  payment  of  such  sum  or  sums  as  ho  may  now,  or  at  any 
time,  and  from  time  to  time  hereafter,  owe  to  you,**  AJC. :  held,  on  special 
demurrer,  that  the  declaration  sufficiently  disclosed  a  good  consideration 
for  the  deft/s  promise  (White  v.  Woodward,  12  Jur.  439;  17  Law  J.  209, 
C.  P.). 

It  is  not  necessary  to  aver,  that,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  goods  were 
supplied  to  II.  8.,  the  pits,  gave  notice  to  the  deft,  thereof  (White  v.  Wood* 
ward,  12  Jur.  439 ;  17  Law  J.  209,  C.  P.). 

Declaration  in  a*sumpsit  stated  tint  T.  had  commenced  an  action  against 
M.  for  10.V. ;  and  that,  in  consideration  of  T.'s  agreeing  to  stay  the  said 
action,  deft  promised  to  pay  T.  the  165/.  within  six  months  next  after  the 
decease  of  A.  The  promise,  as  proved,  was  to  pay  as  above,  in  considera- 
tion of  T.'s  "  having  agreed"  to  sliv  the  action :  held,  no  variance,  and  that 
a  valid  consideration  was  proved  (Tanner  v.  Moore,  9  Q.  H.  1 ). 

The  deft*,  gave  a  guarantee  in  th  •  following  term*  : — ••  \Vr,  the  under* 
signed,  hereby  indemnify  (ho  National  Banking  Company  to  the  extent  of 
1000/.  advanced  or  to  be  advanced  to  R.  P.  by  the  said  company  :"  hold, 
th.it  this  instrument  did  not  di«clo«  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  pro. 
mise  of  the  deft*  (IHI,  Public  Offix-r  v.  Welch,  19  Law  J.  1HI,  C.  P.)  The 
declaration  alleged  that  at  the  tinvj  of  tin-  agreement  lltcreinaftcr  mentioned, 
It.  P.  kept  a  banking  account  with  the  National  Banking  Company,  and  was 
•  ••i,  Ate.,  inJcbtfd  to  the  company ,  in  ^OuY.  and  it  was  then  proposed  between 
H.  I*,  and  tli  •  «•  i:nj.  my,  that  ill  •  company  should  advamx*  fur.her  moneys, 
not  then  agreed  upon,  to  wit,  on,  &c. ;  a  certain  agreement  in  writing  was 
mi'l  •  b-r.woen  the  said  company  anJ  irV  d^ft*.,  "We,"  &c.  (setting  out  the 
nb  »vi'  g'j.irantev)  an  i  thereupon  in  Consideration  of  the  premises  alleging 
m;itu:il  promises,  ih  it  U.  P.  was  ind-'bd'd  to  the  company,  and  default  by 
the  «l  -a*,  to  indemnify  the  company.  Plea,  g^n  -r.il  issue.  Held,  that  the 
proposal  between  H.  P.  and  ih  •  company  \'»r.n  •  i  part  <>i"  the  consideration 
nn;l  was  put  in  issue  by  no/t  assumpsU  (Bell,  Public  Officer  v.  Welch,  19 
L-iw  J.  H4,C.  P.). 

Th  •  deft,  signed  an  instrument  oidressed  to  the  pit.  in  th*j  following 
lerm*  :  "  In  consideration  of your  having  by  indenture  agreed  to  arei-pi  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  owing  to  you  by  A.  B  ,  by  tli  •  following  inttalincntii,  that 
11  to  s  iv,  Idi.  in  the  |>ound  on  tin;  lith  day  of  August  next,  &c.,  1  promise 
to  guarantee  the  payment  of  th'  instalments,*1  and  delivered  it  to  the  pit.  in 
exchange  for  an  ind  :nture  executed  by  the  pit. :  held,  that  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  initr  mi  -n:  was,  that  ih  •  deft,  nude  his  promise  in  contiJeration 
that  ih  •  pit.  would  execute  an  tin!  -niur  •  and  rd'-as  •  A.  B. ;  and  consequently 
that  ili"  •  v  -titi'Mi  ofthe  instrum-nt  was  n  >t  an  admission  by  the  d'Jit  that 
the  pit.  had  released  A.  B.,  and  furnished  no  evidence  in  support  ofun  Issue 
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taken  on  an  allegation  in  the  declaration  that  the  pit.  had  released  A.  B. 
(King  v.  Cole,  17  Law  J.  283,  Exch. ;  2  Exch.  6:28). 

The  deft,  pleaded,  that  the  guarantee  was  given  by  him  on  certain  terms 
which  limitecHhe  liability  of  him  (the  deft.)  thereunder ;  and  the  pit.  traversed 
the  plea :  held,  that  in  this  state  of  the  record  the  pit.  was  not  at  liberty  to 
object  to  theadmissibility  of  evidence  to  prove  what  those  terms  were,  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  not  shown  to  have  been  reduced  into  writing  (Galley 
v.  Taylor,  2  C.  &  K.  551,  Rolfe). 

The  following  document  is  within  the  exemption  of  the  Stamp  Act,  relating 
to  "the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise:" — "Gentlemen,  in  conside- 
ration of  your  consigning  to  my  friends,  Messrs.  A.  and  Co.,  of  Calcutta, 
sixteen  casks  of  sherry  wine,  and  engaging  to  pay  me  one  per  cent,  on  the 
amount  of  the  proceeds,  I  hereby  agree  to  guarantee  you  the  proper  sale 
of  the  said  wines,  and  the  payment  of  the  proceeds  in  due  time. — J.  J." 
(Sadler  v.  Johnson,  16  M.  &  W.  775): 

Assignment  of  Debt.]  Where  A.  being  indebted  to  B.  and  Co.,  for  goods 
sold,  and  upon  being  released  from  his  liability  assigned  lo  the  latter  a  debt 
which  was  due  to  him  from  C.  and  Co.,  and  notice  of  the  assignment  was  given 
to  a  partner  in  the  house  of  C.  and  Co.,  who  by  parol  promised  in  the  name 
of  the  firm  to  pay  the  debt  to  B.  and  Co.,  out  of  the  partnership  funds  :  held, 
in  an  action  by  B.  and  Co.  against  C.  and  Co.,  that  the  promise  w  s  not 
within  the  statute  (Lacy  v.  M'Neile,  4  D.  &  R.  7).  A.  is  indebted  to  B., 
and  C.,  resident  abroad,  is  indebted  to  A. ;  A  proposes  to  assign  to 
[  *135  ]  B.  *the  debt  owing  from  C.  to  him,  which  B.  agrees  to  accept ;  A. 
writes  to  C.'s  agent  in  the  country,  "  As  soon  as  you  have  funds 
belonging  to  C.,  pay  on  my  account  to  B.  291 /.  19s.,  and  I  will  credit  C., 
having  received  his  order  to  this  effect ;"  C.'s  agent  verbally  promised  B.  to 
pay  him  as  soon  as  they  should  have  funds  of  C.  in  hand;  A.  afterwards 
orders  C.  to  pay  to  another  creditor  the  debt  owing  from  C.  to  A.,  and  C. 
gives  an  undertaking  to  pay  that  creditor,  with  a  memorandum  stating  that 
as  it  was  alleged  that  a  payment  had  been  made  by  some  person  to  A.,  on 
account  of  C.,  it  was  declared  that,  should  C.  prove  such  payment  to  have 
been  made,  the  amount  should  be  deducted  ;  C.  having  refused  to  pay  the 
debt  to  this  latter  creditor  on  the  ground  that  the  agents  were  liable  to  pay 
it  to  B. :  held,  that  C.'s  promise  to  pay  was  not  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of 
a  third  person,  but  his  own,  and  was  not  within  the  statute  (Hodgson  v. 
Anderson,  3  B.  &  C.  842).  A  verbal  agreement  between  the  creditors  of 
A.,  an  insolvent,  and  B.,  to  pay  the  creditors  10s.  in  the  pound  in  satisfac- 
tion of  their  debts,  which  they  agreed  to  accept,  and  to  assign  their  debts  to 
B. :  held,  not  a  collateral  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  but  an  original 
contract  to  purchase  the  debts  (Anstey  v.  Marden,  1  N.  R.  124). 

Indemnity.']  A  promise  by  the  indorser  of  an  unpaid  note  to  indemnity 
the  holder  if  he  will  proceed  to  enforce  the  payment  against  the  01  her  parties 
on  the  note,  must  be  in  writing,  or  it  is  void  under  the  statute  (Winckvvort 
v.  Mills,  2  Esp.  484).  The  deft,  in  two  letters  addressed  to  C.  J.,the  brother 
of  the  plt.'s  intestate,  R.  J.,  in  the  first  of  which  he  pressed  C.  J.  to  join,  and 
induce  his  brothers  to  join  in  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  money  to  be 
advanced  to  the  deft,  for  carrying  on  a  suit  in  Chancery,  and  in  the  second 
he  again  urged  that  they  should  lend  their  names  for  this  purpose,  and 
added,  "  I  should  consider  it  a  matter  of  favour  to  myself  if  your  brothers 
will  join,  and  I  will  see  that  they  come  to  no  harm."  R.  J.  in  consequence 
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joined  in  the  security.  Held,  that  the  letters  amounted  to  an  actual  guarantee, 
on  which  the  deft,  was  liable  to  pit.,  and  not  merely  to  a  representation  with 
a  view  to  the  parties  doing  an  act  against  the  consequences  of  which  they 
should  afterwards  be  protected  (Jones  v.  Williams,  7  M.oe  W.  493;  0  Dowl. 
P.  C.  252).  Where  a  party  desires  an  action  brought  against  another  per* 
son  to  be  defended,  in  which  action  he  is  concerned,  and  may  be  benefited 
by  the  result,  and  such  action  is  defended,  and  the  party  fail,  he  is  liable  to 
pay  the  expenses  of  the  defence,  and  it  is  nut  necessary  to  have  a  note  in 
writing  (ilowes  v.  Martin,  1  Esp.  162).  So,  where  the  occupier  of  land  at 
the  request  of  the  deft.,  and  upon  a  promise  of  indemnity  resisted  a  suit  of 
the  vicar,  for  tiihcs  (Adams  v.  Dansey,  0  Bing.  506).  But  where  the  pit. 
became  bail  for  a  stranger  in  consideration  of  deft.'s  request  and  promise  to 
indemnify  pit.  against  the  consequences ;  such  promise  must  be  in  writing 
(Green  v.  Crcsswell,  10  Ad.  &  E.  453 ;  questioning  the  decision  in  Thomas 
v.  Cooke,  8  B.  At  C.  728).  Tin.-  pit.  having  promised  lo  indemnify  G.  against 
the  consequences  of  a  bail-bond  into  which  G.  had  entered  at  pit's  request, 
and  G.  being  obliged  to  make  a  payment  in  consequence,  it  was  agreed 
between  pit.  and  deft,  that  pl(.  should  obtain  thu  money  by  discounting  a  bill 
drawn  by  pit.  and  accepted  by  deft.;  pit.  sued  deft,  upon  the  bill,  and  deft, 
pleaded  that  it  was  accepted  for  pit's  accommodation  :  held,  that  a  jury  might 
find  for  deft,  on  this  issue  although  the  pit  was  not  liable  on  his  promise  to 
indemnify  it,  not  being  in  writing  (Cress well  v.  Wood,  MO  Ad.  At 
E.  400).  The  deft,  conveyed  premises  to  the  pit.  and  covenanted  [  'ISO  ] 
for  good  title ;  an  action  oCformeJon  was  afterward*  brought  against 
the  pit.  by  a  party  having  a  bettor  title,  which  pit.  compromised  for  5507. : 
held,  that  the  pit.  in  an  action  for  breach  of  covenant  might  recover  I  ho  whole 
sum  paid,  and  his  cos's,  as  between  attorney  and  client  in  the  compromised 
suit,  though  he  had  given  no  notice  of  that  suit  to  the  deft. ;  for,  in  an  action 
on  a  general  guarantee,  the  only  cflect  of  such  want  of  notice  to  thu  indem- 
nifying party  is  to  let  in  proof  on  his  part  tint  the  compromise  was  unprovi- 
denlly  nude ;  and  it  lies  on  him  to  establish  tint  fact  which  was  not  done  in 
the  present  case  (Smith  v.  Compton,  3  B.  «Jc  Ad.  107). 

B.  holding  A.'s  warrant  of  attorney  for  310/.,  signed  judgment  thereon, 
nnd  sued  out  aji.j'u.  A.  having  other  creditors,  his  brother-in-law.,  with 
their  und  B.'s  assent,  had  all  A.'s  property  convoyed  lo  him,  UJHHI  his  under* 
taking  to  pay  A.  's  creditors  in  full;  B.  relinquished  his  execution  against  A.; 
but  after  waiting  some  years  for  payment  of  his  debt,  was  eventually  obliged 
to  sue  C.  It  was  objected  that  ihe  deft's  promise  was  to  answer  for  tho 
debt,  default,  or  nmcarrhgo  of  another,  and  sh  »uld  have  been  in  writing. 
Held,  that  it  was  an  original  promise,  and  not  within  tho  statute  (Bird  v. 
Gammon,  3  Bing.  N.  C  br*3  ;  recognising  Read  v.  Gammon,  supra). 

An  undertaking  that  if  pit.  would  discharge  A.  out  of  custody,  deft,  would 
pay  the  debt  at  all  events,  is  not  such  a  guarantee  to  pay  the  debt  of  another 
as  is  required  to  be  in  writing,  but  an  undertaking,  tint  if  pit.  would  dis- 
charge A.  and  take  hi*  bill  lor  the  debt,  deft.,  without  indorsing  it,  would 
pay  in  case  A.  dishonoured  it,  must  be  in  writing  (Maggs  v.  Amos,  4  Bing. 
474). 

1'lts.,  owners  of  a  ship  hired  on  charter-party  by  II.  S.,  refused  to  let  her 
sail  until  c<  rtain  disputes  about  the  freight  between  them  and  II.  S.  were 
settled,  by  II.  T.  giving  security,  whereupon  deft,  in  consideration  that  pi?, 
would  let  II.  S.  sail  without  giving  security,  undertook  to  get  T.  M.  to  sign 
the  following  guarantee,  and  deliver  it  to  pit.  within  a  week:  held,  that  this 
was  not  an  undertaking  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  an  >ther  within 
the  statute  (Bushell  v.  Be  van,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  103).  The  guarantee  was  in 
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these  words :  "  Whereas,  H.  S.  has  hired  a  ship  for  six  months,  from  the 
12th  July,  1830,  and  such  longer  time  as  his  intended  voyage  may  require, 
and  has  paid  or  secured  the  freight  for  six  months,  from  the  20th  of  August, 
1830,  and  is  about  to  leave  England,  I  guarantee  the  payment  of  freight 
which  shall  accrue  for  any  portion  of  the  voyage  after  the  said  six  months  :" 
held,  an  undertaking  within  the  statute,  and  insufficient  for  want  of  considera- 
tion apparent  on  the  face  of  it,  and  consequently,  that  only  nominal  damages 
could  be  recovered  against  the  deft,  for  failing  to  procure  the  signature  of  T. 
M.  according  to  his  promise  (Ib.). 

A  promise  to  a  debtor  to  pay  his  debt  to  a  third  party,  is  not  a  promise  to 
answer  for  the  debt  of  another  within  the  statute,  which  applies  only  to  pro- 
mises made  to  the  person  to  whom  another  is  answerable  (Eastwood  v.  Ken- 
yon,  11  Ad.  &  E.  438). 

If  a  cheque  drawn  upon  any  person  is  sent  by  another  to  know  if  it  is 
good  before  he  will  receive  it,  and  such  person  says  it  will  be  honoured,  as 
he  is  indebted  to  the  drawer  of  it ;  though  it  turn  out  to  be  void,  as  being 
post  dated,  the  holder  may  nevertheless  recover,  on  the  ground  of  the  sum 
due  to  the  drawer  of  the  cheque  being  so  appropriated  (Ardan  v.  Rowney,  5 
Esp.  254). 

A  written  proposal  to  pay  a  moiety  of  the  debt  of  another,  if  the 
[  *137  ]   *crcditor  will,  at  a  specified  time  of  meeting  accept  this  proposal, 
and  discharge  the  debtor,  is  not  binding  unless  the  creditor  accede 
to  the  terms  in  writing  (Gaunt  v.  Hill,  1  Stark.  10). 

In  the  case  of  a  guarantee  it  is  not  essential,  as  regards  the  surety,  that 
the  creditor  should  bind  himself  to  supply  goods,  &c.,  for  which,  if  fur- 
nished, the  surety  is  to  be  answerable  collaterally  (Kennaway  v.  Treleavcn, 
5  M.  &  W.  500).  But  it  is  necessary  that  the  guarantee  be  accepted;  there 
must  be  a  mutual  assent  that  it  shall  have  operation  (Mozlcy  v.  Tinker,  1 
C.  M.  &  R.  692;  Gaunt  v.  Hill,  1  Stark.  10).  Where  the  deft,  wrote  a 
paper,  containing  assurances  to  the  pit.  that  a  third  person  was  worthy  to 
be  trusted  to  a  certain  amount,  and  adding,  that  he,  the  deft.,  had  no  objec- 
tion to  guarantee  the  pit.  against  any  loss  from  giving  the  third  person  credit 
upon  an  order  he  had  sent  to  the  pit. :  held,  that  the  paper  did  not  amount 
to  a  guarantee,  the  pit.  having  given  no  notice  that  he  accepted  it  as  such, 
and  the  deft,  not  having  consented  that  it  should  be  a  conclusive  guarantee 
(M'lver  v.  Richardson,  1  M.  &  S.  557 ;  see  Morton  v.  Burn,  7  Ad.  &  E, 
23,  per  Patteson,  J.). 

Where  a  parol  agreement  is  entered  into  for  the  payment  of  the  debt,  or 
part  of  the  debt  of  another  person,  and  also  for  the  performance  of  some 
other  act,  the  promise  to  perform  which  would  not  of  itself  be  required  to 
be  in  writing,  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  upon  such  agreement,  for  being 
entire  it  is  incapable  of  separation,  so  as  to  enable  the  pit.  to  recover  on  one 
part  alone  (Lexington  v.  Clark,  2  Vent.  223).  J.  S.  being  indebted  to  seve- 
ral persons,  and  amongst  others  to  the  pit.  (who  had  incurred  law  expenses 
in  seeking  to  recover  his  debt  against  him),  and  a  proposal  to  take  ten  shil- 
lings in  the  pound  was  consented  to  by  all  the  creditors,  except  the  pit.,  who 
refused,  unless  the  said  law  expenses  were  also  paid,  which  the  deft,  then 
promised  to  pay,  and  to  accept  bills  drawn  by  pit.  on  him  to  the  amount  of 
the  composition,  which  were  drawn,  accepted,  and  paid;  but  the  deft,  having 
refused  to  pay  the  law  expenses,  the  pit.  paid  them  to  his  own  attorney,  and 
then  sued  the  deft,  on  the  special  agreement,  and  for  money  paid :  held, 
first,  that  the  agreement  being  by  parol  the  pit.  could  not  recover  on  the 
first  count ;  for  though  the  agreement  was  to  do  something  beyond  payment 
of  part  of  the  debt  of  another,  yet  being  entire,  the  pit.  could  not  separate 
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it  and  recover  on  one  part  only;  secondly,  nor  on  the  common  count,  be- 
cause, in  order  to  support  that  count  there  should  have  been  evidence  to  pay 
a  sum  of  money,  which  tho  deft,  was  bound  to  pay;  whereas,  here  the  pit, 
not  the  deft.,  was  bound  to  pay  the  law  expenses  (Chatcr  v.  Beckett,  7  T. 
K.  201 ;  recognised  in  Thomas  v.  Williams,  10  R  6:  C.  664). 

Where  the  deft.'s  liability  upon  a  guarantee  arose  at  a  period  of  more 
than  six  years  before  the  commencement  of  suit,  and  he  verbally  promised 
within  six  years,  that  the  matter  should  be  arranged,  and  afterwards  pleaded 
to  an  action,  which  wa«  brought  actio  item  arrrrrtf,  occ.:  holden,  that  tho 
Statute  of  Frauds  having  been  once  satisfied  by  the  original  promise  being 
in  writing,  it  was  not  necessary,  in  order  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  that  the  promise  should  also  bo  in  writing  (Gibbons  T. 
M*Cusland,  1  1).  &  A.  690;  but  see  stat.  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  1). 

The  form  of  the  Note,  4r.  in  Writing,  is  not  very  material;  it  should, 
however,  be  under  the  hand  of  the  deft.,  and  contain  the  names  of  the  con* 
trading  parties,  the  contract,  and  consideration  (Wain  v.  Walters,  5  East, 
10;  Sanders  v.  Wakefield,  4  U.  Ac  A.  595;  Jenkins  v.  Reynold*,'  3  B.  At 
B.  14;  Morley  v.  Boothby,  3  Ring.  107  ;  Johnson  v.  Nichofls,  1  C.  B.  251 ; 
Chapman  v.  Sutton,  2  C/B.  034  ;  *Hoyd  v.  Moyle,  2  C.  B.  044 ; 
Temple  v.  Pink,  T.  T.  1847;  Ex  Price  v.  Richardson,  15  M.  A;  [  *138  J 
W.  539) ;  a  bond,  or  other  contract,  under  seal,  or  of  record,  is 
not  within  the  act ;  a  guarantee  of  a  debt  generally,  without  saying  how 
much,  is  valid  (Bateman  v.  Phillips,  15  East,  272);  see  antf,  as  to  cases  of 
this  kind,  under  the  17th  section. 

Pit.  may  give  in  evidence  one  or  more  written  or  printed  papers  for  tho 
purpose  of  proving  the  contract,  if  tlxyr  arc  sufficiently  connected  (1  N.  R. 
252  ;  1  Vcs.  320  ;  Clenan  v.  Cooke,  Sen.  A:  Lef.  33;*Jones  v.  Williams,  7 
M.  At  W.  493;  Jackson  v.  Lowe,  1  Bing.  9;  Phillimore  v.  Barry,  1  Camp. 
513;  Saunderson  v.  Jackson,  2  B.  &  I*.  396;  Allen  v.  Bennett,  3  Taunt. 
109;  Dobcll  v.  Hutchinson,  3  Ad.  A:  E.  355  ;  Coldham  v.  Showier,  3  C.  B. 
312  ;  KmiiH-ti  v.  Kcarns,  7  Sco.  6*7  ;  sec  Johnson  v.  Dodgson,  2  M.  &:  W. 
053).     Thus,  a  minute  made  in  n  catalogue  of  wile  at  an  auction  cannot  bo 
coupled  with  the  condition*  of  sale,  so  as  to  make  it  n  sufficient  note  in  wri- 
ting of  the  agreement,  unless  the  catalogue  is  annexed  to,  or  refer  to  tho 
conditions  (7  East,  55H).     Therefore,  in   Boydcll  v.  Drummond,   11    East, 
157,  where  deft,  subscribed   his  name   in   the-  book  of  subscriber!  for  the 
Boydell  Shakspcare,  but  which  had  no  direct  written  connexion  or  reference 
to  ttie  prwpcctus  containing  the  terms,  it  was  held  not  to  be  a  sufficient  note 
in  writing.    And  a  reference  in  an  agreement  to  such  parts  of  another  paper 
as  have  been  read  to  the  party  is  insufficient  (1  Yes.  jun.).     As  to  what  is 
sufficient  to  connect  two  papers,  when  one  p:ipcr  refers  to  another,  it  has 
been  held  that,  where  the  following  bill  of  parcel*,  "  London,  bought  of  J. 
and  F.  B.,  distillers,  No.  8,  Oxford  Street,  [printed  thus  far,  and   the  rest 
written],  100  gallons  of  gin,  1    in  5  gin,  7  S.  350/.,"  was  delivered  at  the 
time  of  the  order  given,  connected  with  a  letter  written  by  deft,  to  pit.  sub- 
sequently, and   referring  to  the  order,  it  was  a  sufficient  note,  Ace.  (2  B.  At 
P.  238).     And,  where  deft,  wrote  a  letter  to  pit.,  admitting  a  contract  for 
delivering  flour,  as  stated  in  a  notice  previously  served  by  pit.  on  deft,,  and 
which  notice  contained  an  assertion  of  the  contract,  specifying  the  quantity, 
quality,  and  price  of  the  flour,  such  two  papers  were  held  a  sufficient  note, 
Ate.,  of  the  deft.'s  contract,  within  the  statute  (Jackson  v.  Lowe,  1  Bing.  9). 
But  a  letter  by  deft.,  admitting  that  he  had  made  a  parol  agreement,  but  not 
containing  the  terms,  is  not  a  sufficient  note,  Ace.,  (Pre.  Cb.  560 ;  1  Alk. 
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12;  9  Ves.  250).  An  indorsement  by  the  deft.,  on  the  back  of  a  draft- 
lease,  of  his  agreement  to  take  the  premises,  is  sufficient  (5  Esp.  190).  And 
an  order  for  goods,  written  and  signed  by  the  seller  in  a  book  of  the  buyer's, 
but  not  naming  the  buyers,  may  be  connected  with  a  letter  of  the  seller, 
claiming  the  performance  of  the  order,  to  constitute  a  complete  contract 
within  the  statute  (Allen  v.  Bennett,  3  Taunt.  175). 

The  following  bill  of  parcels,  delivered  by  defts.  to  pits,  is  a  sufficient 
note,  &c.: — "  London,  24th  Oct.  1812.  Messrs.  Schneider  and  Co.,  bought 
of  T.  Morris  and  Co.,  agents,  cotton  yarn  and  piece  goods.  No.  3,  Free- 
man's  Court."  And  then  followed  a  list  of  the  articles  sold,  the  words 
Messrs.  J.  Schneider  and  Co.  being  written  by  the  defts.;  the  rest  of  the 
heading  was  printed.  As  observed  by  Baylcy,  J. :  "  Here  the  terms  of  his 
contract  are  recognised  by  the  deft.,  who  is  the  party  to  be  charged,  by 
liis  signing  the  name  of  Schneider  and  Co."  (Schneider  v.  Morris,  2  M.  &; 
S.  289). 

It  is  necessary,  not  only  that  the  note  or  memorandum  be  in  writing,  but 
it  must  be  founded  on  a  good  and  sufficient  consideration,  and  include  a 
statement  of  such  consideration  (Saunders  v.  Wakefield,  4  B.  &  A.  601  ; 
and  see  Goodman  v.  Chase,  1  B.  &  Ad.  297;  and  see  Good  v.  Cheeseman, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  328;  Wain  v.  Warlters,  5  East,  10;  *see  Jenkins  v. 
[  *139  ]   Reynolds,  infra;  Morley  v.  Boothby,  infra,-  Whitcomb  v.  Lees,  5 
Bing.  34  ;  Cole  v.  Dyer,   1  Cr.  &  J.  461 ;  Wood  v.  Benson,  2 
Tyrw.  98 ;  Bushell  v.  Bcavan,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  103;  Hawes  v.  Armstrong, 
ib.  761;  Ellis  v.  Levy,  ib.  767;  James  v.  Williams,  5   B.  &  Ad.   1109; 
Clance  v.  Pigott,  2  Ad.  &  E.  473 ;  Ch.  Contr.  5,  500).     It  is  not  necessary 
that  the  consideration  be  stated  in  express  terms  (Jenkins  v.  Reynolds,  3  B. 
&  B.  14;  Hawes  v.  Armstrong,  10  Bing.  N.  C.  761 ;  Morley  v.  Boothby, 
3  Bing.  113 ;  see  Cole  v.  Dyer,  1  Cr.'&  J.  461) ;  but  it  is  sufficient  if  it  can 
be  inferred  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  writing,  without  ambiguity  or  doubt 
(Harris  v.  Macey,  9  East,  348  ;  1  Camp.  242  ;  Stapp  v.  Lill,  Holt,  N.  P. 
153;  3  B.  &  B.  201;  James  v.  Williams,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1109;  Hawes  v. 
Armstrong,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  761  ;  Kennaway  v.  Tredcavan,  5  M.  &  W.  498; 
1  Saund.  211  c;  Raikcs  v.  Todd,  8  Ad.  &  E.  846;  Johnson  v.  Nicholls,  1 
C.  B.  251  ;  Ellis  v.  Levy,  1  Sco.  661 ;  Lang  v.  Nevill,  6  Jur.  217,  Q.  B.) 
The  word  agreement,  in  the  statute  is  satisfied  if  the  writing  state  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  contract,  the  consideration,  and  is  signed  by  the  party  to 
be  charged  (Lnythoarp  v.  Bryant,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  744).     As  a  consideration 
was  necessary  by  the  common  law,  the  statute  has  made  no  alteration,  ex- 
cept requiring  it  to  be  in  writing,  for  the  word  "special  promise"  itself  im- 
plies a  consideration  ;  "  but  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  consi- 
deration directly  between  the  persons  giving  and  receiving  the  guaranty;  it 
is  enough,  if  the  person  for  whom  the  guarantor  becomes  surety  has  benefit, 
or  the  person  to  whom  tbe  guaranty  is  given  suffer  inconvenience,  as  an  in. 
ducement  to  the  surety  to  become  guaranty  for  the  principal  debtor"  (per 
Best,  C.  J.,  Merely  v.  Boothby,  3  Bing.  113). 

As  to  what  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  a  promise  for  the  debt, 
default,  or  miscarriage,  "  perhaps  tbe  best  rule  is,  that  any  damage,  or  any 
suspension  or  forbearance  of  his  right,  or  any  possibility  of  a  loss  occasioned 
to  the  pit.  by  the  promise  of  another,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  such 
promise,  and  will  make  it  binding,  although  no  actual  benefit  accrues  to  the 
party  undertaking"  (1  Saund.  211  c,  2 ;  3  Burr.  1673  ;  3  T.  R.  24  ;  2  H. 
Bl.  812).  If  it  appear  that  the  promise  of  the  deft,  was  intended  to  operate 
as  an  inducement  to  the  pit.  to  deliver  goods  to  a  third  party,  the  delivery  of 
them  to  such  person,  at  the  deft.'s  request,  would  be  a  good  consideration 
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for  the  deft.'s  guarantee  (see  Newbury  T.  Armstrong,  6  Bing.  201 ;  Russell 
T.  Moscly,  2  B.  &  B.  211 ;  Morris  v.  Stacy,  Holt,  N.  P.  153 ;  Rydc  v.  Cur- 
tic,  8  D.  &  R.  62  ;  Gnrdom,  ez  parte,  15  Ves.  287 ;  Combe  v.  Woolfe,  8 
Bing.  157). 

Past  Consideration.}  A  past  consideration,  or  a  promise  to  pay  a  debt  al- 
ready incurred  by  another  person,  is  not  binding  without  a  consideration  at  the 
time  the  promise  is  made,  as  forbearance,  dec.,  an  extension  of  credit,  die.  (1 
Rol.  Abr.  27,  pi.  40 ;  see  onto, "  Asnmnrr,"  "  COMIDMATIOKW).  But  this 
seems  scarcely  reconcilable  with  the  cases  ofBoehm  T.  Campbell,  8  Moo.  16 ; 
Pau  v.  Marsh,  1  Bing.  21 6, u  in  both  which  casrs  a  by-gone  consideration  was 
expressed  on  the  guarantees**  (per  Best,  C.  J.,  in  Morley  v.  Bootbby,  S  Bing. 
114).  A  contract  to  be  answerable  for  a  third  person  for  goods  furnished, or 
goods  to  be  furnished,  which  is  bad  in  part  for  want  of  consideration,  and  good 
as  to  the  other  part  where  the  consideration,  is  expressed,  if  declared  upon  so 
as  to  let  in  proof  to  support  an  action  on  the  sound  part  is  not  vitiated  intoto 
by  the  tad  part,  but  will  sustain  a  count  framed  on  the  valid  part  of  the 
undertaking,  to  which  the  objection  did  not  apply  (Wood  T.  Benson,  2  Cr. 
&  J.  05).  Thus,  where  the  guarantee  was,  '1  engage  to  pay  (pit.) 
for  all  the  gas  which  may  be  consumed  in  the  minor  theatre,  &c.,  [*140] 
during  the  time  it  is  occupied  by  A.  B.,  and  I  also  engage  to  pay  for 
all  arrears  which  way  be  now  due,  it  was  held,  that  thj  arrangement  was 
void  as  to  the  arrears,  but  that  the  amount  of  gas  subsequently  supplied 
might  be  recovered  under  a  count  for  goods  sold  (Ib.).  So,  "  !  hereby  under* 
take  to  secure  you  the  payment  of  any  sums  of  money  you  have  advanced, 
or  may  hereafter  advance,  to  Messrs.  II.  D.  &  Co.,  on  their  account  with 
you,"  was  held  not  to  show  sufficiently  the  consideration  for  securing  past 
advances  (Raikes  v.  Todd,  Ad  As  E.  845).  So,  "  As  you  have  a  claim  on 
my  brother  for  57.  17*.  9<f.  for  boots  and  shoes,  I  hereby  undertake  to  pay 
the  amount  within  six  months  from  this  date"  (James  v.  Williams,  5  B.  Ac 
Ad.  1109 ;  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  481).  The  declaration  stated  that  the  deft,  pro- 
miacd  to  sec  paid  certain  acceptances  of  L.,  in  consideration  that  pit.  at  his 
request  would  give  up  to  him  a  certain  guarantee  of  10,000/.  on  behalf  of  L. 
then  held  by  pit.,  and  averred  that  pit.  gave  up  the  guarrontee,  but  deft,  did 
not  perform  his  promise,  flea,  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  netting  out  the  guar- 
antee, which  was  in  these  words  :  "  Messrs.  II.  (pita.)  in  consideration  of  your 
being  in  advance  to  L.  in  the  sum  of  10,000/.  for  the  purchase  of  cotton,  I 
do  hereby  give  you  my  guarantee  for  that  amount  on  their  behalf,  J.  B.w 
Held  on  demurrer,  that  the  words  of  the  guarantee  did  not  necessarily  imply 
a  past  advance,  and  that  if  they  left  it  even  doubtful  whether  a  future  advance 
was  not  guaranteed,  a  promise  made  in  consideration  of  giving  it  up  was 
valid  (10  Ad.  At  E.  300).  Held  further,  that  at  all  events  it  appeared  upon 
the  pleadings  that  the  pits,  had  delivered  something  to  the  deft,  on  the  faith 
of  his  promise,  which  he  at  the  time  considered  valuable;  and  no  fraud  being 
imputed,  he  could  not  afterwards  excuse  a  breach  of  the  promise  by  alleg- 
ing that  the  thing  given  up  was  not  of  the  value  he  had  supposed.  Held,  by 
the  court  of  error,  that  the  guarantee  did  not  nec<  ssarily  imply  past  ad- 
vances, and  that  the  pits,  on  a  trial,  might  have  offered  evidence  to  show 
that  future  advances  had  been  contemplated  (Ib.).  Held  also,  Maulo,  B., 
ilubitantfi  that  the  paper  on  which  the  guarantee  was  written  appeared  by 
the  declaration  and  plea  to  have  been  given  up  by  the  pit.  to  deft.,  which 
alone  was  consideration  for  a  promise  (Ib.). 

However,  if  deft,  verbally  request  (ill.  to  credit  a  person  for  goods,  and  he 
docs  it,  such  previous  request  U  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  a  written 
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agreement,   afterwards  signed  by    deft.  (Lyon  v.  Lamb,   Fell,  M.   Guar. 
260). 

The  following  guarantees  have  been  held  as  sufficiently  describing  the 
consideration  therein  : — "  I  guarantee  the  payment  for  any  goods  which  T. 
S.  delivers  to  J.  R.,"  (Stapp  v.  Lill,  9  East,  348;  1  Camp.  242;  S.P.  War- 
rington  v.  Turber,  6  East,  89.  So,  "  I  hereby  guarantee  the  present  account 
of  Miss  H.  M.,  due  to  R.  T.  S.  and  Co.  (the  pits.)  of  112/.  4s.  4d,and  what 
she  may  contract  from  this  date  to  ihe  30th  Sept.  next"  (Russell  v.  Moseley, 
6  Moo.  521  ;  3  B.  &  B.  21 1).  "  Messrs.  B.  and  Co.,  gents. :— Our  mutual 
friends,  Messrs.  S.  and  Co.,  having  accepted  the  under-written  bill,  drawn 
on  them  by  your  firm,  I  hereby  give  my  guarantee  for  the  due  payment  of 
the  same,  should  it  be  dishonoured  by  the  acceptors"  (Bochm  v.  Campbell,  3 
Moo.  15).  "I  hereby  hand  your  drafts,  drawn  by  Mr.  W.,  and  accepted 
by  Mr.  B.,  and  indorsed  by  R.  B. ;  and,  should  the  bills  not  be  honoured 
when  due,  I  promise  to  see  that  they  do  so"  (Morris  v.  Stacey,  Holt,  N.  P. 
153).  "  Mr.  P. : — Sir,  M.  L.  having  chartered  your  ship,  Roberts,  to  bring  a 
cargo  from  New  Brunswick,  and  the  same  being  landed  to  the  charterer,  and 
he  having  paid  you  one-half  the  freight,  and  given  *you  his  ac- 
[*  141  ]  ceptance  for  the  remaining  half  at  four  months'  date,  I  engage  to 
be  accountable  to  you  for  the  amount  of  said  acceptance,  should  it 
not  be  paid  when  due"  (Pace  v.  Marsh,  1  Bing.  216). 

I  undertake  to  pay  G.  R.  the  sum  of  61.  4s.  for  a  suit  of  clothes  ordered 
by  D.  P.  (Jarvis  v.  Wilkins,  7  M.  &  W.  410).     "  You  will  be  so  good  as  to 
withdraw  the  promissory  note,  and  I  will  see  you  at  Christmas,  when  you 
shall  receive  from  me   the  amount  of  it,  together  with  the  memorandum  of 
my  son,  making  in  the  whole  45/.     A  promissory  note  for  35/.,  made  by  the 
dcftVs  son,  and  payable  to  the  pit.,  was  proved   at   the   trial,  but   not  the 
memorandum.     The  guarantee  wa&  proved,  and  the  subsequent  admission 
by  the  deft,  that  he  had  to  pay  the  pit.  45/.  due  from  his  son.     Held,  that 
the  consideration,  viz.  the  wilhdrawing  of  the  promissory  note  was  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  though  tho  amount  and  maker's  name  were 
not  specified,  there  being  no  evidence  of  any  other  note  to  which  the  agree- 
ment could  apply  (Shortrede  v.  Check,  1  Ad.  &  E.  57).     "I  hereby  guar- 
antee to  you  the  sum  of  250/.,  in  case  Mr.  P.  should   make  def-iult   in  the 
capacity  of  agent  or  traveller  to  you"  Kcnnaway  v.  Treleavan,  5  M.  &  W. 
498.     "Entertaining  the  highest  opinion  of  P.  C.'s  integrity  of  character, 
as  well  as  propriety  of  conduct,  we  therefore  hold  ourselves  responsible  to 
you  in  the  sum  of  500/.  sterling  for  his  discharging  faithfully  and  honestly 
any  duty  assigned  or  trust  reposed  in  him;  and  we  are  ready  to  execute 
bonds  to  that  effect,  and  for  I  hat  or  any  larger  amount  that  may  be  neces- 
sary, when  you  require  it,"  has  been  held  to  express  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion,  by  necessary  inference,  viz.   the  employment  of  P.  C.  (Lysaght  v. 
Walker,  5  Bli.  N.  S.  9).     So,  I  agree  to  be  security  to  you  for  J.  C.,  late  in 
the  employment  of  Mr.  P.,  for  whatever  (while  in  your  employ)  you  may 
trust  him  with,  and  in  case  of  default  to  make  the  same  good  (Newbury  v. 
Armstrong,  (>  Bing.  201).     Pit.  having  pressed  VV.  for  payment  of  a  debt, 
the  deft.,  VV.'s  attorney,  sent  the  pit.  a  bill  accepted  by  W.  at  two  months, 
enclosed  in  a  letter,  in  which  the  deft,  said,  "  W.  being  disappointed  in  re- 
cjiving  remittances,  and  you  expressing  yourself  inconvenienced  lor  money, 
I  send  you  his  acceptance  at  two  months,"  pit.  refused  to  take  the  bill  unless 
the  deft,  put  his  name  to  it;  deft,  wrote  on  thu  back  of  the  letter,  "  I  will  see 
the  bill  paid  for  W. :"  held,  that  deft,  was  responsible,  and  that  the  considera- 
tion for  the  guarantee  sufficiently  appeared  (Emmott  v.  Kearns,  5  Bing.  N. 
C.  559).     So,  1  undertake,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Peate  (in  consideration  of  Mr. 
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t).  having  undertaken  this  day  to  procure  Mr.  Ward's  cheque  note  or  in 
favour  of  Mr.  Peate  for  150/.  on  account  of  a  debt  due  from  Mr.  Chambers 
to  Mr.  Peate),  that  Mr.  C.  shall  have  credit  for  that  sum  on  account  with 
Mr.  P.,  and  that  W.  shall  stand  in  the  place  of  P.  to  that  amount:  and  I  fur- 
thcr  undertake  that  P.  shall  not  personally  dispute  W.'s  right  to  deduct  that 
sum  from  the  accounts  owing  by  the  colliers  of  the  B.  C.  Colliery  Company 
to  C."  Peate  v.  Dickcn,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  432.  ••  I  hereby  agree  to  become 
security  for  R.  G.,  now  your  traveller,  in  the  sum  of  500/.,  for  all  money  be 
may  receive  on  your  account,"  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  declaration  averring 
the  consideration  to  bo  that  the  pits,  would  keep  and  continue  the  traveller 
in  their  service  (Ryde  v.  Curtis,  8  D.  &  R.  6*2).  "  I  hereby  guarantee  you 
the  payment  of  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  you  have  consigned  to  my  brother, 
and  also  any  future  shipments  you  make,  in  consideration  of  '2s.  Or/,  paid 
me:  held,  a  sufficient  memorandum, although  it  did  not  expressly  disclose  by 
whom  the  2s.  6>/.  was  paid  (Dutchman  v.  Tooth,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  577).  Thin 
intcndment  will  Le  that  it  wan  by  the  party  to  whom  the  note  was  given  (Ib.). 
Where  the  deft,  undertook  to  guarantee  the  pits,  (assignees  of  a 
bankrupt)  the  'payment  of  1007.  due  to  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  [  *M2  ] 
from  J.  S.  for  articles  delivered  to  the  latter  for  the  u*e  of  his  trad**, 
so  that  the  guarantee  should  nut  be  put  in  force  againsc  the  deft,  for  two 
whole  years  from  the  d  ite  thereof,  and  the  defendant,  previously  to  the  gua- 
rantee, wrote  lo  the  plaintiff*,  proposing  tho  terms  on  which  it  was  to  be 
given,  and  afterwards  recognised  it :  held,  that  the  correspondence  and  gua- 
rantee were  to  be  taken  together,  and  constituted  a  sufficient  consideration 
for  the  promise,  although  it  was  objected  that  no  consideration  wan  expressed 
on  the  face  of  tho  guarantee  itself  (Coe  v.  Duffield,  7  Moo.  252).  Where 
A.  wrote  to  B.  to  deliver  two  pipes  of  spirits  to  C.,  and  it  was  objected  that 
it  did  not  amount  to  a  guarantee,  but  was  a  mere  order  for  the  delivery  of 
goods,  without  any  promise  to  pay  for  lh--m:  hold,  th.it  the  effect  of  th** 
order  was  either  to  make  A.  tin?  principal  debtor  f  >r  or  in  the  place,  of  C., 
or  to  make  him  answerable  for  the  debt,  if  C.  should  mike  default  (Lang- 
dale  v.  Parry,  *«J  l>.  Ar  R.  337).  A.,  by  letter,  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  B.,  who  acknowledged  KM  terms,  l>y  writing  a  memorandum  at  tho  foot 
of  the  letter  and  signing  it,  nn<l  afterward*  C.  became  grantor  for  B.  to  A., 
by  on  indorsement  on  th-.»  bark  of  th?  copy  of  tho  same  letter,  referring  to 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  th-rein  contained:  helJ,  that  the  reference-  by 
the  indorsement  to  the  turmi  of  the  agreement,  as  forming  part  of  one 
transaction,  was  n  sufficient  memorandum  of  tho  consideration  within  the 
statute  (Stead  v.  Liddard,  1  Bing.  190). 

The  following  guarantees  were  held  insufficient,  for  not  stating  a  conside. 
ration  : — "  Mr.  Wakcfield  will  engage  to  pay  the  bill  drawn  by  P.,  in  favour 
of  S.  S."  (4  B.  A:  A.  5i)5).  "  Inclosed  I  forward  you  th :  bills  drawn  per 
J.  T.  A.,  upon  and  accepted  by  L.  I).,  which,  I  doubt  not,  will  m^cl  due 
honour;  but,  in  default  thereof,  I  will  s^?  the  sirne  piid"  (Hawes  v.  Arm- 
strong, 1  Bing.  N.  ('.  701  ;  1  Sco.  601).  "Mr.  R.  II.  C.,  of  Birbadoes. 
about  to  proceed  (hither  in  the  'Mary,'  having  incurred  un  account  with  you, 
amounting  to  -1'J/.  5i.,  with  the  understanding  that  hu  is  to  transmit  tho 
amount  to  you,  in  three  months  nfter  his  arrival,  nt  B  ,  we  gmr.intce  the 
performance  of  the  said  engagement,  and  in  failure  thereof  we  will  be  re- 
sponsible to  yo  i."  "To  am.)  jut  of  10<)/.  consider  rm;  as  security  on  J.  C.'H 
account"  (Jenkins  v.  Reynolds,  3  B.  At  B.  11).  In  Sept.  IH.'Jl),  the  deft, 
had  entered  into  a  bond  :n  tiV;  penal'y  of  101K)/.  to  T.  M.,  the  condition  of 
which  reci'.ed  that  C.  C.  had  entered  into  :>n  agreement  with  T.  M.,  whereby 
C.  C.  became  tenant  of  T.  M.  of  certain  premises,  on  the  conditions  therein 
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mentioned ;  and  that  C.  C.  had  contracted  and  agreed  to  take  from  the  said 
T.  M.  all  the  teas  and  coffees  that  he  could  vend  or  sell  by  retail  or  other- 
wise, on  the  premises,  and  also  that  C.  C.  with  his  brother,  the  deft.,  should 
enter  into  the  above  bond  for  the  performance  of  the  said  conditions,  and 
for  the  payment  of  any  balance  owing  for  any  teas,  &c.,  sold  by  T.  M.  to 
C.  C.,  or  on  any  other  account  whatsoever.  In  December,  1833,  the  follow- 
ing letter  was  written  by  deft,  to  the  pit.,  who  had  succeeded  T.  M.  in  his 
business: — "When  I  had  the  pleasure  of  seeing  you  in  London,  I  then  told 
you  I  had  not  the  least  hesitation  in  becoming  surety  to  you  in  the  amount 
required  for  my  brother  Charles ;  but,  for  a  protection  to  myself  and  him,  I 
thought  it  highly  necessary  I  should  distinctly  understand  in  what  state  his 
affairs  were,  in  order  that  he  may  not  by  any  inadvertence  involve  me, 
which,  I  am  convinced,  he  would  grieve  at  as  much  as  myself.  I  still  hold 
this  mind,  and  before  I  sign  any  bond  or  instrument  I  must  clearly  see  my 
way.  In  the  mean  time,  in  order  to  convince  you  that  it  is  furthest  from 
my  thoughts,  in  any  way,  to  retard  his  business  or  prospects,  I  will  hold 

myself  responsible  to  you  to  the  *amount  of  200/.,  in  the  event  of 
[  *143  ]   his  inability  to  meet  it,  with  the  full  understanding  that  you  are  to 

consider  this  responsibility  in  the  full  and  liberal  light  of  the  secu- 
rity I  before  entered  into  with  Mr.  M.,  your  predecessor;  and  that  when  a 
lull  statement  of  his  affairs  is  laid  before  you,  and  such  proving  satisfactory, 
I  then  enter  into  the  security  you  require,  that  the  said  sum  of  2007.  be  void 
and  of  no  effect,  and  not  to  be  in  force  or  added  to  the  aforesaid  security." 
Held,  that  this  letter  did  not  show  a  consideration  in  writing  as  required  by 
the  statute  in  express  terms,  or  by  necessary  inference,  and,  therefore,  that 
it  was  void  as  a  guarantee  (Bentham  v.  Cooper,  5  M.  &  W.  621).  And 
for  the  like  reason,  the  following  has  been  held  insufficient: — "I  hereby 
agree  to  see  you  paid  within  three  months  from  date  hereof,  the  amount  of 
57.  due  to  you.  on  account  of  G.  M.  jun."  (Clancy  v.  Pigott,  2  Ad.  &  E. 
473).  A  guarantee  for  payment  of  the  debt  and  costs,  in  an  action  pending 
against  a  third  party,  unless  paid  by  a  certain  day,  was  in  writing,  but  did 
not  stipulate  for  forbearance  of  the  action ;  the  declaration  for  the  guarantee 
alleged  a  stay  of  proceedings  in  the  first  action,  as  the  consideration  for  the 
promise :  held,  that  no  such  consideration  appeared  on  the  written  instru- 
ment, or  could  necessarily  be  implied  from  it  (Cole  v.  Dyer,  1  Cr.  &  J.  461). 
A.  by  letter  acknowledges  to  have  received  from  B.  321/.  5s.  By  a  contem- 
poraneous account  taken  between  these  parties,  it  appeared  that  146/.  3s. 
Gd.,  part  of  the  '3211.  5s.,  was  a  sum  due  from  C.  to  D.,  which  A.  allowed 
to  be  transferred  from  the  debit  of  his  account  with  B. ;  A.  is  sued  by  B. 
inter  alia,  for  money  lent,  and  upon  an  account  stated :  held,  that  A.  was 
not  liable  for  the  1467.  odd,  the  arrangement  amounting  to  a  promise,  with- 
out consideration,  to  pay  the  debt  of  another  (French  v.  French,  3  Sco.  N. 
R.  121  ;  Man.  &  G.  644). 

In  Morley  v.  Boothby  (3  Bing.  107)  the  following  guarantee  was  held 
insufficient: — "Messrs.  Morley  and  Co. — We  hereby  promise  that  your 
draft  on  W.  Clarke  and  Co.,  due  at  Messrs.  M.,  at  six  months,  on  the  27th 
of  Nov.  next,  shall  be  then  paid,  out  of  money  to  be  received  from  St. 
Philip's  church  ;  say  amount,  174£,  say  27th  of  Nov. :  W.  W.  Clarke,  W. 
Boothby"  (and  dated) ;  "  because,"  as  said  by  Best,  C.  J.,  "  in  the  instru- 
ment there  is  neither  past  nor  future  consideration.  It  does  not  appear  that 
the  credits  which  had  previously  been  given  to  the  original  debtors,  were 
excused  in  consequence  of  those  guarantees.  When  the  bills  which  had 
been  given  were  at  maturity,  the  debtors  could  be  sued  as  well  after  as 
before  the  giving  the  guarantee.  The  debtors  had  no  benefit,  nor  did  the 
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creditors  put  themselves  to  any  inconvenience.  Though  the  paper  speaks 
of  money  for  St.  Philip's  church,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  persons  sub- 
scribing such  paper  had  anything  to  do  with  the  money.**  So,  a  memoran- 
dum written  by  the  pit 's  clerk,  in  the  presence  of  the  deft.,  that  "the  latter 
had  called  to  say  that  he  would  be  responsible  for  goods  delivered  to  Mr. 
II.,"  is  not  a  sufficient  undertaking  (Dixon  v.  Broomfield,  9  Chit.  Rep.  205) ; 
nor  is  a  written  memorandum,  "  Mr.  W.  will  engage  to  pay  the  bill  drawn 
by  Pitman  in  favour  ofS.  S.**  (Saunders  v.  Wukeficld,  4*B.  At  Ad.  595). 

Though  parol  evidence  cannot  be  received,  "  to  extend  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  in  writing,**  yet  it  is  admissible  to  explain  particular  parts  (15 
fiat,  274 ;  post,  "  PABOL  BYIDKNCB  ;**  see  Goldshede  v.  Swan,  1  Each. 
164;  Butcher  v.  Stewart,  11  M.  Ac  W.  857;  Haigh  v.  Brooks,  10  Ad.  & 
E.  909).  Thus,  parol  eridence  may  be  given  of  the  <Mirrry  of  good*  to  a 
third  person,  under  a  written  guarantee  to  the  vendor ;  viz. ;  "  I  guarantee 
the  payment  of  any  goods  which  J.  8.  delivers  to  J.  N.  ;**  and  Ld. 
Ellenborough  said  "that  the  stipulated  'delivery  of  the  goods  to  J.  [  *144  ] 
N.  was  a  consideration  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  writing,  and, 
when  the  delivery  took  place,  attached**  (Stapp  v.  Lill,  9  East,  348).  So, 
parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  the  amount  of  the  sum  due,  and  the  quantity 
of  goods  delivered,  or  that  the  guarantee  was  addressed  to  witness  as  plt.'s 
attorney.  Thus,  the  following  letter : — M  Mr.  G.,  Sir,  the  bearer,  D.  A., 
has  a  sum  of  money  to  receive  from  a  client  of  mine  some  day  next  week, 
and  I  trust  you  will  give  him  indulgence  tilt  that  day,  when  I  undertake  to 
tee  you  paid.**  Signed  by  deft.  Parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  prove  that 
pit.  (whoso  name  was  not  mentioned  in  the  letter)  was  about  to  sue  Wil- 
liams for  HO/.,  and  that  Mr.  G.,  to  whom  the  letter  was  addressed,  was  plt.'s 
attorney  (Bnteman  v.  Phillips,  15  East,  272;  9  East,  348;  1  Camp.  242). 
So,  where  the  guarantee  was  expressed  to  be  in  consideration  that  the  pit. 
would  withdraw  the  promissory  note,  parot  evidence  was  admitted  to  show 
whnt  promissory  note  was  meant  (Shortrede  v.  Check,  1  Ad.  Ac  E.  59). 

The  actual  tignaturt  of  the  deft,  is  not  essential ;  for  it  has  been  decided 
(1  Ksp.  Ca.  190),  thnt  if  a  man  drnw  up  nn  agreement  in  his  own  handwrit- 
ing :  viz.,  "  I  agree,"  A:c.  and  leave  a  place  for  a  signature  at  the  bottom, 
but  never  sign  it,  it  may  be  considered  a  note  within  the.  statute  (see  ante, 
p.  108).  But  it  must  nppear,  from  the  instrument,  thnt  the  agreement  was 
complete.  So,  the  written  instructions  for  a  deed,  unless  signed,  will  not  bo 
received  in  evidence  (1  P.  Wilms.  771,  n. ;  2  B.  A:  C.  509).  So,  a  mar- 
riage, treaty,  though  all  in  the  father's  hnnd,  but  not  signed,  nor  reduced  into 
proper  legal  form,  hns  been  held  to  be  only  n  sketch  of  an  agreement  (3 
Atk.  504).  Nor  is  it  essential  on  whnt  part  of  the  agn-ement  the  signature 
appear  (3  Mer.  62;  1  Esp.  Cn.  189);  nor  even  if  it  be  on  the  agreement 
itself;  it  may  be  indorsed  on  a  draft,  A:c.  (5  Ksp.  191  ;  12  Yes.  400),  or 
written  in  a  memorandum  referring  to  a  letter,  Arc.  (1  P.  Wms  770).  And 
signing  the  party's  initials  has  been  held  sufficient  (1  Camp.  M3).  And, 
where  the  agreement  is  written  by  the  deft.,  hut  the  name  printed,  it  will  be 
evidence  of  a  note,  Arc1.,  signed,  Ace.  (2  M.  A:  S.  280;  .*>  B.  A:  P.  239). 
The  instrument  need  only  be  signed  by  the  party  against  whom  it  is  sought 
to  be  enforced  (Laythoarp  v.  Bryant,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  744). 

The  agent,  if  any,  who  signed  the  agreement,  to  render  it  binding  on  deft., 
need  not  be  appointed  by  writing,  and  his  authority  may  be  proved  by  parol 
fClinan  v.  Cooke,  1  Es'p-  106;  9  Ves.  234,  250;*  7  T.  R.  207;  1  Sch.  At 
Lef.  22).  But  one  of  the  contracting  parties  cannot  sign  as  agent  for 
another  ;  it  must  be  a  third  person  (2  Camp.  203).  The  clerk  of  on  agent 
has  not,  in  general  an  authority  to  sign  (2  Chit.  Rep.  206),  unless  his  prin- 
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cipal  expressly  assent  (9  Ves.  234).  The  agent's  authority  may  be  coun- 
termanded before  he  acts  (2  Camp.  3M9).  An  auctioneer  is  considered  as 
acting  as  agent  for  the  parties  under  this  statute  (see  post,  "VENDOR  AND 
PURCHASER").  The  first  and  second  sections  of  this  statute,  relating  to 
realty,  require  the  agent  to  be  appointed  by  writing.  A  partnership  is 
bound  by  the  signature  of  one  party  (Gardom,  ex  parte,  15  Ves.  jun.  286). 
It  matters  not  to  whom  the*  memorandum  containing  the  agreement  is 
addressed.  It  may  be  contained  in  a  letter  to  a  third  party  (per  Ld.  Hard- 
wicke;  3  Atk.  503;  2  Chit.  Rep.  147;  1  Vern.  110;  Bateman  v.  Phillips, 
15  East,  272;  Longfellow  v.  Williams,  Peak.  Ad.  Ca.  225) ;  for  the  mem- 
orandum is  necessary  only  to  evidence  the  contract,  not  to  constitute  it;  the 
contract  is  made  before  any  signature  of  it  by  the  parties  (per  Tindall,  C.  J., 
in  Laythroap  v.  Bryant,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  744). 

Where  evidence  was  given  that  the  son  of  the  deft,  had,  in  three 

[  *145  ]  *or  four  instances,  signed  bills  of  exchange  for  his  father:  held 

sufficient,   in   an  action  on  a  guarantee  to  warrant  the  production 

nnd  reading  an  instrument  which  purported  to  be  a  guarantee  by  the  father 

in  the  handwriting  of  the  son  (Watkins  v.  Vince,  2  Stark.  368). 

Stamp.]  A  written  guarantee  to  the  amount  of  20/.,  requires  an  agree- 
ment-stamp, like  other  agreements  (see  post,  "  STAMP)/'  A  guarantee  for 
the  payment  of  goods  to  a  certain  amount,  which  a  third  person  was  about 
to  purchase,  is  exempt  from  the  stamp-duty  under  the  exemption  relating  to 
agreements  for  the  sale  of  goods  (Warrington  v.  Turbor,  8  East,  242 ;  Wat- 
kins  v.  Vince,  2  Stark.  368).  And  see  a  case  of  guarantee  exempted  from 
stamp-duty  under  the  exemption  relating  to  letters  between  merchants,  5  T. 
R.  176;  post,"  STAMP)".  The  consideration  laid,  was  the  given  up  of  a  certain 
guarantee';  plea,  denying  that  pit.  gave  it  up:  held,  that  it  might  be  given  in 
evidence,  though  unstamped  (Haigh  v.  Brooks,  10  Ad.  &  E.  309). 

Proof  of  Plaintiffs  Performance  of  Contract,  Defendant's  Non-Perfor- 
mance, and  other  Averments.]  'As  the  claim  against  a  surety  is  strictissimi 
juris,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  pit  to  show,  that  the  terms  of  the  guarantee, 
when  any  condition  is  annexed  to  them,  have  been  strictly  complied  with, 
and,  as  stated  in  the  declaration  (Bacon  v.  Chesney,  1  Stark.  192).  On  a 
guarantee  to  pay  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  a  third  person,  what  such 
person  has  said  respecting  the  goods  sold  to  him,  is  not  evidence  to  charge 
the  person  giving  the  guarantee,  the  delivery  of  them  must  be  proved  (Evans 
v.  Beattie,  5  Esp.  26 ;  Bacon  v.  Chcsncy,  supra). 

If  the  guarantee  was  to  pay  the  debt  of  a  third  person,  on  request,  such 
request  must  be  proved  (1  Cro.  Jac.  500;  Ow.  109,  1  Saund.  32,  n.  2  ;  2 
B.  &  C.  685  ;  6  M.  &  S.  121),  or  else  pit.  must  show  something  to  dispense 
with  it  (10  East,  359,  361).  Where  the  instrument  of  guarantee  does  not 
purport  to  be  absolute  and  conclusive,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  pit.  to  show 
that  he  gave  notice  to  the  deft,  that  he  accepted  it  as  such  (ante,  p.  9; 
M'lver  v.  Richardson,  1  M.  &  S.  557 ;  Symmons  v.  Want,  2  Stark.  371  ; 
Mosley  v.  Tinkler,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  692). 

A  declaration  stated,  that  in  consideration  that  R.  J.  in  his  lifetime  (plt.'s 
intestate)  would  execute  a  bond  to  W.  J.  in  the  penal  sum  of  600/.,  the  deft, 
undertoook  that  he  would  save  harmless  and  indemnify  R.  J.  his  executors 
or  administrators,  from  any  loss  or  damage,  by  reason  of  his  executing  the 
bond,  and  averred  the  execution  of  the  bond  by  R.  J.,  his  death,  and  grant 
of  administration  to  pit.;  and  that  the  pit.,  as  administratrix,  became  liable 
to  pay  and  satisfy  the  bond  to  W.  J.,  of  which  deft,  had  notice,  but  that  the 
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deft,  did  not  indemnify,  &c. ;  by  means  whereof,  the  pit.,  as  administratrix, 
was  called  upon,  and  forced,  and  obliged,  and  did  pay  to  W.  J.,  the  sum  of 
310/.,  secured  by  the  bond,  and  a  further  sum  for  costs,  Ate.  Plea,  that  pit, 
as  administrntix,  was  not  called  upon,  or  (breed,  or  obliged  to  pay,  nor  did 
she  pay  to  W.  J.,  the  moneys  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  nor  was  she 
damnified  as  therein  mentioned,  in  manner,  Arc,  The  bond,  when  produced, 
was  subjected  to  a  condition  for  repayment,  "at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
six  months'  notice  to  be  given  to  pay  the  same."  It  appeared,  however, 
that  the  deft,  had  notice  of  the  action  being  commenced  agninst  the  pit.  on 
the  bond  (which,  was  stayed  by  a  judge's  order  on  payment  of  debt  and 
coals)  and  did  not  come  in  to  defend  it.  Held,  that  this  was  sufficient  to 
entitle  the  pit.  to  recover  on  tho  above  issue  (Jones  v.  \\  illinms,  7  M.  dt  W. 
493).  If,  in  an  action  on  a  guarantee  for  payment  for  goods  to  be 
•supplied  to  A.,  the  pit.  aver,  (hat  goods  were  supplied  to  A.,  [  M40  ] 
and  the  deft,  plead  tton  uuumpsit,  this  admits  the  supply  of  tho 
goods  to  A.,  and  no  proof  is  required  in  support  of  the  averment,  and  the  pit. 
need  not  give  any  evidence  that  tho  good*  were  supplied,  except  with  the 
view  of  showing  the  amount  of  damages  (Taylor  v.  Hillary,  7  C.  6c  P. 
30). 

A  guarantee  to  indemnify  and  save  harmless  is  broken  by  not  saving  the 
pit.  from  incurring  expense,  &c.,  and  is  not  sufficiently  performed  by  reim- 
bursing him  such  expense,  when  incurred  (M  East,  593).  Where  the  deft, 
undertook  to  guarantee  ihc  pit.  against  any  loss  in  case  the  deft.'s  son  became 
a  bankrupt;  it  was  held,  that  in  order  to  prove  tho  allegation  that  he  had 
become  bankrupt,  pit.  was  bound  to  prove  (hot  a  commis*ion  had  been 
actually  sued  out  against  him  (Bulkelry  v.  LonJ,  2  Stark.  400).  Where 
the  undertaking  was  to  moke  a  provision  for  the  repayment  of  a  sum  lent 
to  a  third  person  the  pit.  muit  give  some  proof  that  no  provision  has  been 
mado  by  the  deft.,  or  he  must  be  nonsuited,  but  slight  proof  seems  to  bo 
sufficient  (Garn-lt  v.  Handley,  4  B.  A:  C.  604). 

Where  the  guarantee  imports  that  eighteen  months' credit  was  to  be  given 
to  the  vendee,  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  twelve  months'  credit  was  given, 
provided  six  more  have  since  elap«ed  (Kacon  v.  Chesney,  I  S  ark.  192). 

Evidence,  that  according  to  tin?  custom  of  trade,  iho  pits,  delivered  coula 
to  M.  U.  daily,  and  that  at  the  end  of  every  month,  IKS  gave  a  bill  payable  in 
two  months:  held,  not  sufficient  to  charge  the  deft,  upon  a  guarantee  for  tho 
payment  of  coals  to  be  delivered  to  M.  H.,  at  a  credit  of  two  months  from 
the  delivery  (Hall  v.  Iladlry,  5  Bin?.  54). 

Upon  a  contract  to  guarantee  a  bill  for  a  given  sum,  the  guarantor  would 
not  be  liable  to  that  extent  on  a  bill  given  for  a  larger  sum  (Philips  v.  Astley, 
2  Taunt.  200).  But  a  limited  guarantee,  for  moneys  lent  to  the.  amount  of 
200/.,  is  not  discharged  by  moneys  lent  above  that  sum  (Hall  v.  Grose,  3 
Ch.  C.  323).  A  guarantee  for  the  payment  of  goods  supplied  to  a  third 
person,  given  on  the  7th,  will  cover  goods  contracted  lor  on  the  Oth,  but  not 
delivered  till  the  7th,  and  thf-n  supplied  on  the  credit  of  the  guarantee.  (Sim- 
mons v.  Keating,  2  Stark.  420  ;  and  see  2  Moo.  134).  A  guarantee  to  B. 
does  not  extend  to  a  new  firm  created  (3  Camp.  53  ;  2  B.  Ai  A.  3'J ;  3  East, 
4*>4;  4  Taunt.  373  ;  2  M.  b  S.  :Hi3 ;  Dry  v.  Davy,  10  Ad.  A;  li.  3D);  or  a 
new  credit  given  after  the  guarantee.  (3  Camp.  320).  A  surety  of  bills, 
drawn  by  J.  C.  and  T.  C.,  or  cither  of  them  (who  were,  in  a  dc-cd,  slated  to 
be  partners)  is  not  liable  for  bills  drawn  after  the  death  of  T.  C.,  (I  Bing 
452).  A  bond,  reciting  that  A.  had  taken  a  house  in  the  parish,  for  a 
certain  term,  and  conditioned  to  indemnify  the  parish  against  any  charges 
resulting  from  A.'s  becoming  an  inhabitant,  continues  during  his  inhabitancy, 
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whether  in  the  same  house  or  not,  though  beyond  the  term  (1  M.  &  S.  120) 
And  where,  from  the  terms  of  the  condition,  a  mere  continued  employment 
seemed  to  have  been  meditated,  and  no  specific  time  was  limited,  yet  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  office  for  which  the  security  was  given  was  an  annual 
office,  the  court  held  the  security  at  an  end  on  the  expiration  of  the  first 
year,  (2  N.  R.  175 ;  and  see  the  cases  in  2  B.  &  A.  431  ;  12  East,  400  ;  9 
Moo.  102  ;  2  Bing.  32),  as  to  the  continuance  of  a  bond  for  the  collector  of 
taxes,  rates,  &c. 

A  guarantee  in  these  words,  "  Whereas  W.  C.  is  indebted  to  you  in  a  sum  of 
money,  and  may  have  occasion  to  make  further  purchases  of  you ;  as  an  in- 
ducement to  you  to  sell  him  such  goods,  and  continue  your  dealing  with  him, 

I  hereby  agree  and  undertake  to  *guarantce  you  in  the  sum  of  100/., 
[  *147  ]  payableto  you  in  default  on  the  part  of  thesaidW.  C.  fortwo  months" 

was  declared,  upon  stating  the  deft.'s  promise,  to  be  to  guarantee 
the  pits,  in  the  sum  of  100/.,  payable  on  default  of  W.  C.  on  two  months, 
notice  thereof  to  the  deft :  held,  a  variance  (Allon  v.  Kenning,  9  Bing.  618.) 
The  consideration  of  the  instrument  was  stated  to  be,  that  the  pit.  would  give 
credit  to  a  third  person  "  in  manner  then  and  there  agreed  upon  between  them 
by  the  correspondence  produced  in  evidence,  the  terms  on  which  the  credit  was 
stated  to  be  given  were  to  be  agreed  upon  :  held,  that  the  substance  of  the 
consideration  was  properly  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  there  was  no  va- 
riance (Irving  v.  M'Kenzie,  1  B.  &  B.  523).  The  declaration  stated,  that 
the  dcfts.  undertook  to  indemnify  A.  for  holding  goods  in  his  warehouse  on 
their  behalf,  and  delivering  the  same  up  to  them  when  requested  so  to  do; 
on  the  production  of  the  instrument,  it  appeared  that  the  dcfts.  only  guaran- 
teed him  for  holding  the  goods  in  the  warehouse  on  their  behalf:  held,  no 
variance,  as  it  must  be  implied,  that  he  was  to  deliver  them  up  to  the  defts. 
(Sampson  v.  Burton,  2  B.  &  B.  89).  The  declaration  described  the  terms 
of  the  guarantee  to  be  "  credit"  generally,  and  in  the  guarantee  the  ex- 
pression was  "  usual  credit:"  held,  no  variance  (Atkinson  v.  Carter,  2  Chit. 
Rep.  403.)  The  declaration  stated,  that  "  in  consideration  that  A.,  at  the 
request  of  B.,  advanced  24/.  to  C.,  and  that  A.  would  advance  to  C.  the 
further  sum  of  21.  per  week,  for  so  long  a  period  as  C.  should  require,  and 
also  such  other  sums  of  money  as  C.  should  from  time  to  time  require;  B. 
promised  to  repay  him  as  well  the  24^  as  the  21.  per  week,  and  such  other  sums 
as  A.  should  lend  and  advance  to  C.  as  aforesaid,"  is  not  supported  by  a  letter 
in  which  B.  writes  to  A.,  "  I  beg  that  you  will  continue  to  advance  the  sum  of  21. 
per  week  to  C.,  and  I  hereby  engage  to  pay  you  all  moneys  you  may  advance  to 
him,  in  addition  to  the  24/.  you  have  already  let  him  have  at  my  request 
(Smith  v.  Brandram,  2  Sco.  N.  R.  539  ;  2  Man.  &  G.  244).  But  the  vari- 
ance may  be.  amended  by  the  judge  at  the  trial  under  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  15,  if 
not  under  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42 ;  ib.  23. 

A  guarantee  for  a  debt  due  is  a  continuing  one,  unless  it  be  otherwise  ex- 
pressed (3  B.  &  C.  166).  A  guarantee  "for  any  goods  the  pit.  hath,  or 
may  supply  W.  P.  with,  to  the  amount  of  100/.,"  is  a  standing  and  existing 
guarantee  until  revoked  (Mason  v.  Pritchard,  12  East,  227;  Ib.  413).  On 
the  other  hand,  a  guarantee  "  of  the  payment  of  A.  B.  to  the  extent  of  60/., 
at  quarterly  account,  bill  at  two  months,  for  goods  to  be  purchased  by  him 
of  the  pit.,"  is  not  a  continuing  or  standing  guarantee  to  that  extent  of  goods, 
to  be  at  any  time  supplied  to  A.  B.,  until  the  credit  is  recalled;  but  is 
applicable  only  to  the  first  quarterly  payment  after  it  was  given  (Melville  v. 
Hayden,  3  B.  &  A.  593).  And  a  guarantee,  "  You  may  let  A.  B.  have 
coals  at  50£  for  which  I  will  be  answerable  at  any  time,  is  not  a  continuing 
guarantee"  (Bovell  v.  Turner,  2  Chit.  Rep.  205).  In  Kerbey  v.  Marlborough 
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(Duke  of),  2  M.  Ac  S.  18,  Lord  Ellcnborough  said,  "This  is  a  bond 
given  by  a  surety  as  an  indemnity  lor  advances  to  a  particular  amount ;  it 
is  the  same  as  if  the  surety  bad  expressed  that  the  bankers  might  lend  to  the 
extent  of  SOO/.,  and  when  the  advance  was  made  to  that  amount,  the  guar- 
antee became  functut  qfficio,  and  it  was  not  a  continuing  guarantee." 

Where  by  a  written  guarantee  A.  becomes  bound  to  B.  for  any  debt  C. 
may  contract  with  him,  not  exceeding  1007.,  the  guarantee  is  not  extin- 
guished by  one  dealing  between  B.  and  C.  to  that  amount,  but  extends  to 
any  debt  of  100/.  which  C.  may  afterwards  owe  to  B.  (Merle  v.  Wells,  2 
Camp.  413).  An  undertaking  to  be  answerable  for  100/.  for  tallow  sup- 
plied by  A.  to  B.  *(Bastow  v.  Bennett,  3  Camp.  2*20).  "  I  do 
hereby  agree  to  be  answerable  to  K.  for  the  amount  of  five  sacks  [ *149  ] 
of  flour  delivered  loT.,  payable  in  one  month,  Nov.  18th,  T.  C.:w 
held,  not  to  be  a  continuing  guarantee  for  parcels  delivered  at  various  sub- 
sequent periods,  though  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  five  sacks  (Kay  T. 
Groves,  6  Bing.  276  ;  4  C.  At  P.  7.').  A  guatantee  stipulated  that  if  the 
pits,  would  give  credit  to  A.,  the  deft,  would  be  responsible  that  his  pay* 
ments  should  bo  regularly  made :  held,  to  bo  a  continuing  guarantee  within 
a  period  fixed  (Simpson  v.  Manby,  2  Tyrw.  80;  2  Cr.  At  J.  13).  "I  hereby 
agree  to  be  answerable  for  the  payment  of  50/.  for  T.  Lerigo,  in  case  T. 
Lerigo  does  not  pay  for  the  gin,  dec.,  which  be  receives  from  you,  and  I  will 
pay  the  amount :**  held,  not  a  continuing  guarantee  (Nicholson  v.  Poget,  1 
C.  Ac  M.  48) ;  see  Mayer  v.  Isaac,  where  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  this  case 
that  a  guarantee  is  to  be  construed  liberally  against  the  party  giving  it,  is 
doubted  (infra).  The  following  have  been  held  to  be  continuing  guaran- 
tees:— "  I  do  hereby  agree  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  goods,  to  be  deli- 
vered in  umbrellas  and  parasols  to  T.  and  E.  8.,  according  to  the  custom  of 
their  trading  with  you,  in  the  sum  of  200/."  The  custom  was  to  make  up  monthly 
accounts  of  goods  delivered,  and  for  T.  nod  E.  S.  to  give  acceptances  for  the 
amount  of  each  monthly  account  (Hnrgravc  v.  Stive,  0  Bing.  244).  So,  in 
consideration  of  your  supplying  my  nephew  W.  with  earthen  ware,  I  guarantee 
the  payment  of  any  bills  you  may  draw  on  him  on  account  thereof,  to  the 
amount  of  200/.,  and  the  deft,  is  liable  upon  it,  although  after  it  was  given  goods 
to  n  greater  amount  than  200/.  hud  been  supplied  to  and  paid  for  by  T.  (Mayer 
v.  Isaac,  6  M.  &  W.  605).  A  bond  to  indemnify  and  save  harmless  the  obli- 
gees for  such  "  sums  as  they  in  their  banking  business  should  within  ten  years 
advance  or  pay,  or  be  obliged  to  advance  or  pay,  for  or  on  account  of  their 
accepting  or  discounting  any  bill  of  exchange,  notes,  Azc.,  which  A.  B. 
shoujd  from  time  to  time  draw  upon  or  make  payable,  Ate.,  at  their  house, 
and  also  other  sums  which  they  within  the  period  aforesaid  should  otherwise 
Iny  out,  pay,  A:c.,  on  the  credit  of  the  said  A.  B.,  or  on  his  account,  and  also 
all  such  wages  and  allowances  for  advancing,  paying,  Aic.,  such  bills,  Ate., 
advances,  payments,  Ate.,  engagements  and  accommodation,  not  exceeding 
the  sum  of  5000/.  in  the  whole,  together  with  interest  on  such  advances, 
&c. :"  held,  to  guarantee  running  accounts,  and  not  to  be  satisfied  by  the 
first  payment  of  500/.  (William  v.  Rowlinson,  3  Bing.  71).  So, 
"  Whereas  W.  C.  is  indebted  to  you  in  a  sum  of  money,  and  may  have  occa- 
sion fur  further  purchases  from  you,  as  an  inducement  to  you  to  sell  him 
such  goods  and  continue  your  dealings  with  him,  I  hereby  agree  and  under- 
take to  guarantee  you  in  the  sum  of  100/.,  payable  to  you  in  default  on  the 
part  of  the  said  W.  C.  for  two  months :  held,  a  continuing  guarantee  (Allan 
v.  Kenning,  9  Bing.  618;  see  also  Martin  v.  Wright,  6  Q.  B.  619;  Hitch- 
cock v.  Humphrey,  5  Man.  &  G.  559 ;  Allnutt  v.  Ashenden,  5  Man.  Ac  G. 
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Damages."]  A  guarantee  is  merely  a  contract  to  indemnify  upon  a  con- 
tingency, and  is  in  the  nature  of  a  claim  for  unliquidated  damages  (Samp- 
son  v.  Burton,  4  Moo.  515;  2  B.  &  B.  89).  Upon  a  contract  to  guarantee 
a  bill  of  exchange  for  a  given  sum,  the  guarantor  would  not  be  liable  to 
that  extent  on  a  bill  given  for  a  larger  sum  (Phillips  v.  Astling,  2  Taunt. 
206).  C.  and  Co.  before  their  bankruptcy  guaranteed  to  A.  the  payment  of 
300/.  for  the  erection  of  a  sugar  mill  for  D.,  on  the  production  of  a  cer- 
tificate from  the  engineer  that  the  mill  was  erected  according  to  the  terms 
of  a  certain  specification.  A.  produces  a  certificate  of  the  erection  of  a 
*mill,  stating,  however,  a  deviation  from  the  original  plan  with  the 
[  *149  ]  consent  of  D.,  upon  which,  C.  and  Co.,  without  making  any  objec- 
tion to  such  deviation,  informed  A.  that  it  was  not  in  their  power 
to  pay  the  money:  held,  that  A.  might  prove  the  300/.  under  the  fiat  issued 
against  C.  and  Co.  (Ashwell,  Ex  parte,  2  D.  &  Ch.  281).  The  deft,  re- 
quesled  the  pit.  by  letter  to  advance  II.  B.  21.  a  week,  and  engaged  "  to  pay 
him  all  moneys  he  might  advance  to  R.  B.,  in  addition  to  the  2\l.  which  he 
had  already  let  him  have."  Held,  that  the  guarantee  was  to  be  read  as  if 
it  had  been  "all  such  moneys,"  that  is,  the  24/.,  and  the  amounj  of  the  sub- 
sequent weekly  sums  of  21.,  and  that  it  did  not  extend  to  any  other  sums  he 
might  advance  over  and  above  the  allowance  of  21.,  because  this  allowance 
was  the  subject-matter  of  the  letter  (Smith  v.  Brandram,  2  Sco.  N.  R.  539; 
5  Jur.  173).  Where  a  debt  having  been  partly  guaranteed,  the  debtor 
becomes  a  bankrupt,  and  the  creditor  proves  for  a  larger  amount  than  that 
covered  by  the  guarantee,  the  dividends  must  be  applied  in  ease  of  the  guar- 
antor ratcably  to  the  whole  debt  proved  (Ruikes  v.  Todd,  8  Ad.  &  E.  846). 
Where  the  deft,  gave  the  following  guarantee — "  In  consideration  of  your 
giving  credit  in  the  way  of  your  trade  to  L.  M.,  I  guarantee  to  you  the  pay- 
ment of  any  debt  which  he  may  contract  with  you  from  time  to  time  as  a 
running  balance  of  account,  to  any  amount  not  exceeding  400/. ;"  the  pits., 
on  the  faith  of  this  guarantee,  supplied  L.  M.  with  goods  to  the  amount  of 
800/.,  and  he  afterwards  being  in  insolvent  circumstances  assigned  his  effects 
to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  ;  the  pits,  claimed  a  debt,  for  6251., 
as  the  balance  due  to  them  against  L.  M.'s  estate,  and  received  a  dividend 
of  8s.  9<7.  in  the  pound  on  the  whole  debt :  held,  in  an  action  on  the  guarantee, 
that  the  pits,  were  not  entitled  to  deduct  the  whole  sum  received  as  a  dividend 
from  the  gross  amount  of  the  debt,  and  to  hold  the  deft,  liable  on  his  guarantee 
for  the  residue  of  the  demand  up  to  the  extent  of  the  guarantee  ;  that  the  divi- 
dend received  was  to  be  applied  rateably  to  the  whole  debt,  as  well  the  part 
covered  by  the  guarantee  as  that  not,  and  therefore  that  a  rateable  deduction 
was  to  be  made  for  the  sum  covered  by  the  guarantee  (Bardwcll  v.  Lydell, 
7  Bing.  489;  see  further  Warre  v.  Calvert,  7  Ad.  &  E.  143;  Ackcrman  v. 
Ehrensperger,  16  M.  &  W.  99 ;  Walton  v.  Mascall,  13  M.  &  W.  452). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

As  to  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  see  ante,  Vol.  I.,  226-233. 

The  deft.'s  evidence  may  consist  in  rebutting  the  foregoing  proofs  of  the 
pit.,  or  he  may  show  his  discharge  from  liability  on  the  ground  that  the  pit. 
has  discharged  or  given  time  to  the  principal  debtor,  without  the  deft.'s  con- 
sent, so  as  to  have  deprived  the  deft,  of  the  power  of  suing  him ;  or  he  may 
show  that  the  nature  of  the  security  has  been  varied  (Molt,  N.  P.  84,  403; 
2  B.  &  P.  61  ;  3  B.  &  P.  366  ;  5  B.  &  A.  191).  But,  to  discharge  the  deft, 
at  law,  on  the  ground  of  time  given  to  the  principal  debtor  by  the  pit.,  or  any 
other  act  done  to  the  deft.'s  prejudice,  the  agreement  to  give  time  for  the  act 
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of  the  pit.  must  be  such  as,  in  point  of  law,  will  amount  to  an  absolute  estop, 
pel  to  the  plt.'s  remedy  over  against  the  principal  debtor,  either  absolutely  or 
for  a  time ;  and  it  is  no  defence,  therefore,  to  an  action  on  a  bond  against  a 
surety,  that,  by  a  parol  agreement,  time  has  been  given  to  the  principal. 
'I'll*-  distinction  seems  to  be,  if  it  was  understood  that  a  particular  credit 
should  be  given  for  a  certain  time,  the  taking  a  bill  by  the  creditor  from  the 
principal  will  not  discharge  the  surety;  but  if  the  course  of  dealing 
be  altered  and  the  time  of  credit  extended,  such  *a  bill  for  such  [  M50  ] 
further  time  would  discharge  (Goring  v.  Edmonds,  6  Ding.  94; 
Coombe  v.  Woolfe,  6  Bing.  156;  5  B.  6t  A.  187). 

The  pits,  sued  the  deft,  upon  the  following  guarantee; — " I  hereby  agree 
and  engage  to  see  you  paid  for  any  porter  you  may  send  Mr.  A.  J.  of  this 
town,  until  you  hear  to  the  contrary  from  me."  The  course  of  dealing 
between  the  pits,  and  A.  J.  was,  that  the  latter  was  lo  have  six  months' credit, 
and  then  pay  by  a  bill  at  two  months.  Held,  that  an  extension  of  the  credit 
to  nine  months,  and  a  bill  at  two  months  without  notice,  discharged  the 
surety  (Coombe  v.  Wolfe,  8  Bing.  156).  And  it  seems  the  guarantee  to 
cover  a  demand  for  the  casks  in  w  hich  the  porter  was  sent,  upon  a  declaim* 
lion  properly  framed  (Ib.).  A  guarantee  was  given  by  the  deft,  in  consider** 
of  the  pit.  giving  A.  a  current  credit  to  make  good,  upon  the  event  of  his 
failure,  any  deficiency  not  exceeding  a  certain  sum ;  a  short  lime  after  the 
guarantee  was  given,  a  bill  which  had  been  previously  given  by  A.  lo  the 
pits,  was  dishonoured,  and  lite  pits,  perm  tied  him  to  renew  it,  without  giving 
any  notice  of  the  transaction  lo  the  deft. :  held,  that  this  was  not  such  a  failure 
of  the  principal  as  lo  entitle  the  surety  lo  a  notice  of  a  renewal  of  the  bill 
(Carr  v.  Brown,  1'J  Moo.  62).  If  a  joint  and  several  note  be  given  by  A.  to 
B.,  and  (he  Inner  be  surety,  and  an  action  be  brought  against  A.  the  surety, 
B.  is  not  discharged  by  the  creditor,  Inking  from  A.  a  cognovit  payable  at  a 
period  before  judgment  in  the  original  action  could  be  obtained  (Price  v.  Ed- 
monds, 10  B.  &  C.  57*).  A.  guarantees  tin-  payment  of  any  goods  to  be 
supplied  by  B.  to  C.  between  lite  2nd  of  April,  1*14  and  1615.  Although 
no  period  of  credit  was  specified,  tins  could  not  tie  taken  as  a  guarantee  lor 
an  unlimited  pt-rK>d,  but  lo  be  restrained  by  the  usual  course  of  trade,  and  C. 
having  nccepied  a  bill  for  the  amount  of  the  goods  delivered,  which  B.  per- 
milled  him  to  renew  when  payable  without  any  communication  to  A.  on  the 
subject  of  such  renewal.  Held,  that  A.  was  discharged  from  his  guarantee 
by  virtue  of  the  rule  that  a  creditor  giving  further  time  lo  the  principal 
debtor,  without  the  consent  of  surety,  releases  tin'  surely;  and  that  although 
it  was  proved  that  the  renewal  was  given  only  inconsequence  of  C.'s  inability 
lo  pay,  and  that  no  injury  could  accrue  to  A.,  the  surety  being  himself  the 
fit  judge  of  what  is  or  is  not  for  his  own  benefit  (Somntll  v.  Howorlh,  3  Mer. 
Vi7~).  The  following  guarantee  was  given  by  the  deft,  in  July,  18ii5  to  cer- 
tain bankers  : — tl  Please  to  open  on  account  with  mid  honour  the  cheques  of 
H.  B.  on  mill  account,  (or  whom  I  will  be  responsible."  The  account  having 
been  opened,  the  bankers  made  advances  to  11.  B.  from  lime  to  time,  until  Feb. 
18t27,  when  they  ceased ;  a  large  balance  was  then  due  lo  them  from  II.  B. 
who,  in  October  of  that  year  paid  a  sum  into  the  bank  on  account  of  it.  In 
Feb.  1828,  the  bankers  took  an  acceptance  from  H.  B.  al  three  months  for 
the  balance  of  his  account,  in  several  previous  instances  the  bankers  had 
taken  similar  acceptances  from  customers  who  had  overdrawn  their  accounts; 
but  though  the  deft,  had  been  consulted  by  ihem  as  their  attorney  on  the  dis- 
honour of  several  of  them,  it  was  not  shown  that  he  was  aware  of  the  prac- 
tice of  lh<-  bank  in  that  particular.  Held,  that  the  taking  of  the  acceptance 
from  the  principal  debtor  by  the  parties  guaranteed  without  the  knowledge 


150  GUARANTEE,  ACTION  ON. 

or  assent  of  the  surety  was  a  giving  time  to  the  principal,  which  altered  the 
situation  of  the  surety,  and  therefore  discharged  him  from  liability  on  the 
guarantee  (Hovvell  v.  Jones,  4  Tyrw.  548 ;  see  Bell  v.  Banks,  3  Sco.  N.  R. 
497). 

The  mere  taking  an  additional  security,  not  relinquishing,  even  for  a  time, 

the  plt.'s  remedy  against  the  principal,  on  the  original  security, 

[  *151  ]   does  not  discharge  deft.,  and  a  composition  with  the  principal,  *re- 

serving  the  remedy  over  against  the  surety,  does  not  discharge  the 

latter  (see  18  Ves.  20 ;  5  Dovvl.  234 ;  3  East,  251 ;  2  B.  &  A.  210 ;  3  B.  & 

C.  208 ;  5  D.  &  R.  259 ;  4  B.  &  C.  506).     The  taking  an  indemnity  from 

another  quarter  does  not  discharge  the  deft.  (6  T.  R.  413).     As  to  how  far 

proving  under  a  commission,  and  signing  the  principal  debtor's  certificate, 

discharges  deft.  (Langdale  v.  Harry,  see  2  D.  &  R.  337). 

A  creditor  pending  an  action  on  a  guarantee  against  a  surety,  who  con- 
tests the  question  of  his  liability,  proves  the  debt  under  a  commission  of 
bankruptcy  against  the  principal  debtor,  and  by  his  signature  enables  the 
bankrupt  to  obtain  his  certificate;  the  surety  is  not  thereby  discharged  from 
his  liability  on  the  guarantee  (Brown  v.  Carr,  7  Bing.  508) ;  nor  by  the 
omission  of  the  principal,  on  his  becoming  insolvent,  to  insert  the  debt  in 
his  schedule  (Allara  v.  Kimberley,  12  M.  &  W.  411). 

As  to  abandoning  execution  against  him,  see  2  Swanst.  190.  There  is  no 
obligation  on  the  pit.  to  have  used  active  diligence  to  sue  or  enforce  the 
liability  of  the  original  debtor;  he  may  forbear  as  long  as  he  likes  (see  6  Ves. 
734 ;  18  Ves.  20 ;  4  Moo.  153).  The  neglect  of  the  pit.  to  look  with  sufficient 
attention  into  the  accounts  of  a  person  in  his  employment,  for  whose  fidelity 
deft,  has  become  security,  is  not  such  a  laches  as  would  discharge  deft.  (10 
East,  34). 

The  deft,  guaranteed  the  payment  of  the  price  of  certain  timber,  sold  by 
pit.  to  deft.'s  son.  The  pit.  received  part  payment  from  the  son,  and  after- 
wards made  repeated  applications  for  the  residue.  More  than  two  years 
having  elapsed  from  the  day  stipulated  for  payment,  the  son  gave  the  pit.  a 
bill  of  exchange  which  was  dishonoured,  and  shortly  afterwards  became 
bankrupt;  the  deft,  had  no  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill,  nor  was  he 
informed  of  the  state  of  the  account,  until  after  the  bankruptcy.  Held,  not- 
withstanding, liable,  and  was  not  discharged  by  the  time  that  had  elapsed, 
nor  by  want  of  notice  of  the  applications  made  to  his  son  (Goring  v.  Ed- 
monds, 6  Bing.  94).  A.  guarantees  to  B.  the  debt  of  C.,  upon  condition 
"that  no  application  shall  be  made  to  A.  on  B.'s  part  for  the  amount  guar- 
anteed, or  any  portion  thereof,  but  on  the  failure  of  B.'s  utmost  efforts  and 
legal  proceedings  to  obtain  the  same  from  C."  C.  remains  in  England 
two  years,  then  goes  abroad  insolvent,  not  having  paid  the  debt  to  B.  No 
proceedings  are  taken  against  him  until  four  years  after  the  guarantee  given, 
when  process  is  issued  and  continued  on  the  roll,  C.  remaining  abroad  more 
than  six  years  after  the  guarantee  given  ;  the  guarantee  is  discharged  by  the 
laches  of  B.  (Hall  v.  Hadley,  2  Ad.  &  E.  758).  Where  a  guarantee  con- 
tained a  proviso  that  before  the  deft,  was  called  on,  the  pit.  should  avail  him- 
self to  the  uttermost  of  any  lona  fide  securities  he  held  of  the  principal  pit., 
it  appeared  he  had  neglected  to  enforce  payment  of  a  bill  of  a  party  who 
was  totally  insolvent,  held  to  be  no  discharge  of  surety  (Muskett  v.  Rogers, 
5  Bing.  N.  C.  728;  8  Sco.  51).  Where  the  firm  of  A.  and  Co.  gave  a 
guarantee  to  B.  and  Co.,  that  they  would  indorse  any  bill  or  bills  which  C. 
might  give  to  B.  and  Co.  in  part  payment  of  an  order  for  certain  goods 
then  executing  for  him,  B.  and  Co.  to  allow  51.  per  cent,  on  the  amount 
of  the  bills  for  the  guarantee,  and  C.  gave  B.  and  Co.  a  bill,  at  eighteen 
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months,  in  part  payment  of  the  goods,  which  the  latter  kept  for  seventeen 
months  and  ten  days,  and  then  finding  that  C.  was  insolvent,  applied  for  the 
first  time  to  A.  and  Co.  for  their  indorsement,  tendering  the  amount  of  com- 
mission :  held,  that  B.  and  Co.  were  concluded  by  their  /octet,  and  that  A. 
and  Co.  were  not  liable  on  their  guarantee  (Payne  v.  Ives,  3  D.  &  R.  664). 
A.  having  sent  an  order  to  B.  for  certain  goods,  C.  undertakes  to  guarantee 
payment  to  B.,  *upon  an  undertaking  of  D.  to  indemnify  C. ;  B. 
accordingly  informs  C.  that  the  goods  are  preparing,  and  after-  [  M52  ] 
wards  ships  them  for  A.  without  giving  notice  to  C.  that  they  are 
shipped ;  afterwards  D.  desires  to  recall  his  indemnity,  upon  which  C.  writes 
to  B.  to  know  whether  he  had  executed  the  order,  to  which  no  answer  M 
given  to  B.  for  a  considerable  time,  he  having  gone  abroad  in  the  interim, 
upon  this  C.  supposing,  from  the  silence  of  B.,  that  the  order  was  not  exe- 
cuted gives  up  his  indemnity  to  B.,  C.  still  remains  liable  on  his  guarantee 
(Oxley  v.  Youing,  2  If.  Bl.  613).     If  A.  becomes  bound  to  B.  for  the. 
honesty  of  C.,  who  embezzles  money,  B.  may  maintain  an  action  on  the 
guarantee,  though  three  years  havcelapst-d  without  notice  having  been  given 
of  the  embezzlement  by  B.  to  A.,  at  least  if  A.  was  acquainted  with  the  cir- 
cumstances from  any  other  quarter,  and  B.,  does  not  appear  to  have  con- 
cealed it  from  him  industriously,  A.  will  not  be  discharged  from  his  guaran- 
tee, though  B.  appear  to  have  given  credit  to  C.  for  the  amount  of  the  sum 
embezzled  (Peel  v.  Tat  lock,  1  B.  6z  P.  419).     Where  a  commission  broker 
effected  the  sale  of  wool  from  the  ph.  to  C.  and  P.,  to  be  paid  for  by  a  bill 
at  eight  months,  accepted  by  the  latter,  and  the  broker  agreed  to  guarantee 
half  the  amount  for  an  allowance  of  one  per  cent.,  and  the  pit.  confirmed 
the  sale,  and  informed  the  broker  that  if  he  could  not  procure  from  C.  and 
P.  acceptances  of  approved  house*  (which  they  would  prefer)  that  they  would 
take  his  guarantee  for  one-half  the  amount  on  the  terms  proposed,  and  the 
wool  was  delivered  to  the  vendees  without  the  intervention  of  the  broker; 
and  the  vendors  took  the  acceptance  of  tins  former  for  (he  amount  of  the 
wool  made  payable  at  a  bankers ;  but,  before  the  bill  was  at  maturity,  the 
vendees  became  insolvent,  and  the  vendors  resorted  to  the  broker  upon  his 
guarantee :  held,  that  ho  was  liable,  though  the  bill  had  not  been  presented 
lor  payment,  and  though  them  was  no  proof  that  it  would  not   have  been 
paid  (Holborow  v.  Wilkins,  1  B.  At  C.  10).     In  1810  G.  shipped  on  board  a 
vessel  chartered   by  him  for  Calcutta,  and  II.  and  Co.  made  advances   to 
enable  him  to  do  so,  under  an  arrangement  that  the  goods  should  be  trans- 
mitted to  the  agents  at  Calcutta  of  B.  and  Co.,  who  were  to  dispose  of  the 
outward  cargo  there,  and  send  the  proceeds  in  goods  or  bills  to  B.  and  Co. 
in  London,  who  were  to  reimburse  t hems*  Ives  their  charges,  and  hold  the 
balance  at  the  disposal  of  G.     In  November,  1817,  G.  being  in  difficulties, 
and  indebted  to  the  deft.  850/.  the  defts.  and  G.  applied  to  B.  and  Co.  to  p«y 
off  this  debt  by  a  further  advance  to  G.  on  his  consignment,  the  deft,  giving 
B.  and  Co.  the   following  guarantee: — "  M-.-ssrs.   B.   nnd  Co. — You  have 
expressed  some  doubts  as  to  the  propriety  of  paying  G.'s  draft  on  you  for 
8507.  in  our  favour,  we  hereby  engage,  if  you  will  pay  the  same,  that  we 
will  reimburse  you  the  amount  on  demand,  with   interest,  in   the  event  of 
your  finding  it  necessary  to  cull  upon  us  to  do  so,  either  from  the  state  of 
G.'s  pending  account  with  you,  or  from  any  oilier  circumstances."     B.  and 
Co.  thereupon  accepted  und  paid  the  bill.     The  vessel  returned  to  England 
with  a  cargo  in  1818,  when  C.,  the  owner  (G.  having  become  bankrupt), 
gave  uoticc  to  the  East  India  Company  (in  whose  dock  she  lay)  not  to 
deliver  any  part  of  the  cargo  without  his  authority;  they  thereupon  sold  the 
cargo,  and  paid  the  owners'  demand  for  freight ;  and  in  consequence  of 
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conflicting  claims  from  G.'s  assignees,  and  B.  and  Co.,  filed  an  interpleader 
bill,  and  paid  the  balance  into  court.     Proceedings  at  law  and  equity  lasted 
until  1837,  when  the  result  was,  that  B.  and  Co.  were  obliged  to  pay  C.'s 
costs.   In  1838  B.  and  Co.  demanded  of  the  deft,  the  850/.  due  by  the  guar- 
antee, with  interest,  and  their  share  of  the  expenses  in  the  law  pro- 
[  *153  ]    ceedings,  and  on  refusal,  brought  an  action  *on  the  guarantee: 
held,  not  liable  for  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  pit.  in  the  law  pro- 
ceedings (8  M.  &  W.  680). 

And,  where  the  pit.  did  not  give  the  deft.,  a  surety,  notice  of  the  largo 
amount  of  the  debt  due,  deft,  was  held  not  discharged  (3  Bing.  71).  And, 
in  general,  the  neglect  of  the  obligee  to  give  notice  to  the  surety  that  the 
principal  had  made  default  does  not  discharge  such  surety  (Holt,  N.  P.  84). 
But,  where  a  person  guarantees  the  payment  of  goods,  to  be  delivered  to  a 
third  person,  and  to  be  paid  for  on  usual  credit,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  creditor, 
,if  the  payments  are  not  made  regularly,  to  communicate  that  fact  to  the 
surety;  and,  if  he  neglect  to  do  so,  and  goes  on  giving  further  credit  to  the 
principal,  he  cannot  afterwards,  on  the  insolvency  of  the  latter,  resort  to  the 
surety  (Berry  v.  Titten,  H.  T.  1815);  and  gross  delay  might,  in  some  cases, 
be  a  discharge  (see  1  B.  &  P.  419;  10  East,  34;  4  Moo.  153). 

The  deft,  guaranteed  the  payment  of  gold,  with  which  pit.  should  supply 
a  goldsmith  for  the  purposes  of  his  trade;  pit.  discounted  bills  for  the  gold- 
smith, and  gave  him  for  them  partly  gold  and  partly  money;  the  gold  was 
applied  to  the  goldsmith  trade,  but  the  goldsmith  did  not  indorse  the  bills: 
held,  that  the  deft,  was  not  liable  under  this  guarantee  for  the  gold  so  fur- 
nished (Evans  v.  Whyte,  5  Bing.  485).  It  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether 
these  transactions  were  in  substance  a  sale  of  the  gold,  or  whether  that  was 
only  colourable,  and  the  real  transaction  a  mere  discount  of  the  bills  (Ib.). 
The  pits,  declared,  that  in  consideration  that  they  would  lend  and  advance 
5000/.  to  S.  and  Co.,  the  deft,  would  be  answerable  for  and  repay  them  the 
sums  so  lent  and  advanced,  and  averred  that  they  accordingly  advanced  the 
said  sum  of  5000/.,  by  reason  whereof  the  deft,  became  liable  to  pay.  It 
appeared  that  the  deft.,  at  the  request  of  the  pits.,  on  the  19th  May,  1815, 
wrote  to  them,  stating  that  she  would  be  answerable  to  the  extent  of  5000/. 
for  the  use  of  the  house  of  S.  and  Co.  At  the  time  that  this  guarantee  was 
given,  S.  and  Co.  were  considerably  indebted  to  the  pits.  On  the  24th  of 
the  same  month  the  guarantee  was  deposited  wiih  the  pits.,  as  a  security, 
with  two  bills  amounting  to  3528£.  16s.  2d.,  which  having  been  in  their  hands 
as  secuiities  before,  were  delivered  and  re-delivered,  as  a  security  for  a  new 
note  of  6500/.,  and  no  money  passed  on  that  day.  Held,  that  as  between 
the  pits,  and  deft,  no  money  was  advanced  to  S.  and  C.  subsequent  to  the 
guarantee,  so  as  to  give  a  restrospective  operation  (Glyn  v.  Herlel,  2  Moo. 
134).  A.  gave  B.  the  following  guarantee  : — "  I  have  given  C.  an  order  to 
purchase  cotton,  and  as  it  may  be  to  my  advantage  to  have  his  bills  on  me 
negotiated  through  your  house,  I  have,  in  such  case,  to  request  you  will 
honour  his  drafts  to  the  amount 'of  those  he  may  send  you  for  sale,  on  my 
account,  and  engage  that  his  bills  on  me  so  transmuted,  shall  be  regularly 
accepted  and  paid :"  held  that,  under  this  guarantee,  B.  was  justified  in 
honouring  C.'s  draft,  to  the  amount  of  a  bill  drawn  by  C.  on  A.,  and  repre- 
sented by  C.  to  B.  as  being  drawn  on  account  of  A.,  though  such  bill  was, 
in  fact,  drawn  by  C.  on  his  own  account  (Ogden  v.  Aspinall,  7  D.  &  R. 
637).  Where  the  guarantee  was — "if  you  give  A.  B.  credit,  we  will  be  re- 
sponsible that  his  payments  shall  be  regularly  made:"  held,  that  the  word 
credit  meant  a  fair  and  reasonable  credit,  according  to  the  manner  in  which 
A.  B.  and  the  persons  guaranteed  should  deal,  and  did  not  confine  the 
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guarnntcc  to  dealings,  according  to  the  strict  customary  credit  of  the  trade 
(Simpson  v.  Manley,  2  Cr.  &  J.  13).     Fraudulent  or  unreasonable  extension 
of  credit  to  the  prejudice  of  the  guarantors  would  raise  a  question,  <lehort 
the  agreement  (Ib.).     Pit.  having  given  deft,  promissory  notes  and 
a  cognovit  for  500/.,  as  *a  composition  for  certain  claims,  deft.,  in  [  *154  ] 
consideration  of  the  money  so  secured  to  be  paid,  engaged  to  in- 
demnify  him  against  certain  liabilities:  held,  that  the  security,  not  the  actual 
payment,  was  the  consideration,  and  that  pit.  might  sue  on  the  guarantee, 
though  he  had  not  paid  the  500/.  (Skin  v.  Brook,  1  B.  dc  Ad.  124). 

The  deft,  may  be  discharged  by  operation  of  law,  as  where  he  becomes 
the  partner  or  husband  of  the  obligee,  or  party  guaranteed  (2  Moo.  R.  393). 
A  guarantee  given  to  a  firm  consisting  of  three  partners  is  determined  by 
the  retirement  of  one  of  them;  for  the  circumstance  of  a  particular  person 
being  in  the  firm,  may  be  the  inducement  for  giving  and  continuing  the 
guarantee  (Dry  v.  Davy,  10  Ad.  dt  E  30;  Chapman  v.  BeckingtoQ,  S  Q.B. 
703;  Wilson  v.  Craven,  8  M.  As  W.  584;  Dance  v.  Girdle,  1  N.  R.  34).' 
Nor  does  a  guarantee  to  a  firm,  consisting  of  F.  and  Co.,  extend  to  a  new 
firm,  in  which  II.  is  introduced  as  a  partner  (Spiers  v.  Houston,  4  Bli.  N.  S. 
515).     And  payments  made  by  the  principal  after  the  alteration  of  the  firm, 
and  in  transactions  with  him,  ore  applicable  to  the  extinction  of  a  balance 
duo  to  the  old  firm  at  the  date  of  the  alteration  (Ib  ).     P.,  as  attorney  for 
pits.,  executors  of  M.,  having  sold  an  estate,  to  a  share  of  the  proceeds  of 
which  W.  was  entitled  M  a  legatee  of  M.,  and  deft,  claiming  W.'s  share  of 
such  proceeds,  under  an  agreement  with  W.,  pits,  paid  the  amount  to  the 
deft.,  on  receiving  from  him  a  guarantee  addressed  to  E.,  and  also  to  pits, 
as  executors  of  M.,  to  indemnify  them,  and  each  of  them  against  any  action 
by  W.:  held,  that  pits,  might  sue  on  thin  guarantee,  without  joining  E.  (Place 
v.  Dek'gal,  4  Bing.'N.  C.  420).   The  drft.,  wh"n  there  was  a  great  run  upon 
a  bonking  house,  went  to  the  bank  and  told  the  holders  of  notes,  issued  by 
the  bank,  who  wrrc  waiting  fur  payment,  th.it  \v  had  come  to  a  resolution 
to  support  the  bank  with  30.0U07.,  at  which  thv  holder*,  then  present,  were 
jwitisftt  d,  and  afterwards  sigm-d  the  following  : — "  i  do  hereby  authorize  G. 
B.  to  assure  the  inhabitants  of  Pembroke  and  it*  vicinity,  that  I  do  hereby 
undertake  to  be  accountable  for  the  payment  of  the  notes  issued  by  lh<;  Mil- 
ford  Hank,  as  far  us  the  sum  of  30,000/   will  extend  to  pay:"  held,  that  the 
bank  having  afterwards  s'opped  payment,  the  <!«•!".  was  not  liable  u|»on  this 
undertaking  to  nn  action  by  un  individual  holder,  who  had  taken  the  notes 
after  notice  of  such  undertaking,  but  before  the  stoppage  (Phillips  v.  Btteman, 
10  luist,  3.r>tJ).     The  pits.,  previous  to  delivering  brick  to  a  government  con- 
tractor, received  from  the  defts.  th«  following  guarantee: — "  Please  to  deliver 
to  Mr.  S.  for  the  completion  of  his  contract  at  I),  and  W.'s  yards,  Si'0,000 
best  bricks  to  be  delivered  at  the  dockyards  at  3'Jj.  per  thousand,  and  we,  as 
his  sureties,  consent  tint  the  proper  officer,  Navy  Office,  Somerset  House, 
who  shall  or  may  have  the  payment  of  the  contract  when  finished,  shall  and 
may  stop  the  amount  of  such  account  for  bricks  delivered  ;  and  we  do  hereby 
agree  to  In-come  guarantees  to  you  when  the  amount  of  the  contract  is  paid." 
The  bricks  were  delivered,  and  S.  received,  with  the  consent  of  the  pit.,  a 
part  pnyim  nt,  S.  having  performed  a  part  only  of  his  contract,  and  failed  in 
the  completion  of  i: ;  other  persons  were  employed  by  government  to  finish 
the  con'ract,  without  the.  assent  of  S.  or  the.  dcfis.,  and  to  these  persons  pay- 
ment of  the  remainder  of  the  contract  price  was  paid,  after  which  a  balanced 
account  \vas  made  out  with  S.,  in  which  he  was  debited  with  the  sums  paid 
to  the  parties  who  finished  the  contract,  and  ..with  the  sums  paid  for  work 
partly  performed,  and  received  credit  for  the  whole  contract  work  djuc:  held, 
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that  by  the  guarantee  the  defts.  undertook,  only  that  the  money  should  be 
paid  to  the  pit.,  when  *paid  in  pursuance  of  the  contract,  and  that 
[  *155  ]  the  money  paid  to  the  parties  who  finished  the  contract  was  not 
money  paid  to  him  (Hemming  v.  Malin,  or  Trenery,  2  C.  M.  &  R. 
385;  5  Tyrw.  887;  1  Jur.  893).     Under  a  guarantee  to  pay,  when  a  col- 
lateral contract  of  some  third  person  is  finished,  and  the  amount  of  that  con- 
tract is  paid.     Semble,  the  complete  performance  of  that  contract  is  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  liability  of  the  sureties  (Hemming  v.  Trenery,  Ib.). 

An  alteration  made  in  the  contract  of  guarantee  against  the  deft.'s  consent 
will  discharge  him,  even  where  the  alteration  is  beneficial  (1  East,  619;  2 
H.  Bl.  163;  6  T.  R.  200;  5  M.  &  S.  223;  ante,  "ALTERATION");  but  it 
must  be  a  substantial  alteration  (per  Littledale,  J.,  5  B.  &C.269;  sedqucere). 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  party  to  whom  the  surety  (deft.)  is  bound,  to  put  him  in 
possession  of  all  the  facts  likely  to  affect  the  interest  of  his  liability;  he  must 
be  made  acquainted  with  the  whole  contract  entered  into  with  his  principal, 
and,  if  there  be  a  private  agreement  for  a  further  payment,  &c.,  it  is  a  fraud 
on  him  :  therefore,  a  private  agreement  between  a  vendor  and  vendee  of  goods, 
for  the  price  whereof  the  deft,  had  become  liable  as  surety,  that  the  vendee 
should  pay  a  further  sum  beyond  the  market  price,  to  be  applied  towards  an 
old  debt,  discharges  the  deft,  from  all  liability  on  his  guarantee  (seePidcock 
v.  Bishop,  3  B.  &  C.  605  ;  5  D.  &  R.  505 ;  Ch.  jun.  Contr.  226  ;  3  Bing. 
75).  If  A.  agree  to  give  B.  a  certain  sum  for  goods,  in  advancement  of  C., 
a  secret  agreement  between  B.  &  C.,  that  the  latter  shall  pay  a  further  sum, 
is  void,  as  a  fraud  on  A.,  although  the  bill  of  sale  is  made  to  A.,  and  B.  can- 
not recover  such  further  sum  (3  T.  R.  551).  And,  as  to  fraud  in  agreement, 
for  poundage  to  recommend  customers,  4  Esp.  179,  and  fraud  on  surety  in 
composition,  4  B.  &  C.  506,  512;  6  D.  &  R.  576. 

C.  and  Co.,  being  insolvent,  compounded  with  their  creditors,  by  agree- 
ing to  pay  them  a  composition  of  Is.  6d.  in  the  pound  in  three  instalments, 
and  execute  a  conveyance  of  their  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  defts.  in 
trust,  to  permit  them,  C.  and  Co.,  to  carry  on  the  business,  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  defts.,  and  to  pay  thereout  to  the  creditors  the  said  three  instal- 
ments, and  in  case  of  full  payment  thereof  to  re-convey  and  re-assign  the 
estate  to  C.  and  Co. ;  but,  upon  default  of  such  payment,  then  in  trust  to 
sell,  and,  after  deducting  out  of  the  proceeds  interest,  costs,  and  amount  of 
mortgages,  &c.,  10  divide  the  remainder  amongst  themselves  and  other  cre- 
ditors ;  C.  and  Co.  continued  accordingly  to  carry  on  the  business,  and  open- 
,ing  an  account  with  a  banking  company  from  whom  they  obtained  large 
advances.  The  bank  applied  to  and  obtained  the  following  guarantee  : — "  C. 
and  Co.  having  assigned  all  their  real  and  personal  estate  to  us  in  trust  for 
securing  a  composition  of  7s.  Qd.  in  the  pound  to  their  several  creditors,  exe- 
cuting such  deed,  and  it  being  necessary  to  open  a  banking  account  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  the  said  trade,  in  order  that  the  stock  and  goods  on 
hand  may  be  wrought  up  and  converted  into  money,  for  the  purpose  of  pay- 
ing such  dividends,  and  you  having  at  their  request  consented  to  open  a 
banking  account  for  that  purpose,  and  to  make  advances  on  such  account, 
or  on  the  credit  of  the  names  of  C.  and  Co.,  or  of  any  person  or  persons  for 
the  time  being  carrying  on  that  concern,  we  do  hereby  promise  and  engage 
to  pay  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  to  become  due  to  you  or  the  said  banking 
company,  in  respect  of  such  account,  as  shall  in  the  first  instance  be  paid  to 
you  out  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  said  trust  estate  so  far  as  the  same  will 
extend  to  pay."  Further  advances  were  paid  by  the  bank  to  C.  and  Co. ; 
subsequent  to  this  guarantee  the  defts.  sold  the  property  of  C.  and  Co. 
under  the  provisions  of  the  composition  deed,  and  the  proceeds  were 
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•insufficient  to  pay  the  creditors  the  composition  of  7*.  &/.  in  the  pound. 
H.-1..I,  that  the  meaning  of  the  guarantee  was  not  that  the  defls.  should 
be  liable  to  the  bank  only  out  of  the  proceeds  realized  from  the  estate 
of  C.  &  Co.,  after  payment  of  the  composition  of  It.  Qd.  to  the  cre- 
ditors, but  that  they  were  liable  in  the  first  instance  to  repay  out  of  the  pro* 
ceeds  the  whole  amount  of  advances  made  by  the  bank  to  C.  and  Co.,  as 
well  as  after  the  guarantee  (Wilson  v.  Craven,  8  M.  As  W.  584). 

A  release  of  one  surety  is  a  release  of  all  ;  but  this  must  be  where  they 
ore  jointly,  and  not  severally,  bound.  If  ono  of  the  seals  of  one  of  several 
joint-obligees  be  torn  off,  it  releases  the  rest  ;  but  not  so  if  they  bo  severally 
bound  :  see  case  and  law,  3  D.  At  R.  1  12. 

Assumpsit  on  a  guarantee  given  the  pits,  for  goods,  to  be  supplied  by 
ilicm  to  one  G.  to  the  extent  of  400/.,  it  provided  that  the  pits,  were  to  have 
full  liberty  to  extend  the  period  of  credit  of  G.,  and  to  hold  over  or  renew 
bills,  notes,  or  other  securities  given  by  him,  M  and  to  grant  to  G.  and  the 
person  liable  to  such  bills,  notes,  or  securities,  any  indulgence,  and  to  com- 
pound with  him  or  them  respectively  as  the  pits,  might  think  fit,  without  the 
some  discharging  or  in  any  manner  affecting  the  liability  of  the  deft,  by  vir- 
tue of  the  guarantee."  The  declaration  then  averred  the  supply  of  goods 
•needing  tho  guarantee,  of  which  sum  10S/.  were  unpaid  by  G.,  of  which 
the  deft,  had  notice,  and  was  requested  to  pay  that  sum,  but  had  not  done 
so.  Plea,  that  after  the  debt  was  incurred  by  G.,  and  before  action  brought, 
the  pits,  became  parties  to  a  composition-deed  bat  ween  G.  and  his  creditors, 
whereby  be  assigned  all  bis  stock  in  trade,  Ate.,  for  the  benefit  of  his  credit* 
ors,  and  that  in  consideration  thereof  the  pits,  and  the  other  creditors,  parties 
thereto,  granted  a  general  release  to  G.  of  all  demands  against  him,  and 
averred  that  tho  promise  in  the  declaration  was  only  made  by  the  deft,  an 
surety,  and  that  the  pits,  by  the  deed  released  G.  without  the  privily  of  the 
deft.,  and  without  notice,  field,  on  demurrer,  that  under  tho  express  terms 
of  the  guarantee,  the  security  was  not  discharged  by  the  release  of  the  prin- 
cipal debtor  (Cowper  v.  Smith,  4  M.  Ac  W.  510;  see  Jones  v.  Lewis,  4  B. 
Ac  C.  500;  Kcarsley  v.  Cole,  16  M.  At  \V.  129;  Davidson  v.  M'Grcgor,  8 
M.  Ac  W.  755  ;  sco  ••  CoMrosmox"). 

A  surety,  though  since  discharged,  may  render  himself  again  liable  upon 
any  subsequent  promise  (1  \Vils.  418  ;  2  Swanst.  1H5, 


Verdict.]  Where  on  the  trial  of  an  action  upon  a  guarantee  for  tho  pay- 
ment of  work  done  for  a  third  person,  the  pit.  first  shaped  his  case  upon  a 
guarantee,  but  afterwards  resorted  to  the  common  counts  and  made  out  the 
deft.'s  liability  as  a  principal,  and  recovered  a  verdict  on  these  counts:  held, 
tint  it  could  not  be  disturbed  ;  and  it  seems  that  tho  pit.  might  have  reco- 
vered on  the  guarantee,  as  it  amounted  to  an  undertaking  to  sec  him  paid  a: 
all  events  (Edge  v.  Frost,  4  D.  A:  II.  243). 
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Hoiv  proved.']  Evidence  of  a  party's  handwriting  is  usually  given  by 
calling  witnesses  who  have  seen  him  write,  and  are  acquainted  with  the 
character  of  his  writing.  "The  knowledge  of  handwriting  may  be  acquired 
either  by  seeing  the  party  write,  in  which  case  it  will  be  stronger  or  weaker 
according  to  the  number  of  times  and  the  periods  and  other  circumstances 
under  which  the  witness  has  seen  the  party  write ;  but  it  will  be  sufficient 
knowledge  to  admit  the  evidence  of  the  witness  (however  little  weight  may 
be  attached  to  it  in  such  cases)  even  if  he  have  seen  him  write  but  once, 
and  then  merely  signing  his  surname"  (per  Patteson,  J.,  Doe  v.  Suckermore, 
5  Ad.  &  E.  330).  And  such  are  not  required  to  swear  positively  that  the 
writing  produced  is  the  handwriting  of  the  party,  but  merely  that  he  believes 
it  to  be  so.  And  such  knowledge  or  belief  will  be  sufficient,  though  the  wit- 
ness has  seen  the  party  write  but  once  (Powell  v.  Ford,  2  Stark.  164).  And 
it  has  been  held  on  a  foreign  bill,  that  it  is  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury,  that  a 
person  who  saw  the  party  write  his  name  once,  thinks  the  handwriting  like, 
though  he  has  no  positive  belief  on  the  subject.  But  mere  proof  of  hand- 
writing would  not  be  admissible  evidence  if  he  had  never  seen  the  party 
write  (Garrel  v.  Alexander,  4  Esp.  37).  The  witness  should  form  his  judg- 
ment from  the  handwriting,  not  from  extrinsic  circumstances,  as  from  his 
knowledge  of  the  party's  character  and  habits  (Mcndes  Da  Costa  v.  Pym, 
Peak.  Ad.  Ca.  144).  And  it  is  sufficient  if  the  witness  has  seen  the  party 
write  as  much  of  the  name  as  the  signature  to  be  proved  contains  (Bayl.  B. 
380) ;  or  if  he  has  seen  him  write  his  surname  only  (Lewis  v.  Sapio,  1 
Moo.  &  M.  39);  and  the  case  of  Powel  v.  Ford,  2  Stark.  164,  is  over- 
ruled, as  to  that  point  (Ib.).  A  witness  who  has  seen  the  party  write,  but 
has  forgotten  the  character  of  the  handwriting,  may  refer  to  the  signature 
to  refresh  his  memory  (Burr  v.  Harper,  Holt,  N.  P.  420).  But,  where  the 
witness  stated  that  he  had  been  an  attesting  witness  to  another  instrument, 
to  which  he  had  seen  the  party  subscribe  his  name,  but  was  unable  to  form 
an  opinion  without  examining  such  other  instrument,  it  was  held  insufficient 
(Filliterv.  Minchin,  Man.  Ind.  131). 

Where  the  handwriting  of  A.  B.  is  in  issue,  a  paper,  purporting  to  be 
written  by  A.  B.,  but  not  relative  to  the  issue  in  the  cause,  cannot  be  put  in 
the  hands  of  a  witness  in  order  to  test  his  knowledge  by  asking  him  whether 
it  is  in  his  handwriting  (Griffiths  v.  Ivory,  11  Ad.  &  E.  322).  Lord  Den- 
man  observing,  that  the  objection  would  not  have  been  removed  by  independ- 
ent proof  that  the  paper,  proposed  to  be  laid  before  the  witness,  was,  in  fact, 
written  by  deft.  (Ib.).  Where  a  witness,  called  to  prove  the  signature  of 
the  attesting  witness  to  a  bond,  swore  that  the  signature  was  not  in  the  sup- 
posed attesting  witness's  handwriting,  another  paper  (not  in  evidence  in  the 
cause)  was  put  into  his  hand,  which  he  also  stated  was  not  that  person's 
writing:  held,  that  the  pit.  was  not  at  liberty  to  prove  for  the  purpose  of 
contradicting  the  witness  in  the  box,  that  this  paper  was  actually  written  by 
the  attesting  witness  to  the  bond  (Hughes  v.  Rogers,  8  M.  &  W.  123  ;  5 
Jur.  323).  Semble,  that  both  papers  cannot  be  laid  before  a  jury  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  them  to  forma  judgment  as  to  the  witness's  credit  (Ib.); 
and  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  the  handwriting  should  be  that  of  the 
party  sought  to  be  fixed,  if  it  be  proved  that  he  has  in  any  way 
[  *158  ]  *admitted  his  liability  upon  it  in  other  documents  (Fosburgh  v. 
Sherman,  5  Jur.  1087);  and  therefore  where,  in  an  action  on  a 
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bill  against  the  drawer  and  indoraer,  both  of  which  were  denied  by  the  pleas, 
a  witness  for  the  pit.  stated  that  he  had  received  a  letter  from  the  deft.'* 
place  of  business  in  the  same  handwriting  as  that  in  which  the  bill  was 
drawn  and  indorsed,  and  an  offer  to  the  dcA.  to  compromise,  after  action 
brought,  was  also  proved,  for  the  defence,  three  witnesses  swore  positively 
that  the  writing  was  not  the  deft's :  held,  notwithstanding,  that  the  oiler  to 
compromise  was  evidence,  to  show  a  recognition  of  the  handwriting  upon 
the  bill  (Ib.).  A  clerk,  who  has  seen  numerous  letters  addressed  by  a  party 
to  his  employer,  and  has  acted  on  these  letters,  may  prove  the  handwriting 
of  the  party  (R.  v.  Slaney,  5  C.  Ac  P.  213).  If  the  witness  state  that  he  has 
never  seen  the  deft,  write,  and  has  never  corresponded  with  him,  but  has 
merely  seen  papers  in  the  master's  office,  which  the  attorney  for  the  party 
admitted  to  be  in  his  handwriting,  and  the  party  has  acted  on  these  papers 
so  admitted  ;  this  is  not  such  a  knowledge  of  the  party's  handwriting  as  will 
enable  the  witness  to  prove  a  written  document  alleged  to  be  in  his  handwrit- 
ing (Greaves  v.  Hunter,  2  C.  Ac  P.  477) ;  but  where  the  opinion  of  the  hand* 
writing  of  the  party  was  formed  by  the  witness  from  having  observed  it 
signed  to  an  affidavit,  used  in  a  cause  (on  a  motion  to  postpone)  by  the 
COHOsel  for  the  party,  against  whom  it  was  proposed  to  be  proved :  held, 
sufficient  (Smith  v.  Sainsbury,  5  C.  At  P.  106).  If  the  witness  state  that  he 
has  seen  the  party  sign  his  name  once,  and  believe  the  writing  to  be  his,  that 
is  evidence,  though  slight,  to  go  to  the  jury  (WUIman  v.  Worrall,  8  C.  Ac  P. 
860) ;  but  if  be  state  that  ho  believes  it  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  the  deft, 
from  its  contents,  and  from  other  circumstances,  be  may  bo  asked  what 
these  circumstances  are  (Keg.  v.  Murphy,  8  C.  &  P.  297).  A  question 
arising  at  Nisi  Prius,  from  the  obscurity  of  the  handwriting,  what  the  words 
of  a  written  instrument  produced  in  evidence  really  were ;  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  decided  it,  and  refused  to  have  it  put  to  the  jury  (Kcmon  v.  Howard, 
2  Ad.  At  E.  660). 

A  witness  shall  not  be  admitted  to  prove  a  writing  not  to  be  a  party's 
handwriting,  from  only  having  seen  such  party  write  in  his  pretence  while 
the  action  was  depending  (Stranger  v.  Scarlit,  1  lisp.  15).  Where  a  wit* 
ness  prevaricated  in  his  evidence  as  i<>  the  handwriting  of  deft,  as  indorser 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  swore  both  negatively  and  affirmatively  as  to 
his  belief  upon  the  subject,  and  there  was  no  other  evidence  of  the  hand- 
writing, the  judge  refused  to  stop  the  cause,  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  decide 
what  credit  was  due  to  the  witness  (Beauchamp  v.  Cash,  D.  At  R.  N.  P.  3). 

Knowledge  from  Correspondence.']  A  knowledge  of  the  party's  hand- 
writing may  be  derived  from  a  fixed  correspondence  between  the  parties  and 
by  letters  :  as,  where  the  witness  has  acted  on  letters  scut  to  him  from  the 
party  directing  goods  to  be  sent,  for  which  the  party  has  afterwards  paid  ; 
or  from  witness  having  paid  bills  of  exchange  according  to  the  party's 
written  directions,  which  have  afterwards  been  accounted  for  by  him  (Gould 
v.  Jones,  1  Bl.  R.  384  ;  1  Ph.  Ev.  467  ;  Thorpe  v.  Gisborne,  2  C.  A:  P.  'Jl). 
And,  where  witness  has  directed  letters  to  the  party  and  received  answers 
(R.  Ac  M.  DO),  he  is  competent  to  prove  the  handwriting,  though  the  witness 
has  never  done  any  act  in  consequence  of  the  receipt  of  such  answer  (Ib. ; 
Doe  v.  Wallinger,  Man.  Ind.  131). 

The  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  "may  have  been  acquired  by  the  wit- 
ness having  seen  letters  or  other  documents  purporting  to  be  •the 
handwriting  of  the  party,  and  having  afterwards  communicated  [  M59  ] 
personally  with  the  party  upon  the  contents  of  these  documents  or 
letters,  or  having  otherwise  acted  upon  them  by  written  answers,  producing 
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further  correspondence,  or  acquiescence  by  the  party  in  some  matter  to  which 
they  relate,  or  by  the  witness  transacting  with  the  party  some  business  to 
which  they  relate,  or  by  any  other  mode  of  communication  between  the 
party  and  the  witness  which,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  transactions  of 
life  induces  a  reasonable  presumption  that  the  letters  or  documents  were  the 
handwriting  of  the  party ;  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the  party  being,  of 
course,  added  aliunde,  if  the  witness  be  not  personally  acquainted  with  him" 
(Doe  v.  Suckermore,  5  B.  &  Ad.  330,  per  Patteson,  J.).  In  an  action  on  a 
joint  and  several  promissory  note,  against  A.  B.  and  C.,  the  only  evidence 
as  to  the  handwriting  of  C.  was  a  retainer  to  the  attorney  to  defend  the 
action,  bearing  the  signatures  of  all  three  defts.  upon  which  the  attorney 
had  acted  without  ever  having  seen  C.,  or  being  acquainted  with  his  hand- 
writing :  held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  writing  of  C.  (Drew  v.  Prior, 
5  Man.  &  G.  264). 

A  witness  who  had  never  seen  the  deft.,  but  had  corresponded  with  a  per- 
son of  the  deft.'s  name,  living  at  Plymouth  Dock,  where  the  deft,  resided, 
and  where,  according  to  other  evidence,  there  was  no  other  person  of  that 
name,  stated  that  the  handwriting  of  certain  letters  was  that  of  the  person 
with  whom  he  had  corresponded :  it  was  held  sufficient  (Harrington  v.  Fry, 
R.  &  M.  90). 

Comparison  of  Hands.']  Generally  evidence  of  the  handwriting  by  com- 
parison is  not  allowable  (Stranger  v.  Searle,  1  Esp.  176 ;  M'Pherson  v. 
Thornton,  Pea.  20) ;  and,  though  a  witness  who  has  seen  a  person  write, 
and  yet  retains  no  distinct  impression  of  the  handwriting,  may  be  allowed 
to  revive  his  memory  by  looking  at  the  paper  which  he  saw  written,  and 
which  he  has  kept  in  his  possession,  yet  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  form  his 
opinions  from  any  supposed  knowledge  which  he  may  have  acquired  by 
comparing  the  characters  of  the  respective  writings  (1  Ph.  Ev.  172).  Evi- 
dence of  handwriting  by  comparison  is  inadmissible,  except  where  the  wri- 
ting acknowledged  to  be  genuine  is  already  in  evidence  in  the  cause,  or  the 
disputed  writing  is  an  ancient  document ;  these  exceptions  are  of  necessity 
(Doe  v.  Newton,  5  Ad.  &  E.  514). 

A  witness  may  prove  handwriting  although  he  never  saw  the  party  write, 
if  the  antiquity  of  the  writing  render  that  impossible,  by  swearing  that  it 
corresponded  with  other  ancient  documents,  acknowledged  to  be  genuine 
(Gould  v.  Jones,  B.  N.  P.  236).  Where  a  person  had  been  dead  a  great 
number  of  years  whose  handwriting  was  to  be  proved,  it  was  done  by  show- 
ing the  similarity  of  the  handwriting  in  question  to  the  handwriting  of  his 
will  (Morewood  v.  Wood,  14  East,  328,  n. ;  S.  P.  Doe  v.  Rawlins,  7  East, 
282,  n.).  And  in  these  cases  this  evidence  is  admissible,  if  the  witness  has 
acquired  his  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  by  the  inspection  of  other  an- 
cient writings,  bearing  the  same  signature,  and  preserved  as  authentic  docu- 
ments (B.  N.  P.  236  ;  Taylor  v.  Cooke,  8  Pri.  652  ;  see  other  cases  Doe 
v.  Suckermore,  5  Ad.  &  E.  736);  but,  where  there  is  no  proof  or  presump- 
tion that  the  documents  with  which  the  instrument  produced  has  been  com- 
pared were  written  by  the  party  whose  handwriting  is  to  be  proved,  the  evi- 
dence of  the  witness  who  compared  them  is  inadmissible  (Randolph  v. 
Gordon,  5  Pri.  312).  Authentic  ancient  documents  may  be  submitted  to  a 
witness  at  the  trial  for  his  inspection,  and,  after  forming  a  judgment  of  their 

character,  his  belief,  as  to  the  handwriting  it  contains,  may  be  in- 
[*160]   quired  *into  (Doe  d.  Tilman  v.  Tarver,  R.  &  M.  143;  Doe  v. 

Rawlings,  7  East,  282). 
In  these  cases  the  question  often  becomes  one  of  skill,  the  character  of 
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the  writing  varying  with  the  age,  and  the  discrimination  of  it  being  assisted 
by  antiquarian  studies  (Doe  v.  Suckermore,  supra,  per  Coleridge,  J.). 

To  prove  that  a  paper  was  the  handwriting  of  a  deceased  rector,  whose 
name  it  bore,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  produce  many  of  the  returns  to  the  spi- 
ritual  court,  made  in  the  time  of  that  rector,  and  signed  with  his  name 
(Brookbard  v.  Woodley,  Pea.  21). 

A  document  purporting  to  be  a  certificate  of  a  marriage  at  Bristol,  in 
1761,  written  and  signed  by  W.  D.,  curate  of  St.  James's:  held,  that 
the  handwriting  of  W.  D.  might  be  proved  by  the  opinion  of  a  witness 
formed  by  comparing  it  with  various  signatures  of  W.  D.  in  the  original 
register  of  Su  James's,  by  which  he  appeared  to  have  been  the  officiating 
curate,  in  1761,  without  any  proof  of  his  death,  or  search  for  witnesses 
who  might  have  seen  him  write  (Doe  v.  Davies,  16  Law  J.,  N.  3.,  Q.  B. 
218). 

It  is  an  unsettled  question  how  far  and  under  what  circumstances  the 
handwriting  in  modern  instruments  can  bo  proved  or  disproved  by  witnesses 
whose  opinions  are  founded  upon  the  mere  comparison  of  signatures.  The 
court  were  equally  divided  as  to  whether,  after  a  witness  had  sworn  as  to 
the  genuineness  of  the  signature,  a  bank  inspector  could  be  called  to  prove 
that  in  his  judgment  the  signature  was  not  genuine,  such  judgment  being 
solely  founded  on  a  comparison,  during  the  trial,  with  other  signatures  ad- 
mitted to  bo  those  of  the  attesting  witness  in  the  case  (Doe  v.  Suckermore, 
supra). 

Where  the  genuineness  of  a  signature  is  questioned,  inspectors  of  franks, 
clerks  of  the  post-office,  and  other  persons  practised  in  examining  hand- 
writing and  in  detecting  forgeries,  have  been  in  some  cases  allowed  to  give 
their  opinion,  from  their  general  knowledge  of  handwriting,  whether  a  par- 
ticular specimen  of  writing  is  a  genuine  or  imitated  character  (1  Ph.  Ev. 
474 ;  Gcodtitle  d.  Pevett  v.  Braham,  4  T.  R.  4U7 ;  R.  v.  Cator,  4  Esp.  117, 
145).  But  doubt  as  to  the  admissibilily  of  this  kind  of  evidence  has  boon 
entertained,  and  it  has  been  resisted  at  Nisi  Priua  (Gurncy  v.  Langlands,  5 
B.  Ac  Ad.  330 ;  Gary  v.  Pitt,  Pea.  Ev.  85).  And,  to  prove  the  handwriting 
of  a  member  of  Parliament,  tho  opinion  of  a  clerk  employed  to  inspect 
franks,  who  never  had  occasion  to  apply  to  tlto  member  to  verify  his  hand- 
writing, has  been  held  insufficient  (Uatchelor  v.  Honey  wood  (Sir  J.),  2  Esp. 
714 ;  C'ary  v.  Pitt,  Pea.  Ev.  84). 

If  a  witness,  called  for  tin;  pit.,  in  his  cross-examination  admits  that  a 
letter  was  written  by  him  with  the  authority  of  the  pit.,  but  denies  that  a 
second  letter  is  his  handwriting,  the  dcft.'s  counsel  will  not  be  allowed  to 
show  both  letters  to  another  witness  called  by  the  ph.,  and  ask  him  whether 
he  does  not  believe  the  second  letter  was  written  by  the  same  person  who 
wrote  the  first  (Clcrmont  v.  Tullidge,  4  C.  As  P.  1). 

The  rule  that  a  comparison  of  handwriting  is  not  evidence,  docs  not  ex- 
tend so  far  as  to  prevent  the  court  or  jury  from  instituting  a  comparison 
between  two  documents  of  which  prima  facie  evidence  has  been  given 
(Griffith  v.  Williams,  1  Cr.  At  J.  47).  A  jury  may  judge  of  disputed 
handwriting  by  comparing  it  with  other  documents  in  evidence  for  other 
purposes,  aod  admitted  to  be  the  handwriting  of  the  other  party  (Solita  v. 
Yarrow,  1  Moo.  At  R.  133).  In  an  action  for  a  libel  written  in  a  disguised 
hand,  it  was  proposed  to  put  into  the  hands  of  the  jury  a  book,  in  which 
were  entries  which  *u  witness  swore  he  saw  the  deft,  make  at  the 
time,  in  order  that  the  jury  might  compare  these  entries  with  the  [  *1U1  1 
libel;  held,  that  it  could  not  be  done  (U'addington  v.  Cousins,  7  C. 
Ac  P.  595).  The  witness  having  stated  that  he  believed  the  libel  to  be  in  the 
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handwriting  of  the  deft.,  although  somewhat  disguised ;  a  letter  was  put  in 
which  he  also  stated  to  be  the  deft.'s  letter,  but  not  disguised,  on  the  ground 
that  it  referred  to  some  of  the  subjects  mentioned  in  the  libel ;  but  this  was 
objected  to  as  it  would  have  the  same  effect,  and  was  evidently  offered  for 
the  same  purpose  as  the  book  which  had  been  rejected :  held,  that  the  letter 
must  be  received  in  evidence,  and  that  being  once  in  evidence,  it  could  not 
be  withdrawn  (Ib.).  Where  the  question  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
was,  whether  the  acceptance  was  that  of  the  deft.,  or  not,  the  jury  will  be 
allowed  to  look  at  letters  written  by  the  deft,  on  the  subject  of  the  bill,  which 
are  given  in  evidence  in  the  cause  (Eaton  v.  Jarvis,  8  C.  &  P.  273).  Where 
the  question  was,  whether  the  deft,  had  indorsed  or  not  a  promissory  note, 
the  plt.'s  counsel  will  not  be  allowed  to  give  in  evidence  a  number  of  other 
notes,  bearing  the  deft.'s  undoubted  signature,  with  a  view  of  having  the 
jury  to  compare  the  handwriting  of  these  signatures  with  the  indorsement 
on  the  note  in  question,  and  the  jury  will  not  be  allowed  to  compare  anything 
with  the  indorsement  except  documents  otherwise  evidence  in  the  cause 
(Bromage  v.  Rice,  7  C.  &  P.  548 ;  Doe  v.  Newton,  5  Ad.  &  E.  514,  534  ; 
Griffiths  v.  Ivery,  11  Ad.  &  E.  323).  To  put  such  documents  into  the 
hands  of  a  witness,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  shaking  his  credit  by  subse- 
quent independent  evidence,  contradicting  his  testimony  as  to  these  docu- 
ments, would  tend  to  raise  collateral  issues  (Hughes  v.  Rogers,  8  M.  &  W. 
123). 

The  indorsee  sued  the  acceptor,  and  called  a  witness  to  prove  the  drawer's 
handwriting,  who  stated,  neither  the  drawing  nor  indorsing  were  the  hand- 
writing of  the  persons  whose  they  purported  to  be.  But  it  was  proved,  that 
the  deft,  had  acknowledged  the  acceptance  to  be  his,  and  it  was  contended, 
that  as  the  acceptance  admitted  the  drawing  to  be  correct,  the  jury  might 
find  for  the  pit.  if  they  thought,  upon  inspection  of  the  bill,  that  the  drawing 
and  indorsement  were  of  the  same  handwriting.  But  it  was  held  to  be  neces- 
sary, that  some  proof  should  be  given  as  to  whose  was  the  handwriting  (All- 
port  v.  Meek,  4  C.  &  P.  267). 

Subscribing  Witness,  Handwriting,  and  Identity.]  Proof  of  the  hand- 
writing of  the  subscribing  witness  to  an  instrument  is  insufficient,  he  being 
dead,  without  any  further  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  parties,  except  the 
identity  of  the  name  and  description  (Page  v.  Mann,  Moo.  &  M.  79 ;  ante, 
p.  937),  where  the  law  on  the  subject  is  collected. 

A  plea  of  payment  of  money  into  court,  admits-  the  party's  handwriting  in 
an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  (Gutteridgc  v.  Smith,  2  H.  Bl.  374). 
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BY  PAROL. 

UV«rtt  IntuimutiL'e.]  The  general  rule  of  evidence  is,  that  testimony  of 
what  a  witness  has  heard  another  person  say  is  not  admissible,  though  that 
person  be  dead,  or  not  to  bo  found ;  because  declarations  so  made  are  not 
upon  oath,  and  no  opportunity  is  given  for  cross-examination  (Spargo  v. 
Drown,  9  B.  &  C.  030).  And  the  same  principle  applies  to  statements  in 
writing  (1  Ph.  Ev.  212;  tee  post,  p.  171). 

When  AtlmissiUf.]  There  are,  however,  exceptions  to  the  above  rule,  and 
evidence  is  admitted  of  what  a  witness  (since  dead  or  fraudulently  kept  away) 
•wore  at  a  former  trial  between  the  same  parties  (Doncaster  (Mayor  of)  v. 
Day,  3  Taunt.  202 ;  2  Show.  47 ;  Green  v.  Gut  t  wick,  B.  N.  P.  24*5),  if  the 
parties  to  the  two  actions  are  substantially,  though  not  nominally  the  same ; 
as,  where  in  the  former  action  a  party  is  pit.  or  deft.,  and  in  the  other  lessor 
<if  the  pit.  in  ejectment  (Wright  v.  Tathain,  1  Ad.  cc  E.  18,  10);  or,  where 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  second  action  was  in  the  former  action  joined  with 
sercral  others,  who  were  Dot  parties  to  the  second  action  (Ib.);  the  principle 
seems  to  be,  whether  the  parties  in  the  second  action  had  the  right  to  object 
to  the  competency  of,  and  to  cross-examine  the  witness,  snd  to  contradict 
him  by  other  testimony  (Ib.  19).     So,  if  the  parties  and  title  bo  the  same, 
though  the  land  sought  to  be  recovered  be  different  (Doe  v.  Derby,  1  Ad.  & 
10.  701,  n.).    Hut,  where  the  parties  are  neither  the  same,  nor  in  privity  with 
••och  other,  the  evidence  is  not  admissible,  though  the  original  title,  and  one 
<>f  the   parties   mny  be  the  same  (Ib.  7*3).     Thus  A.,  b.-ing  possessed  of 
Htackncrc  and  Whitcacrc  by  the  same  title,  conveys  Blackacrc  to  B.,  cvi- 
dence  given  by  witnesses  since  dead,  in  nn  action  between  C.  and  A.  respect- 
ing the  title  to  W.,  brought  subsequently  to  the  conveyance  from  A.  to  B., 
i*  not  admissible  in  an  action  between  C.  and  B.,  as  to  the  title  toBlarkacre. 
for  the  parties  in  that  and  the  present  cause  were  different  (Doe  v.  Derby, 
supra).     The  former  action  of  ejectment  between  B.  At  C.  was  called  on  for 
trial  immediately  artcr  that  in  which  A.  obtained  a  verdict  against  C.     Tin- 
counsel  for  C.,  in  the  second  ejectment  said,  they  would  not  trouble  the  court 
in  this  case,  the  evidence  in  both  being  tlic  same,  but  would  consent  to  u 
verdict,  which  was  immediately  taken  for  the  pit. :  held,  that  this  could  not 
be  considered  as  proof  of  an  agreement  between  the  parties,  that 
tl»c  evidence  given  in  the  first  'cause  should  be  considered  as  re-   [  *1G3  ] 
peatcd  in  the  second,  but  that  the  party  relying  on  such  agreement 
must  show  it  either  by  the  judge's  note,  or  some  distinct  evidence  (Ib.).     It 
is  not  mati-rial,  that  the  former  evidence  was  given  upon  the  trial  of  an  issue 
arising  out  of  a  bill  in  chancery,  which  lias  been  dismissed  ujion  the  motion 
of  the  pit.  in  equity  himself,  for  the  evidence  is  given  in  the  course  of  the 
trial  of  an  action  in  a  court  of  common  law,  under  the  obligation  of  an  oath 
(Wright  v.  Tatham,  1  Ad.  &  E.  20);  and  it  may  be  proved  by  a  person  who 
heard  him  give  his  evidence  (Strut!  v.  Kivington,  5  Esp.  30). 
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But  the  very  words  must  in  such  cases  be  repeated,  and  not  merely  their 
purport  or  effect  (Rex  v.  Jolliffe,  4  T.  R.  290) ;  or  it  may  be  proved  by  the 
judge's  notes  (Ennis  v.  Donnisthorne,  1  Ph.  Ev.  219;  Doncaster  (Mayor  of) 
v.  Day,  supra;  Crease  v.  Barrett,  1  Tyrw.  &  G.  112).  And,  what  a 
witness  has  been  heard  to  say  at  another  time  may  be  given  in  evidence,  in 
order  to  confirm  or  invalidate  the  testimony  he  gives  in  court  (Holliday  v. 
Sweeting,  B.  N.  P.  294;  Gilb.  130). 

Where  the  present  deft,  in  ejectment  obtained  a  verdict,  and  the  present 
lessor  of  the  pit.  (who  was  neither  a  party  to  the  trial,  nor  claiming  under 
any  one  who  was  so),  at  the  trial  introduces  what  passed  on  the  former  one, 
and  goes  on  to  show  that  the  verdict  there  proceeded  on  improper  evidence; 
after  this,  the  now  deft,  may  give  evidence  of  what  deceased  witnesses  proved 
at  the  trial,  with  a  view  of  showing  that  such  verdict  was  a  correct  one  (Doe 
v.  Passingham,  2  C.  &  P.  440).  Rule  nisi  granted  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  Where 
a  witness  examined  on  ah  issue  out  of  chancery  died,  and  a  new  trial  was 
granted,  parol  evidence  was  allowed  to  be  given  of  what  this  witness  had 
deposed  on  the  former  trial,  notwithstanding  there  was  there  the  usual  order 
for  reading  the  depositions  in  equity  of  such  witnesses  as  had  died  since 
the  first  trial  (Todd  v.  Winchilsea  (Earl),  3  C.  &  P.  387).  A  shorthand- 
writer  having  been  allowed  to  refer  to  his  notes  as  to  the  testimony  of  witness- 
es at  the  trial  of  an  indictment:  held,  that  such  evidence  was  improperly 
received,  as  the  witnesses  themselves  ought  to  have  been  called  (Willans  v. 
Taylor,  3  Moo.  &  P.  350). 

Where,  by  a  rule  of  court  made  by  consent  of  the  parties,  previously  to  the 
trial  of  an  ejectment,  it  is  ordered  that  the  shorthand-writer's  notes  of  the 
evidence  of  the  trial  of  an  issue  out  of  chancery,  shall  be  read  in  evidence  as 
to  such  witnesses  as  shall  be  dead,  or  beyond  sea ;  evidence  given  by  him  of 
the  examination  at  the  former  trial  of  an  attesting  witness  since  dead,  who 
proved  the  execution  of  a  will,  the  due  execution  of  which  was  in  controversy 
on  both  occasions,  is  not  only  admissible  in  evidence  on  the  ground  of  con- 
sent  in  the  rule,  but  being  admitted,  is  not  secondary  evidence,  but  is  evi- 
dence of  as  high  a  nature  as  that  of  a  living  attesting  witness  (Wright  v. 
Tatham,  1  Ad.  &  E.  3).  The  proper  course  for  a  party  who  wants  a  tran- 
script of  the  evidence  adduced  at  the  former  trial  appears  to  be,  to  apply  to 
the  clerk  of  the  judge  who  presided,  for  a  copy  of  his  notes  (Crease  v.  Bar- 
rett, iTyrw.  &  G.  112). 

In  trover  to  recover  a  watch,  plea,  not  the  property  of  the  pit.  It  appear- 
ed the  watch  had  formerly  been  the  property  of  the  father  of  the  pit.  and  deft., 
who  were  two  brothers;  the  deft,  proved,  in  evidence,  letters  of  administra 
tion  of  his  father's  effects,  which  had  been  granted  to  him  :  held,  that  the 
pit.,  in  answer  to  this  evidence,  was  entitled  to  give  evidence  of  conversations 
in  which  the  deceased  had  stated  that  he  had  given  the  watch  to  the  pit. 

(Smith  v.  Smith,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  20). 

[  *164  ]       *  Where  one  of  the  defts.  in  a  cause  informed  a  third  person  of 
the   partnership  of  the  defts.  reports  of  such   information  by  that 
person   are  admissible  in  evidence,  though  not  made  to  the  pit.,  or,  in  the 
presence  of  a  deft.  (Shott  v.  Streatfield,  1  Moo.  &  R.  8). 

Qucere,  whether  in  support  of  a  plea  of  infancy,  declarations  by  the  dcft.'s 
father  (since  dead),  are  admissible  in  evidence  (Figg  v.  Wedderburnc,  6  Jur. 
218) ;  semble,  by  Patteson,  J.,  that  they  are  not  (Ib.). 

Hearsay  evidence  is  also  admissible,  when  it  forms  part  of  (he  transaction, 
or  res  gesta  ;  in  proof  of  pedigree,  or  in  questions  of  legitimacy,  in  the  case 
of  dying  declarations,  in  support  of  public  rights  or  particular  customs,  in 
cases  of  prescription,  and  ancient  documents  (infra).  So,  where  character 


HEARSAY  EVIDENCE.  164 

IB  in  question,  hearsay  evidence  of  the  representations  of  third  parties  is 
admitted  (Fowlkes  v.  Sellway,  3  Esp.  236). 

When  Admissible  as  Part  of  the  Transaction.]  Where  the  expressions 
heard  constitute  a  part  of  the  transaction,  they  are  admitted  to  show  its 
character  or  the  speaker's  intention,  but  not  as  a  medium  of  proof  to  establish 
a  distinct  fact :  as,  the  declarations  of  a  trader  on  leaving  home,  to  show  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  (R<*p.  t.  Hard.  267;  Marsh  v.  Meager,  1  Stark.  353; 
Bateman  v.  Daily,  1  T.  R.  512). 

In  an  action  to  recover  money  paid  by  a  bankrupt  in  contemplation  of 
bankruptcy,  his  declarations  as  to  the  estate  of  his  affairs  made  about  the 
time  of  the  transaction,  but  unconnected  with  it,  are  admissible  for  the  pit. 
(Vackers  v.  Cocks,  Moo.  At  M.  35S ;  Herbert  v.  Wilcocks,  ib.  355,  n.).  See 
as  to  declarations  of  bankrupts,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  75,  "Actions  by  Assignee* 
cf  Bankrupt*."). 

So  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  false  representation  of  the  solvency  of  a 
third  party,  which  induced  the  pits,  to  trust  him  with  goods  :  their  declara- 
tion at  the  time,  that  they  trusted  him  in  consequence  of  the  representation 
are  admissible  in  evidence  for  them  (Fellows  v.  Williamson,  Moo.  &  M.  306). 
So,  in  an  action  against  the  drawer  of  a  bill,  what  is  said  by  the  drawee  on 
the  presentment  of  the  bill  when  due  is  admissible  in  evidence,  but  what 
passed  between  the  drawer  and  holder  afterwards  is  not  (Prideaux  v.  Collier, 
2  Stark.  57).  To  prove  that  there  was  a  good  consideration  for  a  convey* 
ance,  the  verbal  instructions  of  the  alienor  to  his  solicitor  to  prepare  it  are 
good  evidence  (Tull  v.  Parlott,  Moo.  dt  M.  472). 

Where  felling  timber  is  offered  as  evidence  of  ownership  the  declarations 
of  the  party  so  employed,  as  to  the  property  being  in  another,  arc  evidence 
to  rebut  it  (Doc  v.  Arkwright,  5  C.  «k  P.  575).  In  an  action  to  recover 
back  notes  delivered  to  the  deft,  by  the  pit.,  the  latter  proved  that  the  former, 
who  was  the  executor  of  W.,  having  questioned  the  pit.  as  to  her  having 
possession  of  some  property  of  the  testator's,  the  pit.  handed  the  notes  over 
to  the  deft.,  stating  ihat  the  testator  had  given  them  to  her  before  her  death. 
The  drft.  did  not  deny  the  statement,  but  had  no  means  of  knowing  its  truth 
or  falsehood.  There  was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  whether  tho  deft, 
said  he  would  keep  the  notes,  or  that  he  would  keep  them  to  be  returned  to 
the  pit.  on  request.  The  notes  had  been  seen  in  the  plt.'s  possession  before 
testator's  death,  and  evidence  was  given  as  to  the  fairness  of  plt.'s  conduct 
respecting  the  testator's  property  in  general  :  held,  that  the  declarations  made 
by  the  pit.  might  go  to  the  jury  as  evidence  in  her  favour,  on  the  ground 
(though  very  slight)  of  acquiescence  in  its  truth  by  the  deft.,  and  also  as 
being  part  of  the  res  gesta  on  the  occasion  of  the  deft.'s  obtaining  tho  notes, 
ami  ns  giving  a  character  to  tin;  whole  conduct  *of  the  pit.  (Hay- 
slip  v.  Gymcr,  1  Ad.  A:  E.  162).  A  declaration  by  the  obligee  [  *1C5  ] 
ns  to  the  application  of  previous  payments  made  to  him  by  the 
obligor  is  not  evidence  as  between  the  sureties  (Dunn  v.  Sle*-,  Holt,  N.  P. 
401).  Where  a  will  is  disputed  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  circumvention,  or 
forgery,  declarations  of  his  intention  by  the  testator,  arc  admissible  (Doe  v. 
Hardy,  1  Moo.  At  R.  525).  The  admissibility  of  the  declaration  depends 
not  merely  on  its  accompanying  an  act,  but  on  the  light  which  it  throws 
on  the  net  which  is  in  itself  relevant  and  admissible  evidence  (Wright  v. 
Doe  d.  Tatham,  7  Ad.  &  E.  313  ;  4  N.  C.  489) ;  and  where  the  object  is  to 
establish  a  public  way  by  reputation,  it  is  no  legitimate  evidence  to  prove 
that  the  tenant  of  land  near  the  way  planted  a  tree,  and  whilst  doing  so 
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stated  that  he  did  it  "  to  show  the  boundary  of  the  road"  (R.  v.  Bliss,  7  Ad. 
&  E.  550). 

In  assault  brought  by  husband  and  wife,  her  declarations  on  receiving  the 
hurt  were  admitted,  and  the  patient's  answers  are  evidence  as  to  his  suffer- 
ings and  the  state  of  his  health  (Aveson  v.  Kinnaird  (Lord),  6  East,  188, 
195,  198;  Thompson  v.  Trevanion,  Skin.  402).  The  declarations  of  the 
wife's  reasons  and  intentions  at  the  time  of  eloping  are,  in  crim.  cou.,  evi- 
dence against  the  husband,  to  show  his  connivance  (Aveson  v.  Kinnaird, 
supra;  Hoare  v.  Allen,  3  Esp.  276;  see  "  GRIM.  CON.").  And,  to  prove 
the  general  bad  character  of  the  pit.,  who  sues  for  a  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage,  a  witness  may  give  in  evidence  the  representations  made  to  him 
by  third  persons  (Foulkes  v.  Sellway,  3  Esp.  236.  See  "  MARRIAGE"). 

Dying  Declarations.]  The  only  case  in  which  dying  declarations  have 
been  admitted  in  civil  actions  is,  where  a  subscribing  witness  of  a  bond  or 
will  begged  pardon  of  Heaven  at  his  death  for  having  been  concerned  in 
forging  the  instrument  (Wright  v.  Littler,  3  Burr.  1244 ;  and  by  Heath,  J., 
cited  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  6  East,  195 ;  Doe  v.  Ridgway,  4  B.  &  A.  53  ; 
see  observation  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  on  these  cases,  in  Stodart  v.  Dry- 
den,  1  M.  &  W.  615).  The  dying  declarations  of  A.  as  to  the  relationship 
of  the  lessor  of  the  pit.  to  the  person  last  seised  are  not  admissible  (Doe  v. 
Ridgway,  4  B.  &  A.  53). 

Declarations  of  Deceased  Members  of  Family^  The  question  ultimately 
raised  in  an  ejectment  being  whether  Elizabeth  S.,  deceased,  was  legitimate 
or  not,  a  certificate  of  the  marriage  of  E.  S.'s  alleged  father,  J.  D.,  to  her 
mother,  was  produced  by  a  witness,  who  said  he  received  it  from  E.  S.  The 
question  was  then  put,  whether  E.  S.  made  at  the  time  any  statement  re- 
specting her  mother's  marriage;  held,  that  this  question  was  admissible,  it 
having  been  proved  before,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judge,  that  E.  S.  was  a 
member  of  the  family,  and  it  not  appearing  that  any  dispute  was  at  that  time 
known  to  exist  (Doe  d.  Jenkins  v.  Davies,  10  Q.  B.  314). 

Held,  also,  that  it  made  no  difference  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  answer, 
that  the  question  whether  E.  S.  was  a  member  of  the  family  was  in  fact 
identical  with  the  issue  on  which  the  opinion  of  the  jury  would  be  ultimately 
taken  (Ib.). 

A  deed  was  put  in  whereby  E.  S.  conveyed  the  reversion  of  the  property 
to  E.  J.;  it  was  signed  by  E.  S.,  "  as  daughter  of  J.  D.  and  E.  J.,"  who  was 
an  undoubted  relation  of  J.  D.,  and  was  tenant  for  life  of  the  property:  held, 
that  this  description  was  admissible  as  a  declaration,  it  not  appearing  that 
any  dispute  had  then  arisen  (Ib.). 

Pedigree  and  Legitimacy '.]  In  questions  of  legitimacy  and  pedigree,  the 
declarations  of  disinterested  persons,  since  dead,  are  admitted,  in  the  absence 
of  positive  proof  (Rex  v.  Eriswell  (Inhabitants  of),  3  T.  R.  707  ;  B.  N.  P. 
294).  Descriptions  in  wills,  upon  monuments,  in  bibles  or  other  books, 
recitals  in  family  deeds,  or  engravings  upon  rings  are  evidence  of  birth  or 
pedigree ;  upon  the  principal  that  they  are  the  natural  effusions  of  a  party 
who  must  know  the  truth,  and  who  speaks  upon  an  occasion  where  the  mind 
has  no  temptation  to  exceed  or  fall  short  of  the  truth  (Whitelock  v.  Baker, 
13  Ves.  514;  Doe  v.  Rawlings,  1  Coop.  39;  Doe  v.  Pembrose,  11  East, 
505;  Higham  v.  Ridgway,  10  East,  120 ;  Goodwright  v.  Moss,  Covvp.  597 ; 
13  Ves.  144 ;  B.  N.  P.  233 ;  and  see  Slane  Peerage  case,  5  Cl.  &  Fin.  23, 
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and  the  Vaux  Peerage,  ib.  526).    So,  a  pedigree  hung  up  in  a  family  man- 
sion is  good  evidence  (Goodwrigbt  v.  Moss,  supra). 

Therefore,  in  ejectment,  the  declarations  by  a  woman  that  her  first  hus- 
band used  to  say  that  the  estate  would  go  to  J.  P.,  and  after  his  death  to  his 
heir  (under  whom  the  lessor  of  the  pit  claimed)  were  admitted  to  show  the 
relationship  and  affinity  of  J.  F.  to  the  lessor  of  the  pit.  (Doe  v.  Randal,  2 
Moo.  6t  P.  20).  Quetre,  whether  after  the  death  of  the  husband  and  wife 
the  declarations  of  the  wife  are  admissible  as  evidence  to  show  that  the  bus- 
band  was  not  tenant  in  fee  of  lands  of  which  be  had  seisin,  and 
that  upon  a  certain  event  *they  were  to  go  over  to  another  branch  [  *166  ] 
of  the  family  (Baker  v.  Ray,  2  Russ.  63).  The  general  declara- 
tions in  the  answer  in  chancery  of  a  parent,  are  evidence  after  his  death  to 
prove  that  a  child  born  in  wedlock  is  a  bastard  (Goodwright  v.  Moss,  supra). 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  out  of  chancery,  monumental  inscriptions,  and 
declarations  made  by  a  deceased  relative,  were  offered  in  evidence  to  prove 
the  ages  of  the  parties  referred  to;  but  were  rejected  by  Tindal,  C.  J.;  but 
Lord  Brougham,  C.,  nfter  argument,  expressed  a  strong  opinion  in  favour  of 
their  reception,  and  stated  that  Lattlcdale,  J.,  and  Parke,  J.,  concurred  in 
opinion  with  him  (Kidney  v.  Col  burn,  2  Russ.  &  M.  167);  see  the  case  of 
Rider  v.  Malbone,  cited  in  the  argument  when  LitUcdale,  J.  admitted  as  evi- 
dence of  the  age  an  inscription  on  a  tombstone,  stating  the  death.  An  old 
tracing  from  an  effaced  monument  is  evidence  (Slaocy  v.  Wade,  7  Sim.  505). 

The  declarations  of  a  deceased  parent  are  received  to  prove  the  time  of 
the  child's  birth  (Roe  d.  Brewe  v.  Rawlings,  7  East,  200;  Ilawos  v.  Wheeler, 
Herbert  v.  Tuckal,  T.  Raym.  84;  10  East,  120);  but  not  the  place,  for  there 
it  is  a  mere  question  of  locality  and  not  of  pedigree  (Rex  v.  Erith  (Inhabit- 
ants of),  8  East,  542).  The  declarations,  to  be  admissible,  must  be  made 
by  some  person  whose  connexion  with  the  party  in  Question  affords  some 
assurance  of  correct  and  peculiar  information  (Whitelock  v.  Baker,  Doe  v. 
Harvey,  2  Moo.  &  R.  28 ;  13  Yes.  614);  as  to  the  declarations  of  deceased 
parents  to  prove  a  marriage,  in  a  question  of  legitimacy,  see  6  T.  R.  330 ; 
B.  N.  P.  IK' ;  or  of  a  deceased  husband,  to  prove  the  legitimacy  of  his  wife, 
and  the  pedigree  of  her  family,  though  no  blood  relation,  Vowjes  v.  Young, 
13  Ves.  148;  Doe  v.  Harvey,"  R.  dc  M.  297.  So,  hearsay  is  good  evidence 
to  prove  who  is  a  person's  godfather,  whom  ho  married,  what  children  he 
had,  or  the  death  of  a  relation  beyond  sea,  die.  (B.  N.  P.  294  et  scq.).  The 
declarations  of  a  deceased  parent  and  another  relative,  were  admitted  to  show 
which  of  several  children  born  at  a  birth  was  the  eldest  (12  Vin.  Abr.  247, 
per  Reynolds,  C.  B.).  The  declarations  as  to  his  own  illegitimacy  or  place 
of  birth  are  not  evidence  (R.  v.  Rishworth,  2  Q.  B.  470);  unless  indeed 
against  himself  or  persons  claiming  under  him  (Ib.). 

The  declarations  of  illegitimate  relations  are  not  admissible  (Doe  v.  Bur- 
ton, 2  Moo.  &  R.  28). 

Whether  conditions  precedent  as  to  theadmissibility  of  evidence  have  been 
fulfilled,  is  a  question  for  the  judge  who  tries  the  cause.  Thus,  where  de- 
clarations on  a  question  of  pedigree  by  a  deceased  member  of  the  family, 
are  tendered  in  evidence,  it  is  for  the  judge  to  decide  whether  the  declarant 
has  been  proved  to  be  a  member  of  the  family,  and  it  makes  no  difference 
that  the  legitimacy  of  the  declarant  happens  to  be  also  the  only  question  in 
issue  for  the  jury.  Where  the  declaration  was  that  the  declarant  had  re- 
ceived a  document  from  her  mother,  who  told  her  it  was  her  marriage  cer- 
tificate: held,  that  this  declaration  was  admissible  (Doe  v.  Davis,  10  Law  J., 
N.  S.,  Q.  B.  218).  Declarations  of  relationship  ore  not  inadmissible  on  the 
ground  that  the  parties  have  an  interest  in  establishing  the  relationship,  there 
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being  no  Us  mota  at  the  time  (Ib.).  A  minute  book  of  a  visitation  signed  by 
the  heads  of  the  family  has  been  admitted,  though  produced  from  a  private 
library  (Pitton  v.  Walter,  1  Stra.  162).  A  paper  in  the  handwriting  of  a 
deceased  member  of  the  family  giving  a  genealogical  account  of  the  family, 
though  in  some  particulars  erroneous,  and  which  was  never  made  public, 
and  professed  to  be  founded  partly  on  hearsay,  was  admitted  (Monkton  v. 
*Attorney-General,  2  Russ.  &  M.  147).  So,  a  ring  worn  publicly, 
[  *1 67  ]  stating  the  date  of  the  person's  death  whose  name  has  been  engraven 
upon  it  (Ib.  162).  But  an  old  pedigree  professing  to  be  collected 
from  registers,  wills,  monumental  inscriptions,  family  records,  and  history, 
is  not  admissible  (though  proved  to  be  signed  by  the  members  of  a  family) 
on  the  ground,  that  it  did  not  fall  within  the  principle  upon  which  hearsay 
evidence  of  this  description  had  always  been  admitted — viz.,  the  peculiar 
knowledge  which  members  of  a  family  are  supposed  to  have  of  their  own 
connexions ;  and  at  most  it  was  only  secondary  evidence,  for  it  was  compiled 
from  existing  documents  (Davics  v.  Lowndes,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  161).  Held 
on  error,  that  it  had  been  improperly  rejected  for  all  purposes,  as  it  was  at 
all  events  admissible  to  show  the  relationship  of  those  persons  who  were  de- 
scribed by  the  framer  of  the  pedigree  as  living,  and  who  might  be  presumed 
to  be  personally  known  to  him  (Ib. ;  6  Man.  &  G.  471).  The  declarations 
and  their  subject-matter  need  not  be  contemporaneous.  Therefore,  a  per- 
son's declaration  that  his  grandmother's  maiden  name  was  A.  B.,  is  admis- 
sible (Monkton  v.  Attorney-General,  2  Russ.  &  M.  158).  The  declarations 
of  a  deceased  person  as  to  the  fact  of  his  own  marriage  are  evidence  (B.  N. 
P.  112;  R.  v.Bramley,  6  T.  R.  330). 

But  the  opinion  of  deceased  neighbours,  acquaintances,  and  servants,  not 
connected  with  the  family,  is  not  admissible  (13  Ves.  147;  18  Ves.  443, 
446 ;  Rex  v.  Eriswell  (Inhabitants  of),  3  T.  R.  723 ;  Weeks  v.  Sparke,  1 
M.  &  S.  689;  Pike  v.  Carter,  3  Bing.  86;  Morewood  v.  Wood,  14  East, 
330  ;  Johnson  v.  Lawson,  2  Bing.  86).  Nor  is  the  hearsay  of  a  relation  to 
be  admitted  when  that  relation  himself  can  be  produced  (Cortius  v.  Mumez, 
2  Stark.  924;  B.  N.  P.  113;  Harrison  v.  Blades,  3  Camp.  457).  Nor  are 
the  declarations  of  a  wife  ever  allowed  to  prove  the  non-access  of  the  hus- 
band (Rex  v.  Luff,  8  East,  203 ;  Goodwright  v.  Moss,  Cowp.  592 ;  B.  N. 
P.  112 ;  Rex  v.  Kea  (Inhabitants  of),  11  East,  133). 

Although  to  admit  the  declarations,  it  is  necessary  to  give  evidence  dehors 
to  connect  the  persons  making  them  with  the  family ;  yet,  where  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  A.  be  related  to  C.,  the  declarations  of  B.,  who  is  proved  to 
be  related  to  A.,  are  evidence  to  prove  C.  related  to  A.,  without  evidence 
dehors  to  prove  B.  related  to  C.  (Monkton  v.  Attorney-General,  2  Russ.  & 
M.  156).  The  relatives  whose  declarations  are  offered  must  be  dead 
(Pendrell  v.  Prendrell,  2  Stra.  295).  Hearsay  declarations  are  admissible 
to  prove  the  identity  of  the  parly  (Reg.  v.  St.  Mildred,  Canterbury,  2  Jur. 
46). 

When  post  litem  motam,  if  the  declarations  were  made  after  the  com- 
mencement of  a  suit,  or  of  a  controversy  preparatory  to  it,  they  are  not  to 
be  received  (Berkley  Peerage  case,  4  Camp.  401  ;  2  Selvv.  N.  P.  712), 
though  it  is  not  proved  that  the  controversy  was  known  (S.  C.  4  Camp. 
417)  ;  and  the  award  of  an  arbitrator  upon  the  same  question  between  differ- 
ent parties,  has  been  rejected  upon  this  ground  (Rex  v.  Cotton,  3  Camp. 
444).  The  term  controversy  must  not  be  understood  merely  as  signifying 
an  existing  suit  (Monkton  v.  Attorney-General,  2  Russ.  &  M.  161 ;  Walker 
v.  Bcauchamp,  6  C.  &  P.  552). 
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A.,  in  1798,  died,  possessed  of  property,  which  many  years  aAer  B.  com- 
menced a  suit  to  recover.  In  1799  a  relation  of  B.  made  a  declaration, 
showing  that  B.  was  the  heir,  and  next  of  kin  of  A. :  held,  not  receivable  in 
evidence  as  the  Its  mota  or  commencement  of  controversy  must  be  taken  to 
be  the  arising  of  that  state  of  facts  on  which  the  claim  is  (bunded  without 
anything  more  (Walker  v.  Beauchamp,  tupra). 

•But  where,  in  a  suit  as  to  the  custom  of  a  manor,  depositions        • 
in  a  former  suit  relative  to  a  custom  of  the  same  manor  were  [  *168  ] 
offered  in  evidence ;  it  was  held  no  objection  that  the  deposition 
taken  in  a  former  suit  were  pott  litem  motam  if  the  two  suits  were  not  upon 
the  same  custom,  and  where  the  former  suit  was  very  ancient,  it  was  held 
unnecessary  to  prove  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  the  witnesses  who  made  the 
depositions  were  in  the  same  situation  in  which  they  professed  to  stand,  or 
that  they  had  the  means  of  becoming  acquainted  with  the  customs  of  a  manor 
(Freeman  v.  Phillips,  4  M.  A:  S.  486 ;  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  808 ;  but  see  Ban- 
bury  Peerage  case,  tupra). 

To  prove  rights  of  a  public  nature  (Berkeley  Peerage  case,  4  Camp.  415 ; 
Weeks  v.  Sparke,  1  M.  As  8.  686;  Morcwood  v.  Wood,  14  East,  329), 
manorial  customs  (Dcnn  v.  Spray,  1  T.  R.  466),  or  a  custom  in  a  borough 
to  exclude  foreigners  (ttmb.  Da  vies  v.  Morgan,  5  Cromp.  Ac  J.  587),  a 
right  of  common  pur  cause  iff  vicinage  (Pritchard  v.  Powell,  Law  J.,  N.  S., 
Q.  B.  166),  boundaries  of  parishes  and  manors  (Nichols  v.  Parker,  14  East, 
331 ;  Plaxton  v.  Dart,  10  B.  At  C.  19),  and  that  whether  it  be  an  existing  or 
reputed  manor  (Doe  v.  Sleeman,  Q.  U.  46),  or  a  parish  moJus  (Weeks  v. 
Sparke,  1  M.  At  S.  691 ;  White  v.  Lisle,  4  Madd.  215),  but  not  of  a  farm 
modus,  toll-traverse  (Brett  v.  Beales,  Moo.  &  M.  416),  or  a  ferry  (Pirn  v. 
Card,  6  M.  At  W.  234).  A  right  of  free  warren  by  prescription  (Carnar- 
von  (Lord)  v.  Villebois,  13  M.  &  W.  313);  hearsay,  or  common  reputa- 
tion, is  admitted  to  bo  evidence.  But  such  declarations  must  not  have  been 
made  pott  lilrm  motam  (Rex  v.  Cotton,  3  Camp.  444).  And  evidence  must 
be  first  given  of  the  exercise  of  (lie  right  to  lot  in  the  evidence  of  reputation, 
which  then  is  confined  to  the  declarations  of  such  old  persons  as  were  in  u 
situation  to  know  (Ib. ;  see  Weeks  v.  Sparke, supra;  Hush  wood  v.  Craven, 
M'Cle.  At  Yo.  417).  But  in  Crease  v.  Barrett,  it  has  Ixi-n  held  that  it  is  not 
necessary  that  tho  fact  of  user  should  be  shown  (1  C.  M.  At  R.  019).  A 
customary  heriot  payable  by  a  freeholder  may  be  established  by  similar 
payments  by  other  freeholders  of  the  same  manor  (Damercll  v.  Prothcroc, 
16  Law  J./N.  S.,  Q.  B.  170). 

As  to  the  competency  of  witnesses  in  these  cases,  it  id  no  objection  to  the 
admission  of  such  evidence,  to  prove  the  boundaries  of  a  parish,  or  a  paro- 
chial moflus,  that  the  deceased  was  a  parishioner,  claiming  a  right  of  com- 
inon,  which  his  declaration  might  enlarge  (Nicholls  v.  Parker,  14  East, 
331);  or  liable  to  pay  tithes,  which  it  might  abridge  (Harewood  v.  Sims,  1 
Wight.  H'«J).  But,  generally,  though  general  reputation  is  evidence,  repu- 
tation or  tradition  of  a  particular  tact  is  none  (Shove  v.  Pinckc,  5  T.  R. 
125;  3  T.  R.  700;  Morewood  v.  Wood,  14  East,  330,  331;  Weeks  v. 
Sparke,  1  M.  At  S.  087  ;  1  Pri.  253);  as,  that  u  house  stood  in  a  particular 
»|>ot  (Ireland  v.  Powell,  Pea.  Ev.  15;  Gurnons  v.  Barnard,  1  Anst.  206). 

But  to  prove  a  prescriptive  right  strictly  private,  such  evidence  is  not 
admissible  (Morewood  v.  Wood,  supra;  Hickards  v.  Basset t,  10  B.  At  C. 
003;  R.  v.  Antrohus,  2  Ad.  A:  E.  793);  hut  sec  Weeks  v.  Sparke,  where 
such  evidence  was  allowed  in  support  of  a  claim  of  common  appurtenant  (1 
M.  At  S.  087).  Where  the  boundary  of  a  tenement  and  a  hamlet  are  shown 
to  coincide,  evidence  of  reputation,  as  to  the  bounds  of  the  latter,  is  legiti- 
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mate  evidence  of  the  former  (Thomas  v.  Jenkins,  6  Ad.  &  E.  525).  Evi- 
dence of  reputation,  that  certain  landowners  were  bound  to  repair  ratione 
tenures,  is  not  admissible,  although  it  was  suggested  that  such  liability  was 
of  a  general  interest,  as  tending  to  abridge  the  liability  of  the  parish 
[  *169  ]  (R.  v.  Wavertree,  2  Moo.  &  R.  353,  and  n.).  Where  a  Copper- 
plate was  produced,  in  order  to  prove  that  a  certain  road  was  a 
highway,  which  so  described  it,  and  it  purported  to  have  been  taken  by 
direction  of  the  churchwardens,  it  was  rejected,  although  the  pit.  offered  to 
prove  that  it  was  generally  received  in  the  parish  as  an  authentic  map  (Pol- 
lard v.  Scott,  Pea.  18).  A  paper  signed  by  several,  at  a  public  meeting, 
called  for  the  purpose  of  considering  about  repairing  a  way,  stating  that  it 
was  not  a  public  way,  is  evidence,  though  slight,  against  the  right  (Barra- 
clough  v.  Johnson,  8  Ad.  &  E.  99).  Reputation  is  admissible  on  a  question 
as  to  private  rights  (Davies  v.  Lewis,  2  Chit.  Rep.  535). 

On  an  issue  joined,  whether  a  certain  place,  situate  on  the  bank  of  a  river, 
is  a  public  landing-place  for  all  the  king's  subjects,  evidence  may  be  given 
of  reputation,  that  it  is  not  a  public-landing-place  (Drinkvvater  v.  Porter,  7 
C.  &  P.  181).     Upon  an  information  against  a  sheriff  for  refusing  to  exe- 
cute prisoners  upon  whom  sentence  of  death  had  been  passed  by  justices  of 
gaol  delivery,  sitting  in  his  county,  evidence  was  received  for  the  crown  of 
an  order  of  gaol  delivery,  requiring  a  former  sheriff  to  hang  a  criminal  in 
chains,  and  an  examined  copy  of  the  cravings  of  that  sheriff  to  be  allowed 
his  expenses  of  gibbeting  such  criminal,  which  were  allowed  by  the  then 
chancellor  of  the  exchequer  (R.  v.  Antrobus,  2  Ad.  &  E.  798).     Qucere, 
whether  in  a  question  as  to  the  liability  of  the  mayor  and  citizens  of  an  incor- 
porated city  to  perform  a  certain  public  duty,  declarations  of  deceased  citi- 
zens, in  favour  of  the  existence  of  such  liability,  are  admissible  in  evidence 
(Ib.). 

The  declarations  of  a  deceased  lord  of  a  manor  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
waste  are  not  evidence  (Crease  v.  Barrett,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  919).  Reputation 
alone  is  said  to  be  evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  manor  (Steel  v.  Pritchett,  2 
Stark.  463) ;  but  it  seems  that  some  foundation  should  be  laid  by  proof  of 
acts  done,  as  holding  courts,  &c. ;  but  the  mere  production  of  a  deputation 
to  kill  game,  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  proof  even  of  a  colourable  title  to  a 
manor  (Rushwood  v.  Craven,  M'Cle.  &  Yo.  417). 

Reputation  as  to  the  exemption  of  the  sheriff  of  a  county  from  the  perform- 
ance of  a  public  duty,  viz.,  the  execution  of  criminals,  was  rejected,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  question  of  public  or  general  interest  involved  (R. 
v.  Antrobus,  2  Ad.  &  E.  793). 

In  cases  of  rights  or  customs  which  are  not  properly  speaking  public,  but 
of  a  general  nature,  and  concern  a  multitude  of  persons  (as  questions  with 
respect  to  boundaries  and  customs  of  particular  districts,  though  the  rule  is 
not  so  clearly  laid  down),  it  seems  that  hearsay  evidence  is  not  admissible, 
unless  it  be  derived  from  persons  conversant  with  the  neighbourhood. 
Therefore,  in  Rogers  v.  Wood,  2  B.  &  Ad.  245,  a  document  purporting  to 
be  a  decree  of  certain  persons,  the  lord  treasurer  and  chancellor  of  the  exche- 
quer, and  under-treasurer,  &c.,  who  had  no  authority  as  a  court,  was  held 
to  be  inadmissible  evidence  on  a  question  whether  the  city  of  Chester,  before 
it  was  made  a  county  of  itself,  formed  a  part  of  the  county  palatine,  because 
these  personages  had  from  their  situations  no  peculiar  knowledge  of  the  facts; 
on  the  other  hand,  actual  inhabiting  in  the  place  the  boundaries  of  which 
were  in  dispute,  is  unnecessary.  Where  the  right  is  really  public,  a  claim 
of  highway,  for  instance,  in  which  all  the  king's  subjects  are  interested,  it 
seems  difficult  to  say  that  there  ought  to  be  any  such  limitation.  In  a  matter 
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in  which  all  are  concerned,  reputation  from  any  one  appears  to  be  receivable, 
but  of  course  it  would  be  almost  worthless,  unless  it  come  from  persons  who 
were  shown  to  have  some  means  of  knowledge,  as  by  living  in  the  neigh* 
bourhood,  or  frequently  using  the  road  in  dispute  (Crease  v.  Barrett,  1  C. 
M.  &  R.  928,  per  Parke,  B.).  'Therefore  the  answers  of  tenants 
of  a  manor  to  an  old  commission  of  survey,  issued  by  the  lord,  [  *170  ] 
finding  the  bounds  of  the  manor,  and  his  right  to  wreck,  are  evi- 
dence of  the  former  (Talbot  v.  Lewis,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  405).  A  document  in 
the  time  of  Elizabeth,  produced  from  the  office  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster, 
purporting  to  be  a  survey  of  the  duchy  manor,  taken  by  the  deputy  sur- 
veyor-general, by  (he  oaths  of  twenty  tenants  of  the  manor,  whose  names 
were  subscribed,  was  held  inadmissible  evidence  of  the  bounds  of  the  manor, 
there  being  no  ground  for  presuming  that  any  survey  was  in  (act  made 
(Evans  v.  Taylor,  1  Ad.  &  E.  017).  The  ancient  answers  of  the  conven- 
tionnry  tenants  of  a  manor,  stating  the  rights  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  are 
evidence  even  against  the  freeholders  (Crease  v.  Barrett,  supra). 

On 'an  issue  to  try  whether  a  farm  mtxlus  of  211.  10*.  &/.  was  payable 
for  a  certain  farm,  a  former  occupier  of  the  farm  cannot  be  asked  what  be 
has  heard  his  deceased  father  say  respecting  this  modus,  although  his  father 
had  also  occupied  the  farm,  because  this  would  bo  evidence  of  t  reputation  of 
a  fact  (Well  v.  Jesus  College,  Oxford,  7  C.  Ac  P.  284).  So,  declarations 
made  by  a  deceased  attesting  witness  respecting  the  attested  instrument,  are 
not  admissible  in  evidence,  though  admissions  of  fraud  or  forgery  on  his  own 
part,  and  though  the  instrument  bos  been  proved  by  evidence  of  his  hand- 
writing (Stodart  v.  Dryden,  1  M.  &  W.  015).  Where  it  was  urged,  that  M 
the  plL  used  the  declaration  of  the  subscribing  witness,  evidenced  by  his 
signature,  to  prove  the  execution,  the  deft,  might  use  any  declaration  of  the 
same  witness  to  disprove  it.  The  court  held,  that  the  proof  of  actual  attes- 
tation is  not  the  proof  of  a  declaration,  but  of  a  fact  (Ib.) ;  and,  where  it 
was  contended  that  the  evidence  was  receivable  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  loss  of  the  benefit  of  the  cross-examina- 
tion of  the  subscribing  witness,  if  ho  had  been  alive,  and  personally  exa- 
mined, cither  the  fact  confessed  would  have  bt«-n  proved,  or,  if  not,  the  wit- 
ness would  have  been  liable  to  be  contradicted  by  proof  of  liis  admission, 
and  that  every  declaration  was  admissible  which  might  have  been  given  in 
evidence  to  impeach  the  credit  of  the  witness  himself  on  his  personal  exami- 
nation. The  court  ruled  that  the  evidence  was  inadmissible  (Ib.).  Where 
the  cases  of  Wright  v.  Littler,  Aveson  v.  Kinnaird  (Lord),  and  Doc  v.  Ridg- 
way,  are  commented  UJKMI  by  the  court.  Although  ancient  answers  of  con- 
versionary  tenants  of  a  manor,  stating  the  rights  of  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
ore  admissible  in  evidence,  yet,  if  they  stale  facts  only,  they  are  not,  thus: 
"  That  the  commons  of  the  said  manor  do  belong  to  the  tenants  of  the 
said  manor,  unstinted,  who  have  always  enjoyed  the  same  under  the  yearly 
rent  of  33/.  4*.,  as  by  the  records  thereof  remaining  with  the  auditor  of  the 
duchy  nppeareth ;  unto  which,  for  the  more  certainty  we  refer"  (Crease  v. 
Barrett,  1  C.  M.  &  R.010). 

But,  in  questions  of  pedigree,  as  reputation  necessarily  relates  to  the  par- 
ticular facts  of  marriage,  birth,  &c.,  such  evidence  is  admitted  (-1  Camp.  410). 
The  declarations  of  an  old  person,  still  alive,  cannot  lx;  admitted  a.s  proof  of 
reputation  (Woohvay  v.  Howe,  1  A.  &:  E.  117). 

What  Admissible  against  Witnesses'  Interests.)  Declarations  of  deceased 
|>ersons  against  their  own  interest  are,  in  many  cases,  admitted  to  be  evi- 
dence (see  Barker  v.  Ray,  2  Russ.  R.  07,  n.,  where  the  cases  arc  collected; 
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see  also  Exeter  (Mayor  of)  v.  Warren,  5  Q.  B.  573 ;  Musgrave  v.  Emmer- 
son,  16  Law  J.  174,  Q.  B.)  of  all  the  facts  there  stated  though  some  of  them 
may  not  have  been  within  the  party's  own  knowledge,  for  the  whole  decla- 
ration must  be  taken  together  *(Crease  v.  Barrett,  1  C.  M.  &  R. 
[*171  ]  919);  as,  a  deceased  occupier's  declaration  that  he  rented  the  land 
of  a  particular  person,  is  evidence  of  that  person's  seisin  (Peace- 
able v.  Watson,  4  Taunt.  16;  Holloway  v.  Raikes,  2  T.  R.  55;  Came  v. 
Nicholl,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  430);  for,  occupation  being  presumptive  evidence  of  a 
seisin  in  fee,  any  declaration  claiming  a  less  eslate,  is  against  the  parly's 
interest  (Crease  v.  Barrett,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  931  ;  Doe  v.  Langfield,  16  M.  & 
497).  A.  had  forty-five  years  before  enclosed  a  piece  of  ground  from  the 
waste,  and  built  a  cottage  on  it,  and  was  then  dead ;  twenty-nine  years 
after  that  his  widow  and  daughter  lived  on  the  premises  till  the  death  of  the 
former,  a  month  before  the  trial :  held,  in  ejectment  by  A.'s  eldest  son,  that 
the  declarations  of  the  mother  were  evidence  for  the  lessor  of  the  pit., 
although  she  was  not  in  the  sole  occupation  of  the  premises  when  such  de- 
clarations were  made  (Doe  v.  Jauncey,  8  C.  &  P.  99).  A  declaration  by  a. 
person  in  the  management  of  an  estate,  viz.  that  he  managed  it  for  his  son, 
is  admissible  for  the  son  (De  Bode's  case,  8  Q.  B.  208). 

The  declarations  of  tenants  deceased  are  admitted,  to  show  that  a  certain 
piece  of  land  is  parcel  of  the  estate  they  occupied  (2  T.  R.  53  ;  14  East, 
332  ;  2  M.  &  S.  49 ;  1  M.  &  S.  77,  679).  So,  where  the  question  was, 
whether  horses  taken  by  the  deft,  under  a  hcriot  custom  belonged  to  the  pit., 
or  to  A.  B.,  deceased,  the  declarations  of  A.  B.,  that  they  belonged  to  the 
pit.,  were  held  good  evidence  (Ivat  v.  Finish,  1  Taunt.  141).  Upon  an 
issue,  whether  A.  B.  died  possessed  of  a  certain  property,  her  declarations 
that  she  had  assigned  it  were  received  (1  Taunt.  144).  Declarations  by  the 
owner  of  adjoining  land,  that  his  neighbour's  extends  so  far,  accompanied 
with  acts  of  forbearance  to  go  farther,  or  even  declarations  against  his  own 
interest,  without  such  acts,  are  evidence  of  the  extent  of  that  neighbour's 
land  (Stanley  (Sir  T.)  v.  White,  14  East,  332).  It  is  the  constant  practice 
to  receive  such  evidence  in  questions  of  tolls,  rights  of  way,  freehold  iu 
wastes,  and  the  like(l  T.  R.  659;  14  East,  342  ;  1  Camp.  310;  5  Taunt. 
752).  The  persons  who  make  the  declarations  must  be  deceased  at  the  time 
of  trial;  and,  if  living,  and  incapable  of  attending  from  illness,  such  declara- 
tions are  not  admissible  (3  Camp.  457  ;  1  Pri.  282).  A  statement  by  a 
clergyman  that  he  had  celebrated  an  irregular  marriage,  was  held  not  to  be 
evidence  of  the  marriage  (Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  Cl.  &  Fin.  85). 

BY  WHITINGS. 

Written  Statements  in  the  nature  of  Hearsay  Evidence.']  The  rules  and 
principles  of  hearsay  evidence  apply  to  statements  in  writing  no  less  than 
to  words  spoken.  The  only  difference  is,  that  there  is  greater  facility  of 
proof  in  the  former  case,  as  a  written  account  is  proved  to  be  genuine  by 
proof  of  the  handwriting  ;  but  the  genuiness  of  oral  declarations  must  depend 
upon  the  memory  and  accuracy  of  the  witnesses  who  profess  to  speak  to 
them  (1  Ph.  Ev.  218). 

Where  Part  of  the  Transaction.']  Where  A.,  the  holder  of  a  bill,  deposits 
it  with  B.,  as  security  for  tha  balance  of  accounts  between  them,  and,  after 
it  is  due,  B.  indorses  it  to  C.,  in  an  action  by  C.  against  A.,  the  account- 
book  of  B.  is  not  evidence  in  diminution  of  the  balance  between  A.  and  B.;  but 
a  contemporaneous  entry  or  declaration  would  have  been  admissible  (Collen- 
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ridge  r.  Farquharson,  1  Stark.  259).  A  letter,  inclosing  a  note,  may  be 
read  in  evidence,  as  a  declaration,  accompanying  an  act,  to  show  for  what 
purpose  the  note  was  sent  (Bruce  v.  Hurly,  1  Stark.  23).  Letters  by  the 
payee  *to  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  contemporaneous  with 
the  making,  and  forming  part  of  the  original  transaction,  are  ad-  [  '172  ] 
miasible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  consideration  between  those  par- 
ties; and  this  in  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker  (Kent  v. 
Lowen,  1  Camp.  177;  see,  also,  1  Camp.  512  ;  B.  N.  P.  17).  The  parties 
must  themselves  be  called  (1  Ph.  Ev.  22U,  ante).  What  a  third  person  ha* 
•aid,  or  tcriUen,  is  admissible  in  many  cases,  as  amounting  to  an  act  done 
by  him,  or  as  showing  his  knowledge,  or  as  evidence  of  his  conduct  If,  for 
instance,  it  is  material  to  inquire  whether  a  certain  person  gave  a  particular 
order  on  a  certain  subject,  what  he  has  said  or  written  may  be  evidence  of 
that  order  (Ib  ).  Letters  from  a  trader,  who  Ins  left  the  realm,  are  admitted 
to  establish  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  by  showing  his  intent,  such  departure  and 
absence  being  a  continuous  act  (Thompson  v.  Ilaigh,  9  Moo.  217). 

In  an  action  to  recover  fraudulent  payment*,  answers  to  letters  written  by 
the  bankrupt,  acknowledging  assistance,  may  be  reao\  to  proVe  the  refusal 
to  give  assistance,  and  his  consequent  knowledge  of  the  state  of  his  affairs 
(Vachcr  v.  Cooks,  Moo.  At  M.  358).  A  trader  bring  in  embarrassed  cir- 
cumstances, assigned  all  his  "  t  fleets,  stocks,  books,  and  book  debts,"  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  In  an  action  after  his  death  agninst  the 
assignee  as  executor  de  ton  tort,  held,  that  a  list  of  creditors  made  out  by  the 
direction  of  the  assignor,  about  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  assignment, 
was  evidence  for  the  deft,  for  the  purpose  of  disproving  fraud  (Lewis  v. 
Rogers,  1  C.  M.  A:  R.  49).  In  an  action  for  chm.  con.  letters  written  by 
the  wile  testifying  affection  for  her  husband  arc  evidence  for  him  (Willis  v. 
Bernard,  8  Bing.  370;  sw  "  Cam.  Cox.").  So  letters  from  the  wife  to  the 
pit.  are  admissible,  though  living  apart,  nnd  the  cause  of  separation  unex- 
plained ;  as  their  expressions  aro  admitted,  when  together,  to  show  the  terms 
on  which  they  live  (Trelawney  v.  Colemnn,  1  H.  A:  A.  90).  A  bill  in  chan- 
cery by  a  father,  slating  his  (icdigree,  has  U-en  admitted  (Taylor  v.  Cole,  7 
T.  R.  3,  n.) ;  but  sec  thu  resolution  of  the  judge  in  the  lianbury  Pec  rage  cast* 
(2  Selw.  N.  P.  674) ;  where,  Itowevcr,  t  lie  re  was  a  lit  mold  when  the  bill 
was  filed. 

The  recital  in  a  family  conveyance  by  a  trustee  is  evidence  of  parentage 
(Staney  v.  Wade,  7  Sim.  51)5).  Old  dt*|>ositions  in  a  suit  purporting  on  the 
face  of  them  to  be  made  by  relations,  but  not  proved  aliundc  to  hove  been  so, 
are  not  evidence  (Banbury  Peerage  case,  *J  Selw.  N.  P.  703;  Da  vies  v. 
Morgan,  1  Cr.  &  J.  591  ;  but  set-  Phillips  v.  Freeman,  4  M.  A:  S.  480).  It 
is  no  objection  that  the  person  who  made  the  declaration  stood  in  pari  cam 
with  tht:  person  tendering  it  in  evidence  (Monkton  v.  Attorney -Genera  I,  '2 
Russ.  &  M.  139).  In  Doc  v.  T  raver,  R.  A:  M.  141,  Abbott,  C.  J.,  cites  a 
case  where  a  widow  was  admitted  in  the  House  of  Lords  to  prove  declara- 
tions of  her  deceased  husband  in  support  of  her  son's  title,  though  the  hus- 
band, if  living,  would  have  had  the  right  which  the  declaration  went  to 
establish.  And  they  ore  admissible,  thou»h  they  tend  to  show  the  declarant's 
own  title  at  the  time,  provided  there  was  then  no  lismotti  (Ib.);  and  although 
that  title  is  the  point  in  issue  (Doe  v.  Davies,  10  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B. 
218). 

A  written  declaration  of  a  deceasrd  corporator,  seems  to  be  evidence  in 
support  of  a  custom  to  exclude  foreigners,  though  he  could  not  have  been 
called  if  alive  (Davies  v.  Morgan,  1  Cr.  At  J.  587). 
VOL.  II.  12 
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So,  letters  from  a  foreign  agent,  to  prove  the  assent  of  a  merchant  here 
to  a  deed  of  inspection  (Rex  v.  Hunter,  4  Pri.  258). 

In  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  twenty-two  acres  of  land,  claimed  as 
parcel  of  a  certain  manor,  the  lessor  of  the  pit.,  who  sought  to  trace  his  title 
through  one  Sir  E.  C.,  in  order  to  prove  a  lease  to  one  H..  and  assignment 
by  him  to  P.,  and  by  P.  to  Sir  E.  C.,  and  that  the  land  in  question  was 
parcel  of  the  manor,  offered  in  evidence  an  old  book,  found  in  the  muniment 
room  of  the  family  to  whom  the  manor  belonged.  This  book,  amongst  other 
entries  and  receipts,  in  the  handwriting  of  the  then  steward,  contained  an 
entry  of  the  lease  in  question,  and  a  minute,  to  the  effect  that  H.'s  widow 
hath  assigned  to  Sir  E.  C.,  who  claimeth  ten  years  to  come.  An  ineffectual 
search  for  the  originals  had  been  made,  and  notice  had  been  given  to  the 
deft,  to  produce  them  :  held,  that  the  book  was  not  receivable  in  evidence,  as 
containing  an  entry  made  by  a  person  in  the  course  of  his  business  ;  and 
that  if  it  was  admissible  as  evidence  of  reputation,  it  merely  went  to  show  the 
extent  of  the  manor  (Doe  d.  Padwich  v.  Skinner,  3  Exch.  84;  18  Law  J. 
107,  Exch.). 

In  an  action  by  the  acceptor  against  the  drawer  of  an  accommodation  bill, 
on  his  implied  contract  of  indemnity,  the  pit.  in  order  to  prove  that  a  former 
bill,  in  renewal  of  which  the  bill  in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought 
was  given,  had  been  made  payable  at  a  particular  place,  called  a  banker's 
clerk,  who,  without  producing  the  bank  book,  stated  that  he  had  ascertained 
the  fact  from  an  entry  therein,  in  his  own  handwriting,  but  that,  indepen- 
dently of  that  entry,  he  had  no  recollection  whatever  of  the  fact:  held,  that 
this  was  not  evidence  of  such  fact  (Beech  v.  Jones,  5  C.  B.  696). 

A  cognizance  in  replevin  acknowledged  the  taking  as  for  a  distress  for 
arrears  of  a  fee-farm  rent,  alleging  that  B.  "  was  seised  as  of  fee  and  right  of 
and  in  a  certain  annual  fee-farm  rent  of  ll.  9s.  3d.,  payable  for  and  in 
respect  of  and  issuing  and  payable  out  of"  the  locus  in  quo.  Title  was  then 
traced  from  B.,  and  it  was  alleged  that  the  rent  "  had  been  duly  answered 
and  paid  for  the  space  of  three  years,  within  the  space  of  twenty  years  next 
before  the  first  day  of  the  sessions  of  Parliament  beginning  and  holden  at 
Westminster,  the  23rd  day  of  January,  1727,  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign 
of  the  late  King  George  II.,  and  from  thence  continued,  by  several  proroga- 
tions, to  the  21st  of  January,  1731,  being  the  fourth  session  of  that  Parlia- 
ment." Issues  being  joined  upon  pleas  traversing  the  original  seisin  of  the 
rent,  and  the  payment  for  the  three  years,  books  were  put  in,  which  the  pre- 
sent receiver  produced  from  his  own  custody,  he  having  as  such,  the  cus- 
tody of  the  rentals  and  title  deeds.  These  books  contained  rent-rolls  for 
many  years,  with  entries  of  sums  received  in  respect  of  the  several  rents 
therein  contained,  and  among  others,  the  rent  in  question.  The  books  were 
not  signed.  He  also  produced  a  paper  from  the  same  place,  signed  by  E. 
R.,  deceased,  whereby  E.  R.  debited  himself  with  the  receipt  of  an  aggregate 
rental  (not  stating  the  items)  of  between  700/.  arid  800/.  corresponding 
almost  exactly  with  the  aggregate  of  the  rentals  in  the  books:  held,  that  the 
accounts  and  books  might  be  connected  as  an  entry  by  a  deceased  person 
charging  himself,  and  were  evidence  for  the  jury  of  the  payment  of  the  rent 
in  question  (Musgruve  v.  Emmcrson,  10  Q.  B.  326). 

Entries  on  the  ancient  rolls  of  a  manor  of  items  in  the  accounts  rendered 
by  the  reeve  of  the  manor,  by  which  he  charges  himself  with  the  receipt  of 
money,  are  admissible  .in  evidence;  but  entries  in  the  same  accounts  ol  dis- 
bursements of  the  money  so  received  discharging  the  reeve  are  not  admis- 
sible, unless  they  arc  referred  to  by  the  charging  ilems,  or  are  necessary  to 
explain  them  (Doe  d.  Kingslake  v.  Beviss,  18  Law  J.  128,  C.  P.). 


HEARSAY  EVIDENCE.  172 

Entries  made  by  a  deceased  person  in  the  ordinary  coarse  of  business,  but 
not  contemporaneously  with  the  fact  entered,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence 
<Ib.). 

Semble,  that  where  an  account  of  the  reeve  of  a  manor  in  the  court  rolls 
contains  a  quietus,  the  whole  account  is  admissible  in  evidence,  on  (he  ground 
that  the  "  quietus"  discharging  the  reeve  is  an  admission  of  the  whole  by  the 
lord  against  his  own  interest  (lb.). 

Ancient  Documents.]  Old  leases  and  ren^rolls  have,  in  certain 
•cases,  been  received  in  evidence,  in  favour  of  the  party  claiming  [  *173  ] 
under  the  lessors  (Rogers  v.  Allen,  1  Camp.  309).  But  they  must 
come  from  the  custody  of  some  one  connected  with  the  estate  to  which  they 
relate  (Summerton  v.  Stafford  (Mary),  3  Taunt  01).  An  old  deed  between 
a  public  body  claiming  to  let,  and  other*  liable  thereto,  regulating  the  amount 
of  payment,  is  evidence  in  the  nature  of  reputation  of  tin?  existence  of  the 
lolU  (Brett  v.  Itcales,  Moo.  &  M.  416).  On  a  question  whether  certain 
lands,  approved  from  a  waste,  were  subject  to  a  right  of  common,  counter- 
parts of  all  leases,  kept  among  the  muniments  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  by 
which  he  appeared  to  have  demised  the  land  free  from  any  such  charge, 
were  allowed  to  be  evidence  for  tho  pit.,  who  claimed  under  the  lord  of  the 
manor  against  the  deft.,  who  justified  for  common  of  pasture,  to  prove  that, 
at  tho  lime  of  their  respective  dates,  tho  lord  had  granted  the  land  free  from 
common,  though  possession  under  the  leases  was  not  shown,  tho  leases 
being  so  old  that  no  person  could  speak  to  tho  possession  and  though  signed 
by  the  lessees  only  (Clarkson  v.  Woodhouse,  5  T.  R.  412,  n. ;  Doe  v.  (Nil. 
man,  3  Q.  B.  GvI'-J).  An  old  receipt  from  a  former  rector,  of  a  payment  in 
lieu  of  tithes,  in  tho  hands  of  a  deft.,  whom  it  was  presumed  had  JfttfflMKJed 
from  an  ancestor  of  tho  same  name,  is  evidence  to  support  a  modus 
(Bulia  v.  Beaumont,  0  Pri.  307).  The  question  was,  whether  tho  pits, 
were  entitled  to  a  prescriptive  right  of  exclusive  fishery,  claimed  on  a  navi- 
gable river,  under  the  lord  of  the  manor ;  and  old  entries  of  licenses  in  the 
court-rolls,  stating  that  the  lurds  had  the  several  fisheries,  and  had  granted 
the  liberty  of  fishing  for  certain  rents,  were  held  admissible,  without  proof 
of  payment  under  tho  licenses,  their  dutc  being  so  old  that  such  proof  could 
not  reasonably  be  expected,  but  such  evidence  is  not  entitled  to  any  weight, 
unless  pay  nu-nt  under  similar  licenses  could  be  proved  in  later  times,  or  that 
the  lords  had  exercised  other  acts  of  ownership  which  hail  been  acquiesced 
in  (Rogers  v.  Allen,  1  Camp.  309). 

Old  leases  of  fishing-places  by  the  lord  of  an  adjacent  manor,  are  evidence 
of  a  righl  to  the  bed  of  tho  river  in  favour  of  those  who  claimed  under  him 
(Hale,  De  Jure  Maris,  35). 

An  old  and  cancelled  will  has  been  allowed  as  evidence  of  the  existence 
and  relative  ages  of  certain  deceased  members  of  the  family  from  whom  both 
parties  derived  title  (Due  v.  Pembroke,  11  Ivist,  504)  ;  but  the  probate  of  a 
will  is  not  evidence  for  this  purjKj.se.  Nor  is  a  copy  of  the  register  of  a  will 
(Doc  v.  Omerod,  1  Moo.  ^  R.  400;  Hike  v.  Polbill,  1  Ld.  Kaym.  744). 
But  relationship  may  bo  proved  by  production  of  the  Icger-book,  or  original 
rolls  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  containing  an  enrolment  of  tho  will  (B.  N. 
P.  VM»>).  An  old  table  of  tolls  kept  by  the  town  clerk  ofa  corporation,  by 
which  the  lessees  of  the  tolls  had  always  been  guided  in  their  collection,  is 
admissible  in  favour  of  the  claim  of  toll  by  tho  corporation  (Brett  v.  Beales, 
Moo.  At  M.  411) ;  R.  v.  Carpenter,  2  Show.  48).  But  mere  entries  in  the 
corporation  books  of  orders  to  grant  leases,  appointment  of  commissioners 
to  manage  them,  Ate.,  arc  not  evidence  (lb.  42tf  ;  S.  C.  5  M.  <St  R.  433). 
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By  Persons  disinterested.]  A  survey  of  a  manor  by  a  former  owner  is  not 
evidence  for  a  succeeding  owner,  against  a  stranger,  to  prove  certain  lands 
parcel  of  the  manor  (Anon.  1  Stra.  95  ;  2  Ves.  43  ;  R.  v.  Debenham,  2  B.  &  A. 
186) ;  but  an  old  survey,  delivered  by  the  owner  to  a  purchaser  of  part,  would 
be  evidence  against  the  former  owner,  and  against  a  purchaser  of  the  other  part 
(Bridgman  v.  Jennings,  1  Ld.  Raym.  734  ;  2  T.  R.  53  ;  4.Gwill.  1585).  But 
the  entry  by  a  deceased  person  in  his  book  of  the  receipt  for  rent  for 
[*174]  *particular  lands,  is  not  evidence  for  a  party  claiming  under  the  de- 
ceased, to  show  that  the  lands  belonged  to  his  ancestor,  the  entry  not 
being  against  interest,  nor  good  as  tradition,  because  of  a  particular  fact(Out- 
ram  v.  Morewood,  5  T.  R.  123).  In  replevin,  letters  from  a  third  party  are  in- 
admissible to  affect  the  plt.'s  title  (Halford  v.Dillon, 4  Moo.  381).  Thegeneral 
rule  is,  that  whataman  writes  for  himself  cannot  be  evidence  for  himself,  or  for 
his  representative,  claiming  in  his  right  and  place  (Glyn  v.  Bank  of  England, 

2  Ves.  41  ;  R.  v.  Debenham,  2  B.  &  A.  187) ;  but  the  entries  of  a  deceased  in- 
cumbent respect  ing  his  tithes  are  an  excepted  case  (Roe  v.  Rawlings,  7  East, 
290  ;  Outram  v.  Morewood,  5  T.  R.  123;  4  PH.  171, 190,  218  ;  Armstrongv. 
Hewitt,  4  Pri.  218  ;  Lcgross  v.  Levemore,  2  Gwill.  529).  The  cases  in  this  re- 
spect have  even  gone  so  far  as  to  admit  entries  made  by  deceased  impropriators 
to  be  evidence  for  their  successors  (Anon.  Bunb.  46,  180);  and,  in  a  ques- 
tion between  the   impropriate  rector  and   vicar,    respecting  agistment-tithes, 
the  books  of  a  deceased  lessee  of  the  rectory,  stating  the  receipt  of  such 
tithes,  have  been  held  evidence  for  the  impropriator,  after  the  determination 
of  the  lease  (Illingworth  v.  Leigh,  4  Gwill.  1618).     So,  they  are  admissible, 

'  though  the  proprietor  be  a  corporation  aggregate  ;  therefore,  old  rolls  of  ac- 
count showing  receipts  by  the  tithe  collectors  of  the  College  of  Vicars  Choral 
of  Exeter,  were  admitted  as  evidence  for  them  against  a  claim  of  modus 
(Short  v.  Lee,  2  J.  &  W.  478;  see  1  Ph.  Ev.  247,  n.)  ;  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  entries  by  the  steward  of  a  former  deceased  owner  of  the  estate,  con- 
taining an  account  of  payments  to  the  vicar,  in  lieu  of  tithes  of  particular 
lands,  have  been  admitted  as  evidence  for  a  succeeding  owner,  against  the 
impropriator  (Woodnorth  v.  Cobham  (Lord),  2  Gwill.  653).  It  is  essential, 
in  such  cases,  that  the  rector  be  dead,  or  that  the  entry  be  of  so  old  a  date, 
that  the  death  may  be  presumed.  After  sixty-four  years  (Jones  v.  Wallace, 

3  Gwill.  847),  this  presumption  has  been  held  reasonable  :  within  fifty  (Manby 
v.  Curtis,  1  Pri.  225),  it  has  been  denied.     See  observations  on  the  reception 
of  this  evidence  (1  Ph.  Ev.  247,  and  the  cases  there  cited). 

An  old  entry  of  a  resolution  in  the  books  of  an  eleemosynary  corporation, 
being  lay-impropriators  of  tithes,  that  the  tithe  shall,  in  default  of  payment 
of  the  accustomed  payment  in  lieu  of  tilhe,  be  taken  in  kind  is  not  evidence 
for  them  against  a  claim  of  modus  without  proof,  that  tithe  in  kind  had, 
in  fact,  been  taken  in  pursuance  of  such  order  (Attorney-General  v.  Clevee, 
per  Rolfe,  B.,  Ros.  Ev.  33).  On  a  question  whether  the  appointment  of  a  curate 
belongs  to  the  vicar  or  a  corporation,  entries  in  old  books  belonging  to  the  cor- 
poration are  not  evidence  for  them  (Attorney-General  v.  Warwick  Corpora- 
tion, 4  Russ.  222).  Property  may  be  identified  by  the  books  of  the  deceased 
steward  of  a  person  from  whom  both  pit.  and  deft,  derive  title  (Doe  v.  Seaton, 
2  Ad.  &  E.  171). 

Writings  against  Interest.']  Entries  in  the  books  of  persons  deceased 
against  their  own  interests,  as,  of  the  receipt  of  money  (Barry  v.  Bebbing- 
ton,  4  T.  R.  515,  669) ;  or  of  money  due  to  themselves  (Warren  v.  Green- 
vill  ;  2  Stark.  1129;  2  Burr.  1072;  10  East,  118;  2  Pri.  413,  437  ;  Doe  v. 
Robson,  15  East,  33),  are  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  fact  in  con- 
sideration of  which  the  money  is  said  to  have  been  received.  So,  entries  by 
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n  deceased  steward,  of  money  received  by  him  from  different  persons,  in  sat- 
isfaction  of  trespasses  committed  on  the  waste,  are  evidence  to  show  the  right 
of  soil  in  the  waste  was  in  his  master,  under  whom  the  pit.  claimed  (Barry 
v.  Bebbington,  4  T.  R.  514) ;  and  after  thirty  yean,  such  entries 
being  in  the  proper  custody,  the  hand-writing  'of  the  steward  need  [  *175  ] 
not  be  proved  (Wynne  v.  Tyrwhito,  4  B.  &  A.  376). 

Receipts  of  rents  by  the  steward,  specifying  the  tenure  of  the  land,  in 
respect  of  which  it  is  paid,  are  evidence  of  the  tenure  (Doe  v.  Dodd,  3 
Woodison's  Com.  332). 

A  paper  signed  by  a  deceased  steward  charged  him  with  the  receipt  of  a 
gross  sum.  In  the  same  box  was  found  an  ancient  rental  in  the  same  hand- 
writing, but  unsigned,  containing  an  account  of  items,  which,  added  together, 
made  up  the  gross  sum  with  which  the  deceased  steward  so  debited  himself: 
held,  admissible  in  evidence  (Musgrove  v.  Emmcrson,  10  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q. 
B.  174). 

Entries  by  an  attorney  in  his  book,  charging  for  suffering  a  Roomy, 
were  received  as  evidence  of  a  surrender  by  the  tenant  for  life,  one  of  the 
charges  in  the  bonk  being  fur  drawing  such  surrender,  and  it  appearing  by 
the  books  that  the  bill  hud  been  paid  (Warren  v.  Greenville,  supra).  So, 
similar  entries,  showing  the  time  when  a  certain  lease,  prepared  for  a  client, 
was  executed,  (he  charges  having  born  paid,  were  received  as  evidence,  after 
the  attorney's  death,  to  show  that  the  lease  was  executed  under  power  to 
lease  in  possession,  and  not  in  reversion,  (being  dated  31st  August,  1770, 
and  purporting  to  grant  a  term  from  the  129th  September  then  nezt  ensuing,) 
was  not,  in  fact,  executed  until  after  the  20th  of  September,  inasmuch  as  the 
charge  for  drawing  and  engrossing  it  was  under  the  dale  of  "  October,  1770" 
(Doe  v.  Robson,  15  Bust,  33). 

Old  rates  made  by  the  parish  officers  of  B.,  on  the  occupiers  of  the  land 
in  question,  and  an  account  containing  nn  overseer's  account,  in  which, 
against  the  sum  for  which  the  occupier  of  that  land  h:id  been  assessed,  there 
werrtcrosses  mude,  were  produced :  held,  that  they  were  evidence  that  the 
sums  assessed  hud  been  paid  by  the  tenants (Plaxton  v.  Dare,  10  B.  &  C.  17) 
So  are  the  rentals  of  a  deceased  bailiff,  to  show  for  what  tenure  or  right  the 
money  was  received  (llarpen  v.  Brooke,  3  Wood.  Com.  332).  A  bill  of 
lading,  signed  by  a  deceased  master,  is  evidence  of  property  in  the  consignee, 
even  in  trover  against  a  third  person  (Hnddom  v.  Parry,  3  Taunt.  305).  A 
memorandum  by  a  deceased  man-midwife,  stating  that  he  had  delivered  a 
woman  of  a  child  on  a  certain  dny,  and  referring  to  his  ledger,  in  which  a 
charge  for  his  attendance  was  marked  as  paid,  has  been  received  to  prove 
the  child's  age,  it  appearing  by  oilier  evidence  that  the  work  was  done 
(Higham  v.  Kidgway,  10  Hast,"lOO;  Bullun  v.  Michel), 2  Pri.  413).  Though 
the  party,  if  living,  could  not  have  been  examined;  see  also  (Cileadon  v. 
Atkin,  1  Cromp.  <fc  M.  424  ;  Short  v.  Lee,  2  J.  At  W.  4*9).  A  receipt  for 
damages  in  an  action  was  allowed  as  evidence  of  its  event,  the  issue  being 
collateral,  and  the  judgment  undisputed  (Lotfl,  303).  An  estate  was  limited 
to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  remainder  to  C.  for  life,  remainder  to 
C.'s  son  in  tail,  with  power  for  the  tenants  for  life  to  grant  leases,  reserving 
their  ancient  rent;  a  letter  addressed  to  B  ,  deceased,  by  one  likewise  deceas- 
ed, and  particularly  acquainted  with  the  estate,  purporting  to  be  an  account 
of  the  ancient  rents  at  that  time,  and  recognised  as  such  by  B.,  and  preserved 
by  the  successive  owners  of  the  estate,  was  hold  to  be  evidence  of  the  ancient 
reserved  rent  against  C.,  nnd  against  the  deft,  claiming  under  him  (Hoe  v. 
Rawlings,  7  East,  279,  290).  A  deed  by  a  deceased  party  shown  to  be  in 
the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  in  which  S.  is  stated  to  be  the  legal  owner 
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in   fee,  is   evidence  of  such   ownership  for  a  party  continuing  under  S, 
(Doe  v.  Coulthred,  7  Ad.  &  E.   235).      So  a   written  attornment  to  L. 

by  a  tenant  in  possession,  is  evidence  of  L.'s  seisin  (Doe  v. 
[  *176  ]  Edwards,  5  Ad.  &  E.  *95).  A  memorandum  signed  by  a 

person  deceased,  who  had  held  a  copyhold  tenement,  and  also 
occupied  a  garden  adjoining,  stating  that  no  part  of  the  garden  belonged 
to  the  copyhold,  but  that  he  paid  rent  for  the  whole,  is  evidence  for  the  pit. 
in  ejectment  for  the  garden,  to  prove  it  no  part  of  the  copyhold  (Doe  v. 
Jones,  1  Camp.  367). 

A  memorandum,  signed  by  many  deceased  copyholders  of  a  manor, 
importing  what  was  the  general  right  of  common  in  each  copyholder,  and 
agreeing  to  restrict  it,  is  evidence  of  reputation,  even  against  other  copy- 
holders not  claiming  under  those  who  signed  it  (Chapman  v.  Cowlan,  13 
East,  10).  Entries  made'by  a  deceased  collector  of  rates,  charging  himself 
with  the  receipt  of  money,  in  the  public  books  of  his  office,  are  admissible 
against  his  surety  to  prove  the  receipt  (Goss  v.  Watlington,  3  B.  &  B.  132). 
So,  with  regard  to  entresof  a  clerk  (Whitemarsh  v.  George,  8  B.  &  C.  556). 
So,  entries  in  the  books  of  the  land-tax  collector,  stating  A.  B.  to  be  rated 
for  a  particular  house,  and  his  payment  of  the  sum  rated,  are  evidence  to 
show  that  he  was  the  occupier  of  the  premises  at  that  time  (Doe  v.  Cart- 
wright,  1  Ry.  &  M.  62;  Doe  v.  Beaton,  2  Ad.  &  E.  171).  So,  entries 
made  by  a  deceased  collector  of  taxes  in  a  private  book,  charging  himself 
with  the  receipt  of  money,  are  evidence  against  the  surety  of  the  receipt  of 
the  money,  though  the  parties  who  paid  it  are  alive,  and  might  be  called 
(Middleton  v.  Metton,  10  B.  &  C.  317);  and  it  seems  the  entry  of  receipts 
by  a  deceased  accountant  are  admissible,  though  the  balance  may  be  in  his 
own  favour  (Williams  v.  Graves,  8  C.  &  P.  593).  Whether  oral  declara- 
tions of  a  deceased  collector  made  when  paying  over  money  to  his  landlord's 
steward,  that  he  received  it  from  A.  B.,  is  evidence  of  a  payment  by  A.  B.,  is 
unsettled  (see  Finsdon  v.  Clogg,  Exchequer,  M.  T.  1841). 

Upon  the  same  principle,  entries  in  a  tradesman's  book  by  a  deceased 
shopman,  who  thereby  charges  himself,  are  admitted  as  proof  of  the  delivery 
of  goods,  or  of  other  matters  there  stated,  within  his  own  knowledge  (Price 
v.  Torrington  (Lord),  1  Salk.  285  ;  see  also  2  Ld.  Raym.  873  ;  2  Salk.  690 ; 
Calvert  v.  Canterbury  (Archbishop  of),  2  Esp.  645  ;  Pritt  v.  Fairclough,  3 
Camp.  305 ;  Doe  v.  Thurford,  3  B.  &  Ad.  898).  The  entry  of  a  copy  of  a 
license  in  a  merchant's  letter-book,  by  a  deceased  clerk,  and  proved  to  be  in 
the  usual  course  of  business,  has  been  admitted  (Hagcdorn  v.  Price,  3  Camp. 
319).  In  a  question,  whether  certain  goods  bought  by  deft,  were  not  bought 
in  trust  for  the  bankrupt,  the  assignees,  having  first  shown  that  there  was 
no  entry  in  the  deft.'s  books  relating  to  the  transaction,  produced  several 
receipts  in  the  bankrupt's  possession  for  the  payment  of  part  of  the  goods, 
on  the  back  of  which  receipts  was  written,  by  the  bankrupt's  bookkeeper, 
deceased,  a  reference  to  a  certain  shop-book  ;  the  entry  in  this  shop-book  was 
admitted,  to  prove,  not  only  the  payment  of  that  part,  but  for  the  whole  of  the 
goods  (B.  N.  P.  282).  A  book  kept  in  the  club-room  of  the  plt.'s  tavern,  in 
which  his  servants  made  entries  of  orders,  and  which  the  deft.,  a  member  of 
the  club,  might  have  inspected;  was  admitted  evidence  of  the  delivery,  upon 
proof  of  the  servant's  handwriting,  without  accounting  for  their  absence,  as 
tantamount  to  a  bill  delivered  and  admitted  (Wiltzjeev.  Adamson,  MSS.,  cited 
1  Ph.  Ev.  252).  The  entries  of  a  shopman,  however,  seem  liable  to  some 
suspicion,  as,  at  the  same  time  that  they  charge  themselves  with  the  receipt 
of  an  article,  they  acquit  themselves  of  it  by  stating  a  delivery,  unlike  receiv- 
ers, who  acknowledge  a  payment  against  their  own  interest  (see  1  Ph.  Ev.  250). 
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If  the  entry  has  not  the  effect  to  impose  some  charge  on  the  servant,  it  *is 
inadmissible ;  as,  in  an  action  for  the  hire  of  horses,  an  entry  by 
the  plt.'s  servant,  since  dead,  stating  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  has 
been  rejected  (Calvert  v.  Canterbury  (Archbishop  of),  6  E*p.  646). 
And,  to  prove  the  delivery  of  wine,  the  pit.  produced  a  book  of  his  cooper, 
'deceased,  whose  name  was  subscribed  to  several  articles,  but  it  was  denied 
to  be  evidence  (Clerk  v.  Bedford,  B.  N  P.  382).  It  must,  it  these  cases, 
appear  that  the  shopman  is  dend ;  proof  that  he  is  abroad,  and  not  likely  to 
return,  is  insufficient ;  and,  if  the  clerk  who  made  the  entry  bo  living,  he 
only  can  prove  it  (Cooper  v.  Marsdcn,  \  lisp.  1 ;  Stephen  v.  Guenop,  1  Moo. 
&  R.  121).  An  entry  of  goods  sold  made  on  the  dictation  of  A.,  who 
received  information  from  B.,  a  servant  of  the  seller,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
report  the  sale  to  A  ,  is  not  evidence  of  the  sale,  though  A.  and  B.  were  both 
dead  (Brain  v.  Prccce,  11  M.  At  W.  773).  Where  pit.  charged  payment  of 
rent  to  A.  B  ,  in  order  to  prove  a  tenancy  under  him,  and  not  under  deA., 
deft,  was  not  allowed  to  rebut  the  evidence  by  producing  written  accounts 
rendered  by  A.  B.  to  him,  of  these  very  rents,  A.  B.  being  alive  and  not 
called  (Spurgo  v.  Brown,  9  B.  At  C.  935).  But  an  entry  made  in  the  shop- 
book  by  another,  which  witness  saw  soon  after  made,  and  it  corresponded 
with  the  delivery  which  witness  also  saw,  was  hold  tantamount  to  an  entry 
made  by  witness  himself  (Digby  v.  Stedmnn,  1  E«p.  328).  When  the  clerk 
who  made  the  entry  is  dead,  proof  of  his  handwriting  will  not  make  such 
entry  evidence  (Lile  v.  Marshall,  '2  Esp.  705;  Calvert  v.  Canterbury  (Arch- 
bishop of),  2  Esp.  646).  An  entry  by  a  tradesman,  stating  a  debt  to  be 
due  by  himself  to  another,  is  good  evidence  of  the  debt,  as  made  against  his 
own  interest ;  nnd,  therefore,  entries  by  a  bankrupt,  and  an  account  signed 
by  him,  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence  to  have  been  done  before  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  are  evidence  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  in  an  action  by 
the  assignees  (Watts  v.  Thorpe,  1  Camp.  SOU;  Iloaru  v.  Cory  tun,  4  Taunt. 
560). 

By  slat.  7  Jac.  I.  c.  12,  the  shop.book  of  a  trndesmnn  shall  not  be  evi- 
dence in  any  action  for  wnres  delivered  or  work  done  above  one  year  before 
the  bringing  of  the  action,  except  the  tradesman  or  his  executor  shall  have 
obtained  a  hill  of  deb:  or  obligation  of  the  debtor  for  his  said  debt,  or  shall 
have  brought  against  him  some  action  within  a  year  next  after  the  delivery 
of  the  wares  or  the  work  done;  and  the  second  section  except*  traffic  or 
dealing  between  merchant  and  merchant,  merchant  and  tradesman,  or  trades* 
man  and  tradesman,  for  anything  within  the  compass  of  their  mutual  trades 
and  merchandise. 

In  an  action  against  a  co-surely  for  contribution,  a  receipt  given  by  the 
deceased  creditor,  professing  to  acknowledge  a  payment  by  the  pit.  of  a  sum 
of  money  "originally  advanced  to  E.  II.,"  is  evidence  not  only  of  the  pay- 
mcnl,  but  also  of  the  original  advance  to  fc).  H.  as  principal-(Uavies  v.  Hum- 
phreys, G  M.  Ai  W.  153).  An  entry  of  the  hiring  of  a  servant  ut  certain 
wages  in  the  private  book  of  the  deceased  master,  with  n  memorandum  of 
payment,  is  inadmissible  (U.  v.  Worth,  4  (J.  B.  13;.').  Ancient  minis- 
ters' accounts  rendered  to  the  lord  of  a  manor,  and  debiting  themselves 
with  the  issues  and  profits  of  the  lands,  are  admissible  evidence  in  favour 
of  a  successor,  though  the  roll  contain  a  quietus  ut  tho  end  of  it  (Brune  v. 
Thomson,  Uosc.  Ev.  35). 

Where  it  was  attempted  to  prove  tho  possession  of  a  house  at  a  certain 
time,  by  producing  a  deceased  tradesman's  bill  for  repairs  with  his  receipt 
upon  it,  found  among  the  paj»crjj  of  the  party  charged,  and  there  was  no 
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other  proof  that  the  work  was  done,  Littledale,  J.,  rejected  it  (Doe  v.  Vowles, 
1  Moo.  &  R.  261). 

*-The  declarations  of  those  who  at  the  time  of  making  them  stood 
[  *178  ]  in  the  same  situation  and  interest  as  the  party  to  the  suit,  are  evi- 
dence against  that  party  ;  therefore  the  declaration  of  the  former 
owner  of  plt.'s  land  that  he  had  not  the  right  claimed  by  pit.  in  respect  of  it, 
is  admissible,  though  the  maker  of  them  is  alive  and  might  be  called  as  a 
witness  (VVoolway  v.  Rowe,  1  Ad.  &  E.  114).  And  the  landlord's  descrip- 
tion of  property  in  a  former  lease  is  evidence  against  a  sub-lessee,  but  not 
against  a  prior  lessee  (Crease  v.  Barrett,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  919).  A  declaration 
in  an  answer  in  chancery  by  one  who  has  sold  property  is  not  evidence 
against  a  person  claiming  under  him  by  a  conveyance  long  anterior  to  the 
bill  filed  (Gully  v.  Exeter  (Bishop  of),  5  Bing.  171).  The  declarations  of 
tenants  are  not  evidence  against  their  reversioners,  though  their  acts  are 
(Tickle  v.  Brown,  4  Ad.  &  E.  878,  per  Patteson  J.). 

Where  an  entry  or  declaration  is  made  by  disinterested  persons,  in  the 
course  of  discharging  a  professional  or  official  duty,  it  is  generally  admissi- 
ble after  the  death  of  the  party  making  it;  therefore  an  entry  of  dishonour 
of  a  bill  made  by  a  notary's  clerk  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  is  evi- 
dence of  the  fact  of  dishonour  after  the  clerk's  decease  (Poole  v.  Dicas,  1 
Bing.  N.  C.  649).  So,  a  notice  indorsed  or  served  by  a  deceased  clerk  in 
an  attorney's  office,  whose  duty  it  was  to  serve  notices,  is  evidence  of  ser- 
vice (Doe  v.  Turford,  3  B.  &  Ad.  890).  An  entry  by  the  plt.'s  attorney's 
clerk  in  a  day-book,  stating  a  tender  and  refusal  by  the  deft.,  was  held  evi- 
dence of  a  replication  to  that  effect;  but.  there  was  a  previous  entry  of  a 
receipt  by  him  of  the  money  for  the  purpose  of  such  tender  (Marks  v. 
Lahee,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  408).  An  attorney's  bill  with  an  indorsement  upon 
it — "March  4th,  1815,  Delivered  a  copy  to  C.  D.,"  which  is  proved  to  be 
in  the  handwriting  of  a  deceased  clerk,  whose  duty  it  was  to  deliver  a  copy 
of  the  bill,  and  proved  to  have  existed  at  the  time  of  the  date,  has  been  held 
to  be  evidence  to  prove  the  delivery  of  the  bill  (Champneys  v.  Peck,  1 
Stark.  404).  A  banker's  ledger  is,  it  seems,  admissible  in  evidence  in  an 
action  between  the  assignees  of  a  customer  and  a  third  party,  to  show  that 
the  customer  at  a  certain  time  had  no  funds  in  the  banker's  hands,  without 
calling  the  clerks  (Furness  v.  Cope,  5  Bing.  114,  per  Best,  C.  J.).  But 
although  entries  made  in  the  course  of  duty  or  office  respecting  facts  neces- 
sary to  the  performance  of  a  duty  may  be  admitted  in  evidence,  yet  the 
statement  in  it  of  other  extraneous  circumstances,  though  material  to  the 
narrative,  is  no  proof  of  these  circumstances ;  therefore,  the  return  of  a 
sheriff's  officer  of  an  arrest  at  a  particular  place  is  not  evidence  as  to  the 
place  of  arrest  (Chambers  v.  Bernasconi,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  368).  The  entry 
by  a  chief,  in  a  book,  of  the  fact  of  circumcision  cannot  be  given  in  evidence 
(Davis  v.  Lloyd,  1  C.  &  K.  275).  In  an  action  for  customs  and  port  duties, 
the  pits,  to  show  the  receipt  of  such  dues  in  former  times,  produced  a  series 
of  accounts  purporting  to  be  receipts  by  the  receivers  of  the  city.  It  was 
proved  that  the  receivers'  accounts  were  regularly  audited,  and  that  no  one 
could  (at  the  time  the  evidence  related)  have  been  mayor  until  he  had  been 
receiver,  and  had  his  accounts  audited.  Down  to  a  certain  time  the  accounts 
were  not  signed  at  all ;  afterwards,  they  were  regularly  signed  by  the  audit- 
ors only,  one  entry  of  the  latter  class  stated  the  receipt  by  B.  (a  receiver)  of 
a  sum  for  town  dues  from  W.,  and  with  this  entry  was  found  a  paper  stating 
that  W.  had  received  a  sum  for  town  dues,  almost  exactly  corresponding 
with  that  stated  in  the  entry,  and  at  the  time  of  which  it  bore  date  no  evi- 
dence was  given  of  the  handwriting  of  the  latter  paper.  B.  and  W.  were 
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both  dead.     The  documents  were  more  than  thirty  years  old.     No  one  of 
them  stated  the  receipt  to  be  "  by  me ;"  but  the  third  person  'was 
used.     Held,  that  all  were  admissible  in  evidence  (Exeter  (Mayor  [  M79  ] 
of)  v.  Warren,  5  Q.  B.  773).     Where  the  question  was  whether 
a  place  was  within  the  limits  of  a  hundred,  ancient  entries  of  orders  of  jus- 
tices  in  sessions,  stating  the  place  to  be  within  such  limits,  were  held  to  be 
evidence  of  reputation,  though  the  justices  were  not  proved  to  have  been  resi- 
dent within  the  hundred  or  county  (Newcastle  (Duke  of)  v.  Broxtowe,  4 

B.  &  Ad.  273).     On  a  question  as  to  whether  certain  lands  arc  in  the  parish 
of  A.  or  B.,  ancient  leases,  in  which  they  are  described  as  lying  in  thc-parish 
of  B.,  are  evidence  that  the  land  is  in  that  parish  (Plaxton  v.  Dare,  10  B.  & 

C.  17).     An  award  inter  alia  is  not  evidence  of  a  boundary  of  a  parish  and 
county  (Evans  v.  Rees,  10  Ad.  &  E.  151).     The  finding  of  a  jury  under 
a  commission  duly  issued  out  of  (he  duchy  court  of  Lancaster,  on  the  peti- 
tion of  the  parties,  to  ascertain  the  bounds  of  adjoining  manors,  is  evidence 
of  such  bounds  (Brisco  v.  Lomiix,  8  Ad.  &  E.  198).     But  an  interlocutory 
order  of  the  same  court,  containing  only  a  provisional  arrangement  between 
the  parties,  is  not  evidence  of  reputation  (Pirn  v.  Cural,  6  M.  At  W.  284). 

In  assumpsit  for  tolls  by  a  lessee  of  the  corporation  of  Cambridge,  an  old 
deed  of  composition  between  it  and  the  University,  recognising  the  right, 
was  admitted  in  behalf  of  the  pit.,  though  not  proved  to  have  been  acted 
upon  (Brett  v.  Beales,  Moo.  &  M.  410).  Aliltr  of  a  mere  award  not  proved 
to  have  been  acquiesced  in  (Ib.). 
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I.  ACTIOSi  BY. 

FORM  OP  REMEDY  AND  PLEADINGS,  p.  179,  180. 
PnECEDEvn«,  p.  181. 
1-AioEM-i:,  p.  181. 


Form  of  Jlcmctly. 

THERE  is  nothing  peculiar  to  distinguish  tho  form  of  remedy  by  an  heir 
from  the  form  of  remedy  by  another  party-  Formerly  there  could  be  no 
heir  of  the  half  blood  (Anon.  Lofft.  390);  but  it  is  now  otherwise  (see  3  & 
4  Will.  IV.  c.  100,  s.  9). 

Where  the  heir  sues  on  a  covenant  relating  to  the  reality,  as  for  good  title, 
the  action  should  be  brought  in  his  own  nnme  (lyvy  v.  Levington.  2  Lev. 
20);  and  in  the  case  of  a  covenant  or  contract  relating  to  and  running  with 
an  estate  in  land,  of  which  the  covenanlee  was  seised  in  fee,  the  heir,  though 
not  named  in  the  covenant  with  the  lessor,  may  sue  as  well  for  a  breach  of 
the  covenant  committed  after  the  death  of  the  lessor,  as  for  one  committed 
before,  which  still  continues  to  his  prejudice  (Lougher  v.  Williams,  2  Lev. 
02,  affirmed  on  writ  of  error,  Jones  v.  King,  4  M.  At  S.  188;  2  Saund. 
181;  6th  ed.;  King  v.  Jones,  5  Tuunt.  107;  see  further,  1  Ch.  PI.  Oth 
ed.  22). 

With  respect  to  actions  ex  ddicto,  the  heir  cannot  sue,  unless  the  tort 

(a)  2  U.  S.  Die.  Tit  "  Heirt,"  p.  488 ;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  107  ;  1  Ann.  Dig.  p.  295 ; 
2  Id.  p.  911;  3l3.  p,262. 
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was  committed  after  the  death  of  the  ancestor;  and  therefore  an  heir 
could  not,  even  before  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  27,  s.  6,  maintain  an  action 
for  waste  committed  in  the  time  of  his  ancestor  (2  Saund.  252  a,  n.  7  ;  2 
Inst.  305). 

Considerable  alterations  have  been  made  in  the  law  of  inheritance  by  3 
&  4  Will.  IV.  c.  106 ;  and  henceforth  descents  are  to  be  *traced 
[  *180  ]  from  the  person  last  entitled,  unless  it  be  proved  that  he  took  by 
descent,  thus  suspending  the  rule  that  the  descent  should  be 
traced  from  the  person  who  last  died,  actually  seised.  Now,  every  estate, 
right,  and  interest,  whether  in  possession,  reversion,  remainder  or  contin- 
gency, and  whether  the  same  person  who  had  a  right  to  the  land  did  or  did 
not  obtain  the  possession  or  receipts  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  is  the 
foundation  of  a  right  in  the  first  purchaser,  from  whom  the  descent  is  ac- 
cordingly to  be  traced.  The  second  section  of  the  act  renders  it  necessary 
to  prove  a  descent  at  every  step,  in  order  to  exclude  the  last  possessor's  title 
as  purchaser;  but  it  does  not  exclude  such  proof;  and,  therefore,  when  it 
can  be  obtained,  the  descent  will  be  traced  as  it  has  actually  taken  place, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  (2  Sug.  V.  &  P.  10th  ed.  230);  see  also 
Mr.  Shelford's  commentary  upon  these  sections  (Shelford,  Real  Property 
Acts,  435). 

An  heir,  who  is  entititled  to  an  estate  pur  autre  vie,  as  special  occupant, 
may  recover  in  detinue  the  title-deeds  relating  to  the  estate  (Atkinson  v. 
Baker,  4  T.  R.  229,  231);  and  he  may  also  maintain  detinue  for  an  heir- 
loom (1  Ch.  PI.  136;  1  Selw.  N.  P.  656).  In  the  case  of  land  and  other 
real  property,  where  there  is  no  constructive  possession,- an  heir  cannot 
maintain  trespass  before  entry  (PI.  Com.  142).  As  to  ejectment  by,  see 
ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  1004. 

Form  of  Pleadings. 

When  an  heir  sues  as  such  for  a  breach  of  covenant,  the  plt.'s  derivative 
title  should  be  stated,  and  the  averment  of  it  should  precede  the  statement 
of  the  breach.  Thus,  when  an  action  is  brought  by  the  heir  of  the  lessor, 
the  death  of  his  ancestor,  and  the  descent  to  the  pit.  as  heir,  is  shown  (2 
Ch.  PI.  7th  ed.  413;  see  cases  there  cited).  In  an  action  on  a  lease  by  an 
heir,  as  such,  the  title  of  the  lessor  to  the  demised  premises  must  be  shown, 
in  order  that  it  may  appear  that  he  had  such  an  estate  in  the  reversion  as 
might  be  legally  vested  in  the  pit.  as  heir  (1  Saund.  233,  n.  2);  and  this 
even  where  the  estate  of  the  pit.  is  derived  from  the  king  or  a  corporation 
(Ib.  187,  n.  1);  and  such  inducement  is  traversable  (4  Moo.  303).  Such 
title  is  usually  shown  by  way  of  inducement,  preceding  the  statement  of  the 
lease ;  as,  by  alleging  that  the  lessor  was  seised  of  the  premises  in  his  de- 
mesne as  of  fee  (2  Saund.  361,  416);  or,  when  the  estate  demised  is  copy- 
hold, by  showing  that  fact,  and  that  the  lessor  was  seised  at  the  will  of  the 
lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor  (7  T.  R.  538).  As  to  the  mode 
of  stating  the  relation  of  the  parties  in  an  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature 
of  waste,  see  2  Saund.  6th  ed.  252  c.  As  to  pleading  a  title  by  descent  in 
general,  see  Bla.  Com.  200,  240;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  East,  1,  2;  2 
Saund.  6th  ed.  78 ;  also  particularly  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  106.  As  to  plead- 
ing a  descent  in  tail  (1  Saund.  255);  the  like  as  co-heirs  (Ib.)  in  a  copy- 
hold estate  (4  Rep.  22  b;  Vin.  Abr.  Copyhold,  U,  b.  As  to  pleading  a 
descent  to  the  king,  see  4  Mod.  355.  It  may  be  pleaded  that  B.  is  heir  to 
A.,  without  saying  either  that  A.  is  dead,  or  had  no  son  (2  Saund.  305  b.  n. 
13;  2  Lutw.  1172).  It  must  be  shown  how  the  pit.  is  heir,  whether  as  son 
or  daughter,  grandson,  cousin,  &c.  (2  Saund.  6th  ed.  7  /.  5  East,  272 ; 


HEIR.  180 

Dcnham  v.  Stephenson,  1  Salk.  355 ;  Newcastle,  (Duke  of)  v.  Wright,  I 
Lev.  190;  Reynoldson  v.  Blake,  1  Ld.  Rnym.  202 ;  and  sec  1  Ch.  PI.  882); 
and  he  was  heir  to  the  person  last  seised  (Co.  Lit.  11,6.;  Vin.  Abr.  Heir, 
L,  pi.  14, 15.  In  pleading  title  as  heir  to  an  uncle,  he  roust  show  how,  and 
make  the  father  a  medium;  viz.  that  the  inheritance  descended  to  him  ut 
coruan  guinea  et  heernli;  *viz.  son  of  such  an  one,  who  is  brother 
and  heir  to  the  uncle  (12  Mod.  619).  And  so,  in  case  of  a  de-  [  M81  ] 
scent  from  the  grandfather;  viz.  as  son  and  heir  to  the  father,  who 
was  son  and  heir  to  the  grandfather  (Ib,).  Formerly,  between  two  brothers 
the  descent  was  immediate,  and  title  might  therefore  have  been  made  by 
one  brother,  or  his  representatives,  to  or  through  another  brother,  without 
mentioning  their  common  father;  and  the  son  of  one  brother  might  claim 
as  cousin  and  heir  to  the  son  of  the  other  brother,  without  naming  the 
grandfather  (2  Bla.  Com.  226  ;  Vin.  Abr.  Heir,  L,  1,  pi.  18,  Ate. ;  5  East, 
272).  But  the  law  has  been  altered  in  this  respect ;  and  it  is  enacted,  by 
the  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  106,  s.  5,  that  no  brother  or  sister  shall  be  consi- 
dered to  inherit  immediately  from  his  or  her  brother  or  sister;  but  every 
descent  from  a  brother  or  sister  shall  be  traced  through  the  parent.  As  to 
pleading  a  descent  to  nieces,  see  3  IJ.  At  P.  453. 

On  failure  of  lineal  descendants  of  the  last  owner,  inquiry  will  be  made  for 
the  father,  and  not  for  the  brother  or  sister,  nephew  or  niece ;  for  the  grand* 
father,  and  not  for  the  aunt  or  cousin,  ascending  in  the  first  instance  to  the 
immediate  parent;  and  then  again  descending  to  his  issue  as  in  a  course  of 
transmission  from  him ;  and  so  as  to  every  more  remote  lineal  ancestor  and 
his  issue  in  each  degree.  But  preference  is  still  given  to  the  male  ancestral 
line  (Sbelford,  Real  Property  Acts,  420). 


Precedent*  (sec  2  Ch.  PI.  333). 


Evidence. 

As  to  proof  of  the  pit.  being  heir,  sec  anle,  Vol.  I.  p.  1004.   The  evidence 
of  the  cause  of  action,  dec.,  will  be  tho  same  as  in  other  cases. 


II.  ACTIONS  AOAIXST. 
Form  of  Remedy. 

This  will  be  the  same  as  in  actions  against  o;her  parties. 

Where  the  contract  is  under  seal  or  of  record,  the  heir  of  the  party  con- 
tracting is  liable  to  an  action  for  the  breach  of  it,  when  expressly  named  in 
the  contract,  and  legal  assets  have  come  to  his  hands  by  descent  from  the 
obligor  (Hac.  Abr.  Heir  and  Ancestor,  F;  ~  Sound.  7th  ed.  135,n.  4;  Com. 
Dig.  Pleader,  2  E,  2  ;  Wilson  v.  Knublcy,  7  East,  128  ;  PI.  Com.  439,  441 ; 
Dyke  v.  Sweeting,  Willes,  585;  Plutt,  Cov.  412,  449).  The  heir,  though 
not  expressly  named,  is  liable  to  an  action  for  a  breach  of  covenant  running 
with  the  land,  and  committed  in  his  own  time  (Ib.).  If  there  be  a  devisee 
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(otherwise  than  for  the  payment  of  debts,  or  in  pursuance  of  a  marriage  con- 
tract, entered  into  before  marriage),  he  may,  by  statute  11  Geo.  IV.  &  1 
Will.  IV.  c.  47,  s.  3,  extended  by  11  &  12  Viet.  c.  47,  be  sued  in  an  action 
of  debt  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  of  the  testator  under  seal,  or  of  record  ; 
but  the  heir  must  be  joined  in  the  action  (1  Ch.  PI.  60  ;  Hunting  v.  Sheldrake, 
9  M.  &  W.  256 ;  see  Gawler  v.  Wade,  1  P.  Wms.  100).  It  does  not  seem 
from  the  wording  of  the  11  Geo.  IV.  &  1  Will.  IV.  c.  47,  s.  6,  that  any 
remedy  is  given  by  that  act  against  the  heir  or  devisee  for  breaches  of  cove- 
nant, where  the  damages  are  in  their  nature  unliquidated,  and  the 
[  *182  ]  breach  is  subsequent  *to  the  death  of  the  covenantor  (see  Farley 
v.  Bryant,  3  Ad.  &  E.  839).  If  there  be  several  heirs,  as  in  the 
case  of  gavelkind  or  of  parceners,  they  should  all  be  joined,  or  the  deft,  may 
plead  in  abatement  (  2  Vin.  Abr.  67 ;  Com.  Dig.  Abatement,  F,  9),  and  the 
devisee  may  be  sued  with  the  heir  jointly,  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity  (2 
Saund.  7,  n.  4;  Bac.  .Abr.  Heir,  Z,  d).  Why  preferable  to  proceed  in 
equity,  see  Warren  v.  Stawell,  2  Atk.  125  ;  Gallon  v.  Hancock,  ib.  433.  An 
heir  and  executor  cannot  be  joined,  but  he  may  be  sued  at  the  same  time ; 
and,  if  the  heir  he  also  executor,  separate  actions  may  be  brought  against 
him  in  both  capacities  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  E,  3 ;  18  Edw.  III.  4 ;  Com. 
Dig.  Pleader,  F.  10;  Vin.  Abr.  Actions,  C,  d,  pi.  8).  And  it  seems  that  if 
assets  by  descent  vest  in  the  heir,  the  charge  will  continue  to  run  against 
his  heirs  taking  the  same  assets  (see  cases  cited  2  Ch.  PI.  61).  As  to  suing 
the  devisee  where  no  heir  can  be  discovered,  see  7  East,  128,  133,  and  11 
Geo.  IV.  &  1  Will.  IV.  c.  47,  ss.  3,  4.  Assumpsit  lies  against  an  heir  in 
respect  of  a  new  consideration,  where  there  has  been  a  new  contract  to  pay 
a  debt,  or  perform  a  contract  under  seal,  as  on  a  promise  by  an  heir,  having 
assets  by  descent,  to  pay  the  debt  of  his  ancestor  for  the  same  consideration 
(1  Leon.  293;  2  Saund.  137  b;  Com.  Dig.  Action,  Assumpsit,  B.). 

Lands  descended  or  devised  are  now  made  assets  for  the  payment  of  special 
and  simple  contract  debts,  to  be  administered  in  equity  (3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c. 
104). 

There  is  no  remedy  at  law  against  an  heir  for  a  tort  committed  by  his 
ancestor  (see  1  Ch.  PI.  77). 

As  to  remedies  by  and  against  executors  for  wrongs  of  this  description  in 
certain  cases,  see  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  2 ;  ante,  "  EXECUTOKS." 

Form  of  Pleadings. 

Declaration.']  The  venue  in  an  action  against  an  heir,  as  such,  When  ex- 
pressly named  in  the  specialty  or  contract,  appears  to  be  transitory  (Hob. 
37;  Vin.  Abr.  Heir,  R,  2).  The  deft,  must  be  described  as  heir;  and,  in 
the  old  precedents,  he  is  so  described  in  the  body  of  the  declaration  as  well 
as  in  the  commencement  (Rast.  Ent.  172).  In  general,  it  need  not  be  stated 
how  he  became  heir,  whether  as  son,  grandson,  &c.,  that  matter  not  lying 
peculiarly  in  the  plt.'s  knowledge  (2  Saund.  6th  ed.  If;  2  Ch.  PI.  333);  but, 
where  the  lands  have  descended  from  the  obligor  to  another,  who  has  died 
seised,  and  from  him  to  the  deft.,  the  descent  must  be  stated  specially;  as, 
that  the  deft,  is  the  heir  of  A.  (who  died  last  seised),  who  was  the  heir  of  the 
obligor ;  and  so  it  must  be  where  there  have  been  several  intermediate  de- 
scents :  for,  if  the  declaration  be  against  the  deft,  as  heir  of  the  obligor,  and 
it  appear  in  evidence  on  the  pica  of  riens  per  descent  from  the  obligor,  that 
the  deft,  is  heir  of  the  heir  of  the  obligor,  it  is  a  fatal  variance.  Thus,  where 
the  declaration  was  against  the  deft.,  as  brother  and  heir  of  the  obligor,  and 
it  being  found,  on  the  issue  of  riens  per  descent  from  him,  that  he  died  seised 
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in  fee,  leaving  a  son,  who  entered  and  died  seised  without  issue,  leaving  the 
deft.,  his  uncle,  the  obligor's  brother,  his  heir-at-law,  the  court  gave  judgment 
for  the  deft.;  for  he  had  nothing  as  immediate  heir  to  his  brother  by  his 
nephew  (Cro.  Car.  151 ;  Jcnk's  case;  see  Lill.  Ent.  147;  2  Saund.  Gib  ed. 
Vin.  Abr.  Heir,  K,  pi.  16).  So,  where,  in  debt  against  the  deft,  as  heir 
of  B.,  it  appeared  in  evidence,  on  the  issue  of  rims  per  dr  scent  from  R.,  that 
be  died  in  lee,  leaving  the  deft.,  his  daughter,  and  his  wife,  with  a  child  of  a 
son,  who  was  afterwards  born,  and  lived  an  hour  after  his  birth,  it  was  held 
that  his  evidence  did  not  support  the  issue;  for  the  deft,  had  'nothing 
from  the  father,  the  obligor,  but  the  lands  came  to  her  by  descent,  [  *183  ] 
as  heir  of  her  brother,  who  was  last  seised  (2  Rol.  Abr.  709,  pi. 
62,  cited  Kellow  v.  Rowden,  3  Mod.  266).  In  debt  against  the  heir  and 
devisee  under  3  &  4  W.  &  M.  c.  14,  repealed  by  11  Geo.  IV.  and  1  Will. 
IV.  c.  47,  which,  however,  re-enacts  several  sections  of  the  former  act,  the 
declaration  should  show  that  the  cause  of  action  accrued  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  devisor,  and  the  omission  would  be  fatal  (Farley  v.  Briani,  5  Nev.  dc  M. 
42;  8  Ad.  At  E.  B39;  1  11.  At  W.  '299,  775 ;  2  Saund.  6th  ed.  7  e).  The 
declaration  should  be  in  the  tlrlx-l  and  detincl  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  E,  2); 
but  the  omission  of  the  delict  will  bo  aided  by  verdict  (Ib  ).  It  need  not  be 
averred  in  a  declaration  against  an  heir,  on  the  bond  of  his  ancestor,  that 
the  deft,  had  assets  by  descent  (Dy.  344  If);  but  it  must  be  shown  he  was 
expressly  bound  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  E,  2;  2  Saund.  6th  ed.  135).  It 
docs  not  seem  to  be  necessary  to  state  the  date  or  substance  of  the  will,  or 
that  the  obligor  died  seised  (2  Ch.  Pi.  335). 

Pita.]  In  an  action  against  an  heir,  the  deft,  may  not  only  plead  any 
matter  which  might  have  been  pleaded  by  the  ancestor  or  devisor,  but  may 
also  either  deny  tin-  character  in  which  he  is  sued,  or,  admitting  it,  he  may 
plead  that  he  has  nothing  by  descent  or  by  devise,  either  generally  or  spe- 
cially (Com.  1  Vr.  Pleader,  2  E,  3) ;  viz. :  that  he  has  nothing  but  a  rever- 
sion otter  an  estate  for  lite  or  years  (Ib.),  or  that  he  ha*  paid  debts  of  an 
equal  or  superior  degree  tu  the  amount  of  the  assets  descended  or  devised, 
or  that  ho  retains  the  asset*  to  satisfy  his  own  debts  of  equal  or  superior 
degree,  or  debts  of  a  superior  degree  dtie  to  third  persons  (Ib.).  Formerly 
the  heir,  if  un  infant,  miyht  have  also  prayeii  that  the  parol  might  demur  till 
he  was  of  full  ape  (Ib.);  1  Ch.  PI.  431).  But  he  cannot  now  do  so  (see  11 
Cico.  IV.  &i  1  Will.  IV.  c.  47,  s.  10).  As  to  the  construction  of  this  sect., 
see  Price  v.  Carver,  3  My  I.  A:  Cr.  l«r>7.  Deft,  cannot  plead  assets  in  the 
hands  of  the  exc-cutor.H,  for  it  is  nt  the  election  of  the  obligee  to  sue  cither 
the  heirs  or  the  executors  (10  II.  VII.  8  b\  1  And.  7).  The  heir  must  plead 
riftts  per  descent  when  he  lias  no  assets,  or  he  will  be  personally  liable  to 
the  amount  of  the  debt  (3  T.  U.  6*.r>).  As  to  the  plea  of  retainer  by,  see 
Shetclworh  v.  Neville,  1  T.  K.  454  ;  et  vide  2  Saund.  t>,  6lh  ed.  A  plea 
by  deft,  that  he  claims  to  retain  a  certain  sum  for  money  paid  for  repair* 
(not  stating  them  to  be  necessary  repairs)  cannot  1«  supported  (Shetel- 
worth  v.  Neville,  1  T.  K.  454).  As  to  plea  of  rirns  per  descent  prater  a 
term  for  life  or  years,  see  ii  Saund.  7,  n.  4.  Though  the  devisee  must  be 
sued  jointly  with  the  heir,  he  should  plend  separately  (ante,  p.  179).  As 
to  pleas  in  ijencral  by  heir,  see  2  Saund.  7,  n.  4  ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2 
E,;*. 

Kept  teat  ion.]  In  debt  against  an  heir,  on  the  bond  of  his  ancestor,  to  a 
plea  of  runs  per  descent,  the  pit.  may  reply  that  the  deft,  had  lands,  Ate., 
from  his  ancestor  before  the  writ  brought ;  and  if  issue  be  thereon  joined 
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and  found  for  the  pit.,  the  jury  shall  then  inquire  of  the  value  of  the  lands, 
&c.,  so  descended,  and  the  pit.  shall  have  judgment  of  them  (11  Geo.  IV.  & 
1  Will.  IV.  c.  47,  s.  7),  in  which  case  the  executor  must,  both  for  the  debt 
and  costs,  be  confined  to  the  value  of  the  lands  descended  (Brown  v.  Shenton, 
10  Law  J.,  82  ;  2  Cr.  &  J.  311).  But  if  judgment  be  given  against  such  heir 
by  confession  (without  confessing  the  assets  descended),  or  upon  demurrer, 
or  nihil  dicit,  it  shall  be  for  the  debt  and  demands,  without  any  writ,  to 
inquire  of  the  lands,  and  the  judgment  will  be  general,  and  execution  may 
be  awarded  against  him  as  for  his  own  debt  by  ca.  sa.  or  fi.  fa.  (Poxon  v. 

Smart,  1  Selw.  N.  P.  593;  *Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  E.  4);  or,  if 
[  *184  ]  riens  prceter  a  reversion  be  pleaded,  the  pit.  may  take  judgment, 

&c.,  cum  acciderint  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  4,  5).  If  the  deft, 
had  not  assets  at  the  time  of  exhibiting  the  bill,  but  had  them  when  the  writ 
issued,  the  issuing  of  the  writ  should  be  replied  specially  (see  ante,  Vol.  I., 
p.  1160).  And  under  the  3  &  4  W.  &  M.,  c.  14,  if  the  heir  plead  rien 
per  descent  the  pit.  may  reply  that  he  had  assets  between  the  death  of  his 
ancestor,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  (Bac.  Abr.  Heir  and  An- 
certor,  F.). 


Precedents. 

See  forms  of  declarations  against,  in  general,  7  Went.  Index;  against  an  heir  on  the 
bond  of  his  ancestor,  2  Gli.  PI.  332  ;  against  an  heir  and  devisee  of  obligor,  ib.  333  ;  5 
Went.  374 ;  riens  per  descent,  ib. ;  see  form  of  replication  to,  confessing  that  plea,  ib. 
1174  ;  to  liens  per  descent,  the  deft,  had  assets,  ib. 


HJvidence. 

The  evidence  in  actions  against  heir,  or  heir  and  devisee  jointly,  or  the 
devisee  alone,  depends  on  the  plea  and  issue:  besides  the  other  defences 
pleadable  in  an  action  on  a  bond  or  covenant,  &c.,  the  deft,  may  deny  that 
he  is  heir,  or  may  plead  that  he  has  nothing  by  descent  or  by  devise. 

Where  pit.  proceeds  against  an  heir  on  a  bond  on  which  he  is  liable,  in 
addition  to  proof  of  the  bond,  in  which  deft.'s  liability  must  appear  as  a 
party  therein  named,  the  pit.  may  be  obliged  to  prove  the  deft,  to  be  heir; 
which  proof  is  made  out  by  calling  a  witness  who  knew  the  obligor  and 
his  family,  and  that  the  deft,  is  heir  at  law  ;  or  he  may  also  effect  it  by 
proving  that  deft  was  in  possession  of  the  fee-simple  land  of  the  obligor, 
who  is  dead,  and  general  reputation  of  his  being  heir-at-law  (see  ante,  Vol. 
I.  p.  1004). 

Where  the  deft,  pleads  riens  per  descent,  though  he  thereby  admits  the 
obligation,  yet  it  is  incumbent  on  the  pit.  to  prove  assets  by  descent,  as  that 
is  the  substance  of  the  issue  (B.  N.  P.  175  ;  6  Rep.  47  a).  Proof  of  assets 
in  the  county  of  A.  will  support  an  allegation  of  assets  in  the  county  of  B. ; 
for  assets,  or  not,  is  the  substance  of  the  issue,  and  the  place  is  named  only 
for  conformity  (Ib.).  The  seisin  of  the  ancestor  may  be  proved  by  showing 
that  he  was  in  possession  of  the  land,  or  in  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
(Co.  Lit.  15  a;  B.  N.  P.  103;  Jayne  v.  Price,  5  Taunt.  326).  The  deft, 
cannot  avail  himself  of  an  alienation  pending  the  suit  to  support  his  plea  of 
riens  per  descent,  and  the  lands  so  aliened  will  still  remain  charged  (1  Inst. 
202,  a,  b) ;  and  if,  upon  this  issue,  the  pit.  prove  that  lands  came  to  the  deft. 
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by  descent,  and  the  deft,  give  in  evidence  a  conveyance  of  the  same  lands 
by  himself  to  a  stranger,  before  action  brought,  the  pit.  may,  to  encounter 
this  evidence,  prove  that  the  conveyance  was  fraudulent,  and  therefore  void 
by  statute  (13  Eliz.  c.  5;  5  Rep.  60  a;  ante,  p.  70).  Upon  the  issue  of 
rie/tt  per  descent,  the  heir  may  give  in  evidence  a.  bond,  acknowledged  by 
his  ancestor  to  the  king,  and  an  extent  thereon  to  the  amount  of  the  assets 
descended :  but  the  extent  only,  without  the  production  of  the  bond,  or  exa- 
mined copy  thereof,  is  insufficient  (Home  v.  Adderley,  2  Ld.  Raym.  734). 
A  question  frequently  arose  on  this  issue,  whether  the  deft  took  by  purchase 
or  descent ;  with  respect  to  which  the  general  rule  was,  that,  though  the 
ancestor  devised  the  estate  to  his  heir,  yel,  if  ho  take  the  same  estate  in 
quality  and  quantity  that  the  law  *would  have  given  him,  the 
devise  was  a  nullity,  and  the  heir  would  be  seised  by  descent,  and  [  M85  ] 
the  estate  assets  in  his  hands  (2  Saund.  8  d,  n. ;  Reading  v.  Roys- 
ton,  1  Sulk.  242).  And  the  charging  the  estate  with  debts  and  legacies 
made  no  difference,  if  the  tenure  and  quality  of  lite  estate  were  not  altered 
(Allam  v.  Heber,  Stra.  1*70;  B.  N.  P.  175;  see  Selw.  N.  P.  584).  Where 
heirs  take  by  purchase,  under  limitations  to  the  heirs  of  their  ancestor,  the 
land  descends  now  as  if  the  ancestor  hid  been  the  purchaser  (3  &  4  Will. 
IV.  c.  106,  s.  4,  to  which  the  reader  is  referred  generally  for  the  present 
law  relating  to  inheritance).  A  reversion  is  legal  assets,  but  an  equity  of 
redemption  is  not  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  E,  2 ;  ib.  Assets,  R,  H ;  Barnes, 
104  ;  3  B.  &  P.  643  ;  2  Ch.  PI.  38  J,  n.  (c) ;  and,  in  the  latter  case,  in  the 
case  of  a  bond,  the  obligee  should  proceed  in  equity  (2  Saund.  7,  n.  4).  As 
10  what  are  assets  generally,  see  ib.,  and  3  At  4  Will.  IV.  c.  104. 


HIGHWAY. 
Sec  "WAY." 

HIRE  OF  CHATTELS. 

WHERE  the  goods  have  been  lent  to  another,  to  be  kept  or  hired,  the 
bailee,  or  person  to  whom  they  have  been  delivered,  is  only  liable  where 
such  neglect  is  itnputable  to  him  as  occasions  the  loss,  and  is  not  bound  to 
use.  more  than  an  ordinary  degree  of  care,  and  is  not  therefore  liable  for 
loss  by  tire,  Ate.  Jones  on  Bail,  Cooper  v.  Burton,  3  Camp.  4,  5,  not  is ; 
see  Coggs  v.  Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  410);  and,  to  enable  the  pit.  to  recover, 
ho  must  prove  that  there  wns  gross  neglect,  or  that  the  thing  lent  was  used 
in  a  different  manner  from  the  purpost:  for  which  it  was  originally  hired. 
For  a  learned  exposition  of  the  law  upon  this  head  sec  Story's  Commentary 
on  the  Law  of  Bailment,  203.  And  it  has  been  held,  that  the  hirer  of  a 
chaise  and  horses  to  go  a  journey,  is  not  liable  for  on  injury  occasioned  by 
the  negligence  or  misconduct  of  the  postboy  (Dean  v.  Branthwailc,  5  Esp. 
35;  Laugher  v.  Pointer,  5  B.  At  C.  540  ;  Croft  v.  Allison,  3  B.  &  Ad.  590  ; 
Bush  v.  Skinman,  1  B.  At  P.  409;  East  India  Company  v.  Pullen,  2  Stra. 
090;  sco  Quarnam  v.  Burdett,  0  M.  At  W.  409);  but,  where  one  lends  & 
hors»:  to  go  one  journey,  and  the  party  to  whom  he  his  been  lent  takes  him 
another,  aad  the  horse  is  lost  or  dies,  the  party  is  liable  to  whom  he  was 
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lent ;  and  it  seems  that  such  a  misuse  amounts  to  a  virtual  abandonment  of 
the  bailment,  so  as  to  enable  the  owner  to  maintain  trover  (Wilkinson  v. 
King,  2  Camp.  335;  Loeschman  v.  Machin,  2  Stark.  511;  Story,  Com. 
Bailments,  262;  Com.  Rep.  136).  Where  a  horse  is  let  to  a  person  for  a 
journey,  which  receives  an  injury,  the  hirer  is  not  liable,  unless  the  owner 
can  prove  positive  negligence  (Cooper  v.  Burton,  3  Camp.  5,  n.) ;  but,  if  the 
horse  became  ill,  and  the  hirer,  instead  of  employing  a  farrier,  administered 
improper  medicines  to  him,  and  he  died,  the  hirer  would  be  liable  for  the  loss 
of  him,  for  that  was  negligence  and  misconduct  (Dean  v.  Theale,  ib.  4)  ;  or 
it  the  horse  become  exhausted,  and  refuse  its  food,  the  hirer  is  bound  to 
abstain  from  riding,  and  if  he  pursues  the  journey  with  the  horse,  he  is 
liable  for  all  injury  that  may  ensue  (Bray  v.  Maine,  1  Gow,  1  ;  1  Bell,  Com. 
455).  But  pit.  must  give  the  facts  in  evidence,  as,  in  the  first  place  he 

must  prove  that  the  horse  was  *overriden,  not  kept  shod,  or  the 
[  *186  ]  like;  and,  in  the  second,  prove  that  the  medicines  were  given  to 

the  horse,  and  that  the  hirer  administered  them  himself,  and  that 
they  were  improper,  &c.  (Esp.  50;  Jones,  Bailments,  96).  If  the  lender  of 
a  carriage  agree  to  keep  it  in  repair  without  further  charge  whatsoever,  the 
hirer  is  not  liable  for  repairs  rendered  necessary  by  accident,  and  without 
his  wilful  default  (Reading  v.  Menham,  1  Moo.  &.  R.  234).  The  bailee  of 
goods  for  hire,  by  selling  the  goods,  determines  the  bailment,  and  the  bailor 
may  sue  the  purchaser  in  trover  (Cooper  v.  Willomatt,  1  C.  B.  672).  So, 
if  during  the  continuance  of  the  bailment  the  goods  are  taken  in  execution 
(Bryant  v.  Wardell,  2  Exch.  479).  Where  a  person  takes  ready-furnished 
lodgings,  and  his  guests  or  servants,  while  they  are  under  the  authority  given 
by  him,  damage  furniture,  by  the  omission  of  ordinary  care,  he  will  be  liable, 
as  in  other  cases  (4  T.  R.  319).  Where  immovable  property,  as  an  orchard, 
a  garden,  or  a  farm,  is  let  by  parol,  with  no  other  stipulation  than  for  the 
price  or  rent,  the  lessee  is  bound  to  use  the  same  diligence  in  preserving  the 
trees,  plants,  or  implements,  that  every  prudent  person  would  use,  if  the 
orchard,  garden,  or  farm  were  his  own  (Powley  v.  Walker,  5  T.  R.  373  ; 
Legh  v.  Hewitt,  4  East,  154).  The  word  "  hired,"  of  itself,  implies  a  con- 
tract,  and  would  cure  an  omission  of  the  contract,  being  stated  to  have  been  at 
deft.'s  instance  and  request  (see  6  Taunt.  389 ;  2  T.  R.  30).  As  to  the 
common  count  for  use  and  hire,  see  ib.  ;  1  Com.  Rep.  116.  In  an  action  for 
the  use  and  hire  of  property,  the  contract  of  hire  should  be  proved  by  a 
party  present  at  its  making,  or  during  any  admission  of  deft.  If  any  price 
was  agreed  on,  the  same  should  be  proved;  if  not,  the  value,  or  ordinary 
charge  of  the  hire,  should  be  proved.  Where  a  coachmaker  contracts  to 
furnish  a  carriage,  and  keep  it  in  repair  for  a  certain  time,  if  the  coachmaker 
transfer  or  sell  his  business  and  interest  in  the  contract,  the  hirer  may  treat 
the  agreement  as  at  an  end  (Robson  v.  Drumtnond,  2  B.  &  Ad.  303). 


Precedents. 

See  2  Ch.  PI,  49,  59 ;  see  precedent  against  the  hirer  of  a  horse  for  immoderate  riding 
&c.  2  Ch.  PI.  337;  against  the  hirer  of  household  furniture,  ib.  335;  against  bailee  having 
care  of  goods  lent  to  him,  ib.  33J.  See  posf,  "  WORK  AND  LABOUR." 
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As  to  the  sale  of,  see  "  GOODS  SOLD."  As  to  the  warranty  of,  see  post, 
"  WARRANTY."  As  to  the  liability  of  hirer  of,  ante,  p.  185.  As  to  horee 
racing,  and  the  statutes  relative  thereto,  see  Chit.  jun.  Contr.  Hone  Racing. 


Precedent*  (see  2  Ch.  PI.  46). 

•HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.(a)  [  M87  ] 

I.  ACTIONS  BY. 

FORM  or  REMEDY,  p.  187. 

When  they  may  Sue,  p.  187. 

FORM  or  PLEADINGS,  p.  101. 
PRECEDENT*,  p.  191. 
EVIDENCE,  p.  101. 

Form  of  Ilemedy. 

When  they  may  Sue.]  There  is  nothing  peculiar  relating  to  the  form  of 
remedy  for  injuries  to  a  husband  nnd  wife. 

Whenever  the  action  will  survive  to  the  wile,  the  must  be  joined  with  the 
husband  (Dunstan  v.  Burwell,  1  Wils.  224  ;  for  an  ••mum-ration  of  interests, 
which  will  survive  to  the  wife,  see  2  Ch.  PI.  7th  ed.  30 ;  sec  also  1  Sclw.  N. 
P.  10th  ed.  288;  2  Ch.  Contra.  150.  And,  in  general,  where  the  wife  is 
the  meritorious  cmise  of  action,  nnd  there  is  nn  express  contract  with  her, 
she  may  be  joined  with  the  husband,  but  not  otherwise  (Rose  v.  Bowler,  1 
II.  Bl.  108;  Abbot  v.  Blofield,  Cro.  Jac.  044  ;  Rumsey  v.  George,  1  M.  AzS. 
180).  She  must  be  joined  in  the  cose  of  a  bond  given  to  her  dum  sola  (see 
numerous  authorities  cited  1  Sclw.  N.  P.  2^8,  lloron  and  Feme,  n.  5).  But 
the  husband  may  sue  alone  on  a  negotiable  bill,  of  which  the  wife  is  payee 
dum  sofa,  but  becoming  due  after  marriage  (M'Neilagc  v.  Holloway,  1  H.  iV 
A.  218  ;  Richards  v.  Richards,  2  B.  Ac  Ad.  447  ;  Galen  v.  Mad*  ley,  0  M.  Ar 
W.  423;  2  M.  A;  S.  393;  but  see  Sherrington  v.  Yates,  12  M.  Ai'NV.  855; 
Hart  v.  Stephens,  0  Q.  H.  937).  However,  as  the  wife's  mere  cltoses  in 
action  do  not  by  the  marriage  vest  absolutely  in  the  husband,  until  he  re- 
duces them  into  possession ;  and  if  not  reduc*  d  into  possession  before  his 
death,  she  would  take  them  by  survivorship,  he  cannot,  in  general,  sue  for 
them  alone  (1  Roll.  347  /,  53;  Ow.  82;  Cro.  Eliz.  537).  As  to  what 
amounts  to  reduction  into  possession  of  the  wife's  choses  in  action,  see  Ch. 
Contr.  150;  Scarptllini  v.  Atcheson,  7  Q.  H.  804;  Sherrington  v.  Yates, 

(•)  2  U.S.  Dig.  Tit.  "Husband  and -Wife,"  p.  495;  2  Supp.  U.S.  Dig.  p.  116;  1  Ann. 
Di*.p.297;  2  Id.  p.  212;  3  Id.  p.  2C1. 
VOL.  II.  13 
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supra.  The  mere  payment  to  the  husband  of  interest  due  on  a  promissory 
note  to  the  wife,  dum  sola,  is  not  evidence  of  the  reduction  of  the  note  into 
possession  (Hart  v.  Stephens,  supra.)  In  all  real  actions  for  the  lands  of 
the  wife,  the  hushand  and  wife  must  join  (1  Bulst.  21 ;  O\v.  83;  Com.  Dig. 
Baron  and  Feme,  5 ;  1  Roll.  347  /,  53;  Ow.  82 ;  Cro.  Elix.  537).  So,  in 
debt  for  rent  due  before  coverture,  upon  a  lease  for  years  (Ib.  700);  so  upon 
a  lease  for  life  (1  Roll.  348  /,  8);  so  upon  a  lease  at  will  (Co.  Lit.  55  b). 
So,  in  assumpsit  upon  a  promise  to  the  wife  before  coverture  (1  Sid.  25),  or 
for  the  labour  of  the  wife,  dum  sola.  Also,  in  an  avowry  for  rent  due  before 
coverture,  upon  a  lease  for  life  or  years  (1  Roll.  348  I,  8,  347  /,  50).  There 
are  some  decisions  which  appear  to  throw  a  doubt  upon  the  rule  here  laid 
down;  but  the  current  of  authorities  seems  fully  to  establish  it  (see  the  cases 
collected,  2  Ch.  PI.  7th  cd.  33).  In  respect  of  a  contract  made  with  the 
wife,  whilst  sole,  if  the  party  thereto,  afier  the  marriage,  give  a  bond  to  the 
husband  and  wife,  or,  in  respect  of  some  new  consideration,  as  forbearance, 
&c.  make  a  parol  promise  to  the  husband  and  wife,  they  may  join,  or  the 
husband  may  sue  alone  on  such  new  contract  (I  Ch.  PI.  34;  Rumsey  v. 

George,  1  M.  &  S.  180  ;  Ankerstein  v.  Clark,  4  T.  R.  616);  *and, 
[  *188  ]  if  such  bond  or  promise  were  made  to  the  husband  alone,  he  alone 

should  sue  thereon,  the  wife  not  being  privy  to  the  new  contract 
(Ib.);  or  he  should  join  with  the  wife  on  the  original  contract,  in  cases  where 
it  is  not  merged  by  a  higher  security  (Ib.).  All  chattels  personal  of  the  wife, 
in  possession,  are,  by  marriage,  absolutely  given  to  the  husband  ;  and  for  the 
recovery  of  them,  he  may  sue  alone  (3  T.  R.  631  ;  Co.  Lit.  351  b}.  The 
wife  cannot  be  joined  in  an  action  upon  any  contract  made  with  her  during 
coverture  (2  Bla.  1239;  Cro.  Jac.  644;  2  Bla.  1237  ;  Ry.  &  M.  102);  un- 
less in  some  cases,  where  she  can  be  considered  as  the  meritorious  cause  of 
action,  as  in  the  case  of  a  bond,  or  other  contract  under  seal,  or  note  made 
to  her  (1  Stra.  230;  4  T.  R.  616;  1  Wils.2'24;  2  M.  &  S.  393);  or,  in  the 
case  of  her  personal  skill  and  labour,  and  on  an  express  promise  made  to 
her  (2  M.  &  S.  393,  396;  4  T.  R.  616  ;  Cro.  Eliz.  61  ;  but  see  the  cases 
cited  Ch.  Contr.  152  ;  Howard  v.  Oakes,  3  Exch.  136).  For  rent,  or  other 
causes  of  action,  accruing  during  the  marriage,  on  a  lease  or  demise,  or  other 
contract  relating  to  the  land,  or  other  real  property  of  the  wife,  whether  such 
contract  were  made  before  or  during  the  coverture,  the  husband  and  wife 
may  join,  or  he  may  sue  alone  (4  T.  R.  617  ;  Stra.  230 ;  1  Wils.  224  ;  Bro. 
Abr.  Baron  and  Feme,  pi.  25;  Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme,  X,  Y).  Where 
a  feme  covert  sues  as  executor  or  administrator,  the  husband  must  be  joined 
with  her  in  such  action  (Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme,  V;  Vin.  Abr.  Baron 
and  Feme,  Q.  22).  A  feme  covert,  except  in  the  cases  which  will  be  pre- 
sently mentioned,  cannot  bring  an  action,  or  be  impleaded  as  a  feme  sole, 
while  the  relation  of  marriage  subsists,  and  she  and  her  husband  are  living 
in  this  kingdom,  even  though  the  wife  is  living  separately  from  her  husband, 
and  has  a  separate  maintenance  secured  to  her  by  deed  (Marshall  v.  Rutton, 
8  T.  R.  544 ;  which  overrules  some  older  decisions  on  the  same  point);  and 
it  seems  that  the  fact  of  her  having  declared  herself  to  be  a  feme  sole,  and, 
as  such,  executing  deeds  and  maintaining  actions,  will  not  estop  her,  if  sued 
as  a  feme  sole,  from  setting  up  the  defence  of  coverture  (Davenport  v.  Nelson, 
4  Camp.  26:  sec  also  Hatchett  v.  Baddclcy,  2  Bla.  R.  1079;  and  Lewis  v. 
Lee,  3  B.  &  C  291).  But  jt  seems  that  such  representations  might  estop 
her  from  suing  as  a  feme  sole  in  certain  cases  (Langfort  v.  Foot,  2  Moo.  & 
S.  349).  She  may,  however,  be  sued  as  a  feme  sole,  divorced  d  vinculo 
•matrimonii  (Lewis  v.  Lee,  3  B.  &  C.  291);  or  the  husband  be  civiliter  mor- 
tuus  (4  T.  R.  361  ;  Co.  Lit.  132  ;  2  B.  &  P.  105 ;  4  Esp.  27 ;  9  East,  472 ; 
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11  East,  301).  Thus,  a  wife,  whose  husband  is  transported,  may  plead  as 
&feme  tote,  for  it  is  a  temporary  death  (Jewson  v.  Read,  Loffl,  142 ;  and  Me 
Carrol  v.  Blencow,  4  Esp.  27  ;  and  see  cases  cited,  1  Ch.  PI.  32,  33).  By 
the  custom  of  the  City  of  London  also,  a  feme  covert  being  a  sole  trader  may 
sue  or  be  sued  in  the  City  Courts  as  &  feme  sole,  with  reference  to  her  trans- 
actions in  London,  but  even  there  the  husband  must  be  made  a  party  for 
conformity  (1  Selw.  N.  P.  283);  and  where  the  husband  is  an  alien,  and 
has  deserted  the  kingdom,  the  wife  may  act  as  a  feme  sole  (1  Sclw.  N.  P. 
285). 

On  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  wife  is  entitled  to  sue  for  all  chattels 
real,  and  choses  in  action,  which  her  husband  had  in  her  right,  and  which 
h'i  did  not  reduce  into  possession  in  his  lifetime  (see  1  Roll.  Abr.  350 ;  Co. 
Lit.  351 ;  Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme,  F,  1 ;  2  Bla.  1239 ;  2  P.  Wnw.  496; 
2  M.  &  S.  396,  397  ;  Ch.  Contr.  151 ;  see  Hutchins  v.  Smith,  9  Sim.  137  ; 
Purdue  v.  Jackson,  1  Russ.  1).  She  is  also  entitled  to  sue  on  all  rights  of 
action  in  autre  droil,  as  executrix,  &c.  (4  T.  R.  616;  Cro.  Kliz.  114).  And 
if  goods  which  belonged  to  the  woman  are  seized  and  sold  under 
•n  execution  against  *tho  man,  and  it  afterwards  turns  out  that  [  '189  ] 
the  marriage  was  void,  she  may  maintain  trover  against  the  sheriff 
for  \\\<*  full  value  of  (he  goods  (Glasspool  v.  Young,  4  Moo.  &  R.  533;  9 
B.  oz  C.  696). 

In  actions  ex  tltlicto,  for  injuries  to  the  wife  or  her  property,  before  mar- 
riagc,  when  the  cause  of  action  would  survive  to  iho  wife*  (Cro.  Car.  419), 
as  in  trover,  upon  a  conversion  of  the  goods  of  the  wife  before  marriage,  they 
must  join  (Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme,  V  ;  10  Mod.  25).  So,  in  trepan, 
for  an  injury  done  to  the  property  of  the  wife,  Httm  toll  they  must  join  (Mil- 
ner  v.  Milnes,  3.  T.  R.  6*27,  631).  In  trover,  by  husband  and  wife,  for 
certain  goods  assigned  to  the  wife  before  marriage,  it  was  held,  that  the  bus- 
band  might  »u?  alone,  or  that  the  husband  and  wife  might  join  (Ayling  v. 
Jones,  1  Jur.  54,  nom.  Ayling  v.  Wincher;  1  Nev.  A:  P.  416  ;  6  Ad.  &  E. 
259;  W.  W.  Ar  I).  154).  So,  where  the  goods  were  lost  before  marriage, 
and  the  conversion  was  after,  the  husband  and  wife  may  join  (1  Sid.  172; 
1  Vent.  261  ;  2  Lev.  107);  or  the  husband  may  sue  alone  (per  Hale,  1 
Vent.  261  ;  2  Lov.  107  ;  1  Sul.  172).  So,  in  rcscous  of  distress  for  a  rent. 
charge  duo  before  coverture,  the  husband  alone  may  sue,  for  it  is  a  wrong 
to  him,  or  the  husband  nn<l  wife  may  join  (Cro.  Kliz.  459;  Moo.  422). 
Where  the,  cause  of  action  arises  during  coverture,  it  is  very  clear  that,  for 
injuries  to  the  husband  or  his  property,  they  cannot  in  general  join  in  the 
action  (3  Bla.  Com.  143  ;  Raym.  120S  ;  Re'p.  t.  Hard.  119;  2  Saund.  47); 
but  wh-re  the  action  is  brought  by  the  wife  alone  for  injury  done  to  her 
property,  the  deft,  must  plead  the  coverture  in  abatement,  and  not  in  bar 
(see  Milner  v.  Milnes,  supra)  ;  and  this,  although  the  pit.  marries  after  suing 
out  the  writ,  and  before  declaration  (Morgan  v.  Painter,  0  T.  K.  265);  but 
for  any  injury  to  the  person  of  the  wife  during  coverture,  an  action  may  be 
brought  by  both,  for  her  personal  suffering  or  injury,  and  she  cannot  sue 
alone,  (Hoggett  v.  Frier,  11  Hist,  301  ;  9  Hast,  47 f ;  1  Sid.  310,  386;  2 
Ld.  Raym.  1209);  but  when  she  joins  in  the  action,  no  injury  peculiar  to 
th'.«  husband  can  be  joined,  as  for  expenses  it  cure,  &c.,  or  for  her  loss  of 
society,  Arc.  (1.  Salk.  119  ;  Cro.  Jac.  501,  533  ;  1  Sid.  346).  But  the  hus- 
band may  sue  alone  for  the  injury  sustained  by  the  loss  of  his  wife's  society, 
6tc.,  in  consequence  of  tho  biltery  (Hydy  v.  Scissor,  Cro.  Jac.  538);  and 
he  may,  in  the  same  declaration,  include  a  battery  to  himself  (Guy  v.  Livc- 
scy,  Cro.  Jic.  53S);  and  even  where  the  wife  is  joined  in  the  action  for  a 
personal  wrong  done  to  her,  the  husband  may  declare  also  for  an  injury 
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•  arising  solely  to  himself,  by  way  of  aggravation  of  damages  (Russell  v. 

Come,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1031 ;  Salk.  119;  6  Mod.  127).  As  to  whether  the 
doctor's  bill  can  be  recovered  in  such  an  action  see  Dewgate  v.  Gardner,  4 
M.  &  W.  7. 

In  real  actions  for  the  recovery  of  the  wife's  land,  and  in  a  writ  of  waste 
thereto,  both  must  be  joined  (Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme,  V;  1  Bulst.  21). 
But,  when  the  action  is  merely  for  the  recovery  of  damages  to  the  land,  or 
other  real  property  of  the  wife  during  coverture,  the  husband  may  sue  alone, 
or  both  may  sue ;  as,  in  trespass  for  cutting  down  trees  belonging  to  the 
wife  during  coverture,  the  husband  and  wife  may  join  (1  Roll.  348  /.  18) ;  or 
the  husband  may  sue  alone  (2  Vent  195).  So,  in  an  action  for  forcible  entry 
upon,  or  detainer  of  the  wife's  land  during  coverture,  the  husband  and  wife 
may  join  (1  Roll.  348  /.  20;  Mod.  5);  or  the  husband  may  sue  alone  (1 
Roll.  347  /,  27,  28).  So,  an  action  on  the  case  against  a  lessee  for  years, 
lor  burning  his  house,  where  the  husband  has  it  for  the  life  of  his  wife,  may 
be  by  the  husband  alone  (Cro.  Eliz.  461,  462),  or  by  the  husband  and  wife. 
So,  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  stopping  a  way  to  the  wife's  land,  they  may 
join  (Ib.  419);  or  the  husband  may  sue  alone.  So,  for  inclosing  land  of 
*which  the  wife  has  common  (2  Bulst.  14) ;  or  for  not  grinding  at 
[  *190]  the  wife's  mill  (1  Wils.  224);  they  may  join,  or  the  husband  may 
sue  alone.  So,  in  debt  on  stat.  2  Edw.  VI.  c.  13)  ;  for  not  setting 
out  tithes  which  the  husband  has  in  right  of  his  wife,  they  may  join  (Cro. 
Eliz.  608,  613;  1  Jac.  325;  Mod.  912);  or  the  husband  may  sue  alone 
Aleberry  v.  Walby,  1  Stra.  229).  In  detinue  of  charters  of  the  wife's  in- 
heritance,  husband  and  wife  may  join  (1  Roll.  347  /,  49);  or  the  husband, 
it  should  seem,  may  sue  alone  ;  and  so  in  trespass  (Ib.).  Where  a  feme  was 
living  apart  from  her  husband,  under  a  sentence  of  separation,  with  alimony 
pendente  lite  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  brought  an  action  of  trespass,  in 
her  husband's  name,  against  wrong-doers,  for  breaking  and  entering  her 
house,  and  taking  her  goods;  the  court  refused  to  stay  the  proceedings  on  the 
application  of  the  defts.  although  the  husband  swore  that  the  action  was  not 
commenced  with  his  authority  (Chambers  v.  Donaldson,  4  East,  470). 
Qucere,  what  would  have  been  the  result  of  the  application  if  it  appeared 
that  he  had  released  the  action,  or  required  an  indemnity. 

On  the  death  of  the  wife,  the  husband  may  sue  for  any  injury  to  the 
wile's  land  during  the  coverture  (Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme,  Z) ;  but,  for 
an  injury  by  the  mere  personal  sufferings  of  the  wife,  he  cannot,  on  her 
death,  sue  (Free.  K.  B.  225 ;  Yelv.  89).  The  rule  seems  to  be  that,  where 
the  cause  of  action  would  survive  to  the  wife,  she  must  join  in  the  action; 
and  if  she  die  before  judgment  therein,  it  will  abate  (Milner  v.  Milnes,  supra; 
Mitchinson  v.  Hewson,  7  T.  R.  34S,  349;  Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme,  V; 
Rol.  Abr.  347,  R.  pi.  3).  On  the  death  of  the  husband,  any  action  for  a 
tort  committed  to  the  wife  or  her  property  before  marriage,  or  to  her  person, 
or  real  property,  during  marriage,  maybe  in  her  name  (R.  T.  H.  398,  399; 
Palm.  313  ;  Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme,  2  a).  A.  feme  covert  executrix  or 
administratrix,  ought  to  be  joined  with  her  husband  in  an  action  for  an  in- 
jury to  the  deceased's  estate  (Salk.  114;  Bco.  Abr.  Baron  and  Feme,  pi. 
65).  It  seems  that  if  lands  are  demised  to  husband  and  wife,  and  the  hus- 
band grants  an  underlease,  he  may  sue  alone  for  an  injury  done  to  his  re- 
versionary interest  (Wallis  v.  Harrison,  6  M.  &  W.  142;  7  Dowl,  P.  C. 
395). 

In  an  action  on  a  contract  by  the  husband  only,  and  when  the  wife  should 
have  been  joined  in  the  action,  the  objection  should  be  pleaded  in  abatement, 
and  not  in  bar,  though  the  husband  might  sustain  a  writ  of  error  (3  T.  R. 
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831);  and,  wtare  she  marries  pending  the  suit,  her  coverture  must  be 
pleaded  on  the  first  occasion,  or  it  will  not  be  admitted  in  evid  nee  (Morgan 
V.  Painter,  6  T.  R.  265;  see  Bt-ndix  v.  Wokeman,  12  M.  A:  W.  U7K 
when  a  feme  improperly  sues  alone,  without  having  any  legal  right  of  action, 
she  will  be  nonsuited  (Cundell  v.  Shaw,  4  T.  R.  361);  and  it  will  be  a 
ground  of  demurrer,  where  she  improperly  joins  in  an  action  with  her  hus- 
bind,  who  ought  to  sue  alone  (1  Salk.  114),  or  the  judgment  will  be  arrested 
(Cro.  Jac.  644),  or  reversed  on  a  writ  of  error  (2  Bl.  R.  1236).  When- 
the  husband  sues  alone  when  the  wife  ought  to  be  joined,  either  in  her  own 
right  or  in  autre  droit,  he  will  be  nonsuited  (1  Salk.  282)  But  according 
to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Wallis  v.  Harrison,  5  M.  A: 
W.  142,  it  would  appear  that  the  objection  should  be  taken  by  plea  in  abate* 
ment ;  and,  where  it  appears  on  the  record,  it  will  bn  fatal  on  demurrer,  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  or  on  error  (1  Sirn.  220).  The  mistake*  as  to  joinder 
of  husband  and  wife  in  actions  for  torts  are  nearly  similar  to  those  on  con* 
tracts.  Where  the  wife  is  improperly  joined  in  the  action,  and  the  objection 
appears  from  the  declaration,  it  will  be  ground  of  demurrer,  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, or  writ  of  'error  (1  Salk.  119;  though,  after  verdict,  the 
mistake  may  be  aided  by  intendment  (1  Ch.  PI.  634).  The  dis-  [  '191  ] 
charge  of  the  husband  under  the  Bankrupt  or  Insolvent  Acts  is  a 
defence  to  an  action  brought  against  him  jointly  with  the  wife  for  a  debt 
due  from  the  wife  before  coverture  (Sherrington  v.  Yaies,  12  M.  At  W.  855 ; 
Miles  v.Williams,  8  P.  Win*.  249 ;  Lock  wood  v.  Sailer,  5  B.  At  Ad.  303). 
If  the  husband  sue  alone  where  the  wife  ought  to  join,  either  in  her  own 
right  or  in  outre  droit,  he  will  be  nonsuited ;  for,  though  in  general  the  non- 
joinder  of  pits,  in  an  action  for  a  tort  can  only  be  pleaded  in  abatement  (1 
Cb.  PI.  85) ;  this,  however,  occurs  where  the  party  suing  had  a  legal  interest 
in  his  own  right  in  the  property  affected.  Independently  of  his  wile  the 
hotband  has  no  legal  interest  or  cause  of  action  whatever  for  injuries  to  her 
or  her  property  in  those  instances  in  which  it  is  necessary  to  join  her  as  pit. 
(1  Ch.  PI.  65). 

Form  of  Pleadings. 

When  the  wife  is  a  co-plt.  in  an  notion  fz  contract*,  no  cause  of  action 
cm  be  included,  unless  it  be  founded  on  a  contract  with  the  wife  before 
marriage,  or  she  be  the  meritorious  cause  of  action;  nnd  her  interest  must 
be  expressly  stated  in  every  count  (I  Ch.  PI.  1*3;  2  Bl.  R.  1236).  Thus 
a  declaration  in  replevin  by  J.  S.  and  his  wife,  without  showing  any  cause 
for  joining  the  wife,  is  bad  on  demurrer  (Serres  v.  Dodd,  2  N.  R.  405). 
Sec  as  to  what  will  be  a  sufficient  averment  in  this  respect,  Nurse  v.  Wills, 
4  B.  A:  Ad.  739 ;  1  Ncv.  At  M.  705;  S.  C.,  i;i  error,  1  Ad.  A:  E.  65).  And, 
in  an  action  in  form  ex  iMicto,  for  a  personal  injury,  if  the  wife  be  joined, 
the  declaration  must  proceed  only  for  torts  to  her  husband,  and  not  for  such 
wrong?  as  only  affect  the  husband  (2  Bla.  1236).  And  for  torts  to  the  per- 
son, or  personal  property,  if  she  be  joined,  the  nature,  of  her  interest  therein 
must  be  expressly  stated  (1  Ch.  PI.  1H4).  And  tin  action  on  the  case,  can- 
not be  supported  against  the  husband  and  wife,  for  words  spoken  by  both 
(Ib. ;  Bac.  Abr.  Actions,  C.;  2  \Vils.  2:27).  And,  in  an  action  against  hus- 
band and  wife,  on  her  contract  before  her  marriage,  a  count  on  a  promise 
by  the  wife,  or  of  the  husbund  and  wife  after  the  marriage,  to  pay  the  debt, 
is  bod,  and  cannot  be  joined  (Ib.;  1  Taunt.  212;  Palm.  313).  As  to  the 
language  of  the  breach  in  an  action  of  ussumpsit,  sec  3  Wils.  30H;  1  Ld. 
Raym.  284;  1  Vent.  1UI>.  In  the  cose  of  a  note  or  bond  payable  to  the 
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wife,  it  would  sufficiently  appear  from  the  instrument  itself,  without  further 
averment  in  the  declaration,  that  she  had  a  peculiar  interest  (Bidgood  v. 
Way,  2  Bla.  R.  1236;  1  H.  Bl.  106;  2  M.  &  S.  396).  In  an  action  by 
the  husband  only,  on  a  note  payable  to  the  wife,  he  may  allege  it  to  have 
been  payable  to  him  (4  Moo.  71,  72).  In  a  declaration  by  husband  and 
wife,  concluding  to  the  damage  of  both  is  proper  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2 

«,  1). 

In  an  action  by  husband  and  wife,  the  plea  of  the  general  issue  admits 
the  marriage  (B.  N.  P.  20 ;  Com.  Dig.  Abr.  E,  6 ;  Arch.  PI.  &  Ev.  274). 
As  to  the  mode  of  taking  advantage  of  a  misjoinder  or  nonjoinder,  see 
supra. 


Precedents  (see  2  Ch.  PI.  8,  21,  68,  80,  104,  and  Index). 


Evidence. 

The  evidence  in  actions  by  husband  and  wife  will,  for  the  most  part,  be 

the  same  as  in  other  cases,  except  in  proving  the  circumstances  stated  in  the 

declaration,  which  entitle  the  wife  to  join  in  *the  action ;  as  to 

[  *192  ]   which,  see  ante,  p.  187.     As  we  have  seen,  if  the  husband  sue 

alone,  on  a  contract  made  by  the  wife  before  coverture,  he  will  be 

nonsuited,  whether  the  breach  be  before  or  after  coverture  (ante,  p.  188 ; 

Bac.  Abr.  Baron  and  Feme,  K.;  Salk.  282 ;  1  M.  &  S.  180). 

Proof  of  Marriage.]  In  an  action  by  husband  and  wife,  if  the  marriage 
is  not  specially  denied  by  the  plea,  it  is  admitted  (B.  N.  P.  20;  Arch.  PI. 
&  Ev.  274).  If  it  is  specially  denied,  pit.  must  prove  it,  and  this  strictly 
so,  in  an  action  for  crim.  con.,  as  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  876) ;  but,  in  other  cases, 
prima  facie  evidence,  by  reputation  or  otherwise,  will,  in  general,  suffice 
(ante,  p.  165;  1  Bla.  R.  367;  Pea.  233;  B.  N.  P.  114).  And  it  may  be 
as  well  here  to  observe,  that  even  the  declarations  of  a  deceased  person,  as 
to  the  fact  of  his  own  marriage,  are  evidence  (B.  N.  P.  112 ;  Rex  v.  Bram- 
ley,  6  T.  R.  330). 

As  to  the  admissibility  in  evidence  of  admissions  by  the  wife  (see  ante, 
Vol.  I.  p.  79). 

Competency  of  Witnesses. 

Neither  the  husband  nor  the  wife  of  a  party  to^the  suit  are  competent  to 
give  evidence  for  or  against  such  party  (B.  N.  P.  286) ;  and  so,  though  not 
a  party  to  the  suit,  if  the  husband  or  wile  of  the  witness  be  interested  in  the 
event  of  the  suit  (Davis  v.  Denwoody,  4  T.  R.  673).  It  seems  that  in 
criminal  cases  the  wife  cannot  be  a  witness  against  her  husband,  even  with 
his  consent  (1  Hale,  P.  C.  47);  whether  the  same  rule  prevails  in  civil  cases 
(Sedley  v.  Wellesley,  3  C.  &  P.  55).  Semble,  that  it  does  not  (per  Best, 
C.  J.);  nor  can  a  widow  be  asked  to  disclose  conversations  between  herself 
and  her  late  husband  (Doker  v.  Hunter,  R.  &  M.  198;  but  see  Beveridge 
v.  Minter,  1  C.  6s  P.  364).  Semble,  contra,  per  Abbott,  J.  The  admission 
of  the  wife,  however,  of  a  debt  contracted  as  agent  for  the  husband,  has 
been  held  admissible  (Clifford  v.  Burton,  1  Bing.  200;  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  79). 
Thus,  in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  a  woman  is  competent  to 
prove  that  they  were  sold,  not  on  the  credit  of  the  deft.,  but  of  her  husband 
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(Williams  v.  Johnson,  1  Stra.  504 ;  Henman  v.  Dickenson,  5  Bing.  183; 
R.  v.  Bathwick,  2  B.  &  Ad.  639 ;  ante,  "  AGBWT").  In  trespass  against 
A.  and  B.,  the  trespass  being  proved  against  A.,  who  justified  as  servant  of 
B.,  A.'s  wife  was  called  as  witness  for  B.  to  prove  that  B.  had  never  author- 
ized  her  husband  to  commit  the  trespass:  held,  incompetent  (Hawkesworth 
v.  Showier,  12  M.  &  W.  45).  Whether  a  woman  who  has  cohabited  with 
a  man  as  his  wife  is  thereby  rendered  an  incompetent  witness  for  him,  was 
at  one  time  a  doubtful  question  (Campbell  v.  Twemlow,  1  Pri.  81,  83 ;  2 
Stark.  Ev.  711).  But,  in  a  late  case,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that 
a  woman  who  had  merely  lived  with  the  deft,  as  his  wife,  and  passed  by  his 
name,  might  be  called  as  a  witness  for  him  (Batthews  v.  Galiindo,  4  Bing. 
610).  So,  of  a  woman  whose  marriage  is  void  by  reason  of  her  having  a 
former  husband  (Wells  v.  Fisher,  1  Moo.  &  R.  99).  The  evidence  of  a 
husband  or  wife  is  inadmissible  alter  the  death  or  divorce  of  cither  party  as 
to  marriages  which  occurred  in  his  or  her  lifetime,  or  while  the  relation  of 
marriage  subsisted  (Monroe  v.  Twissleion,  Pea.  Ev.  Appendix).  Nor  can 
either  be  called  to  prove  non  access,  or  be  examined  on  any  point  tending 
to  establish  it  (Wells  v.  Fisher,  1  Moo.  &  R.  W;  no  generally  "Wrr- 
MESS;"  6  &  7  Viet.  c.  85  ;  pott,  p.  107). 


•II.  Acnoss  AOAINST.  [  *193  ] 

FORM  op  REMEDY  p.  193. 

Whrn  they  may  be  sued,  p.  193. 

FORM  OP  PLEADINGS,  p.  195. 
PRECEDENTS,  p.  195. 

EVIDENCE,  p.  196. 

Action  agiintt  /lustximl  on  Wifit  Contract,  p.  196. 
of  Marriage,  p.  1 9'J. 


Form  of  Itftnedy. 

When  they  mat/  l-c  Sued.]  Then?  is  nothing  peculiar  relating  to  the  form 
of  remedy  for  injuries  committed  by  husband  and  wife.  In  a  case  where  a 
feme  covert,  without  her  husband's  authority,  contracted  with  a  servant  by 
deed,  it  was  held  the  servant  might  bring  assumpsit  against  the  husband  (1 
Saund.  210,  n.  1  ;  Hardr.  71). 

In  actions  on  contracts,  a  married  woman  cannot  lie  sued  alone  at  law 
(Beard  v.  Webb,  2  B.  6:  P.  105  ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2,  a  1  ;  3  Camp.  123) : 
and  never  on  a  mere  personal  contract  made  during  coverture  (Ib. ;  Marshall 
v.  Rutton,  8  T.  R.  545 ;  ante,  p.  188),  though  she  live  apart  from  her  hu«- 
himl,  or  have  a  separate  maintenance  secured  to  her  by  deed  (Ib.) ;  or  though, 
after  the  death  of  the  husband,  she  expressly  promise  to  perform  it  (I  Stra. 
94);  and  they  cannot  be  joined  on  a  promise  by  both  husband  and  wife,  as 
her  promise  is  void  (Palm.  313;  1  Taunt.  212).  Whether  the  defence  of 
coverture  could  be  successfully  met  by  a  replication,  stating  that  before  the 
cause  of  action  accrued  the  deft.'s  husband  became  bankrupt,  absconded 
without  appearing  to  bis  commission,  continues  to  reside  abroad,  and  that 
the  promises  were  made  by  the  deft,  as  a  feme  sole  during  his  absence,  see 
Williamson  v.  Dawes,  2  Moo.  &  S.  352 ;  9  Bing.  292  ;  see  also  Strellon  v. 
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Busnach,  4  Moo.  &  S.  678  ;  1  Bing.  N.  C.  139  ;  Barden  v.  Keverberg,  2  M. 
&  W.  61.  As  to  the  liability  of  foreign  women  whose  husbands  are  living 
abroad,  see  Walford  v.  De  Peine  (Duchess),  2  Esp.  554 ;  Franks  v.  De  Peine, 
ib.  587 ;  Kay  v.  De  Peine,  3  Camp.  123;  M'Namara  v.  Fisher,  3  Esp.  18  ; 
see  also  1  Selw.  N.  P.  10th  ed.  285,  where  all  the  cases  on  this  head  are 
collected  and  considered.  The  wife  of  an  Englishman  who  is  resident  abroad, 
cannot  be  sued  as  feme  sole  (Marsh  v.  Hutchinson,  2  B.  &  P.  226  ;  Stretton 
v.  Busnach,  supra;  see  Baggett  v.  Frier,  11  East,  301).  When  a  feme  sole, 
who  has  entered  into  a  contract,  marries,  the  action  must,  in  general,  be 
brought  jointly  against  the  husband  and  wife,  though  they  state  an  account, 
and  expressly  promise  to  pay  the  debt  or  perform  the  contract  (7  T.  R.  348). 
And  he  cannot  be  sued  alone,  even  upon  an  express  subsequent  promise  by 
himself,  unless  there  be  some  new  consideration  for  the  same  accruing  to 
him,  or  causing  an  inconvenience  or  delay  to  the  creditor  (Ib. ;  3  P.  Wms. 
409  ;  Al.  72).  And,  where  the  wife  was  a  yearly  tenant  before  marriage, 
at  a  rent  payable  quarterly,  and  she  married  before  a  quarter's  rent  became 
payable,  it  was  held  that,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  quarter's  rent,  the  wife 
should  be  joined  (Richardson  v.  Hall,  1  B.  &  B.  50).  Covenant  on  the 
warranty  in  a  fine,  or  on  a  covenant  running  with  the  land  of  the  wife, 

demised  by  her  during  the  coverture,  may  be  *supported  against 
[  *194  ]  her  (2  Saund.  180,  n.  9).  And  it  is  said  that,  upon  a  lease  to  the 

husband  and  wife  for  her  benefit,  the  action  may  be  against  both 
(1  Rol.  Abr.  348,  350).  Real  actions  must  be  brought  against  husband  and 
wife,  when  the  husband  is  seised  in  right  of  his  wife  (Jh.  D.  1.  5,  c.  4,  s.  1  ; 
Ch.  Contr.  170) ;  or  when  he  is  seised  jointly  with  his  wife  by  purchase 
before  or  after  marriage  (Ib.).  A  wife  may  be  sued  alone  where  the  hus- 
band is  civiliter  mortuus,  or  in  exile  (1  T.  R.  8);  or  has  abjured  the  realm, 
or  has  been  transported  (Ib. ;  see  Williamson  v.  Dawes,  9  Bing.  292) ;  or  if 
he  be  an  alien  enemy  out  of  the  realm  (1  B.  &  P.  357);  or  if  they  have 
been  divorced  (Cro.  Eliz.  352  ;  see  the  cases  Ch.  Conlr.  170).  Where 
the  husband  leaves  the  kingdom  voluntarily,  the  wife  may  be  sued  alone, 
upon  a  contract  made  by  her  during  that  time  (1  B.  &  P.  358,  n.  (f) ) ;  but 
a  woman,  an  alien  by  birth,  and  the  wife  of  an  alien,  cannot  be  sued  as  a 
feme  sole,  if  her  husband  has  lived  with  her  in  this  country,  notwithstanding 
he  has  left  her  here,  and  entered  into  the  service  of  a  foreign  state  (3  Camp. 
123).  By  the  custom  of  London,  a  feme  covert,  being  a  feme  sole  trader, 
may  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  city  courts  as  a  feme  sole,  with  reference  to  her 
transactions  in  London  (Bac.  Abr.  Baron  and  Feme,  M ;  see  Petty  v.  Ander- 
son, 2  C.  &  P.  38;  Meredith  v.  Fortner,  11  M.  &  W.  202;  Smallpiece  v. 
Dawes,  7  C.  &  P.  40) ;  but  even  there,  as  well  as  in  the  courts  at  West- 
minster, the  husband  must  be  made  a  party,  for  conformity  (4  T.  R.  361  ;  2 
B.  &  P.  93 ;  see  the  cases  cited  as  to  aliens,  &c.,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  110 ;  Vol. 
II.,  p.  180). 

Where  there  is  a  cause  of  action  against  a  wife,  as  executrix  or  adminis- 
tratrix, the  husband  must  be  joined;  but,  in  cases  where  an  executor  may  be 
charged  in  his  own  right,  the  action  lies  against  the  husband  alone.  Thus, 
debt  lies  for  rent  upon  a  lease,  which  the  wife  has  as  executrix  or  administra- 
trix, (Th.  Ent.  117). 

On  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  wife  is  liable  on  all  her  contracts  made 
before  her  marriage  (Mitchinson  v.  Hewson,  7  T.  R.  350 ;  Woodman  v. 
Chapman,  1  Camp.  189 ;  Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme,  2  C).  Though,  if 
the  husband  had  been  a  bankrupt  during  the  marriage,  his  certificate  frees 
her  liability,  if  the  debt  could  have  been  proved  under  it  (1  P.  Wms.  249; 
and  see  Lockwood  v.  Salter,  5  B.  &  Ad.  303).  The  moral  obligation  that 
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a  woman  is  under  to  pay  her  debts  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  an 
express  promise  by  her  afler  husband's  death  (5  Taunt.  36).  On  the  death 
of  the  wife,  the  husband  is  not  liable  to  be  sued,  in  that  character,  for  any 
contract  of  the  wife,  entered  into  before  his  marriage,  unless  judgment  had 
been  obtained  against  him  and  his  wife,  before  her  death  (7  T.  R.  350) ;  and 
the  same  rule  prevails  in  equity  (Heard  v.  Stamford,  3  P.  Wms.  409). 

In  actions  lor  torts,  where  the  tortious  act  is  jointly  done  by  the  husband 
and  wife,  as  in  trover,  and  conversion  by  both,  the  action  may  be  against 
the  husband  alone,  for  the  whole  may  be  intended  the  act  of  the  husband 
(Com.  Dig.  Baron  and  Feme,  V).  Actions  for  torts  committed  by  a  woman 
before  her  marriage,  must  be  against  husband  and  wife  jointly  (Bac.  Abr. 
Baron  and  Feme,  L).  And,  for  torts  committed  by  the  wife  during  co\<  r- 
;'ire,  as  for  assaults,  slander,  &c.,  or  for  a  forfeiture  under  a  penal  statute, 
they  must  also  be  jointly  sued  (Ib.).  The  wife  may  be  jointly  sued  with  her 
husband,  for  enticing  away  or  harbouring  the  servant  of  another  (2  Lev.  63). 
And,  for  assaults,  or  other  wrongs,  in  which  two  persons  may  concur,  the 
husband  and  wife  may  be  sued  jointly,  for  the  act  of  both,  and  the  acquittal 
of  the  husband  will  not  preclude  ph.  from  recovering  (1  Vent  93 ;  Key  worth 
v.  Hill,  3  B.  &  A.  688).  So,  *they  may  be  sued  in  trespass  for 
their  joint  act  (Vine  v.  Saundcrs,4  Bing.  N.  C.  96 ;  5  Sco.  359;  6  [  M95  ] 
Dow.  At  C.  233;  2  Jur.  136).  "If  goods  are  delivered  to  hus- 
band  and  wife,  no  action  of  detinue  lies  against  them  both  for  those,  but 
against  the  husband  alone"  (per  Dodderridge,  1  Leon.  312). 

With  respect  to  the  consequence*  of  a  misjoinder  or  nonjoinder  of  the 
husband  and  wife,  in  the  suit,  if  the  wife  be  sued  alone,  on  a  contract,  she 
must  plead  in  abatement  (ante,  p.  190),  or  by  error  coram  nobu ;  and  the 
coverture  cannot,  in  such  case,  be  pleaded  in  bar,  or  given  in  evidence  upon 
the  trial,  as  a  ground  of  nonsuit  (2  Stra.  811).  And  the  same  rule  is  appli- 
cable to  actions  for  torts  committed  by  her  before  or  after  marriage  (Ib.). 
Formerly,  where  a  feme  covert  was  sued  upon  her  supposed  contract,  made 
during  coverture,  she  might,  in  most  cases,  plead  her  coverture  in  bar,  or 
give  it,  under  the  general  issue,  in  evidence  (12  Mod.  101)  ;  but,  wince  the 
new  rules  in  pleading,  this  defence  must  be  pleaded  specially  (R.  CJ.  II.  T. 
4  Will.  IV.  r.  21).  Where  the  husband  and  wife  are  improperly  sued  jointly, 
on  a  contract  after  marriage,  the  action  will  fail  as  to  both  (Palm.  312).  If 
the  husband  and  wife  be  sued  jointly  for  torts,  of  which  they  could  not  in 
law  be  jointly  guilty,  as  for  the  slander  by  both,  if  the  objection  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  declaration,  deft,  miiy  demur,  move  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
or  bring  error  (2  Wils.  227;  Dy.  19a;  2  Chit.  Hep.  097).  The  defts.  may 
plead,  in  abatement,  that  they  are  not  married  (Com.  Dig.  Abatement,  E,  6 ; 
3  lust.  69;  2  Chit.  Hep.  642). 

Form  of  Pleading*. 

There  is  nothing  peculiar  relating  to  the  form  of  the  pleadings,  excepting 
that  care  must  be  taken  that  the  plt.'s  interest  must  be  such  ns  to  entitle  them 
to  sue  jointly  or  separately,  as  the  case  may  be.  In  an  action  on  a  contract 
against  both,  for  a  debt  due  from  the  wife  before  marriage,  the  declaration 
will  be  bad,  if  it  state  a  promise  by  both,  or  that  the  contract  was  either 
before  or  after  marriage  (1  Taunt.  212 ;  1  B.  &  C.  248 ;  S.  C.  2  D.  &  R. 
363).  In  general,  when  the  defence  is  in  its  nature  joint,  several  defts.  may 
join  in  the  some  plea,  or  they  may  sever,  and  one  deft,  may  plead  in  abate- 
ment, another  in  bar,  and  the  other  may  demur  (2  Vin.  Abr.  75),  except  in 
an  action  against  husband  and  wife,  when  the  husband  must  join  in  the  pica 
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with  his  wife  (Com.  Dig.  2  A,  3;  1  Ch.  PI.  48).     As  to  the  mode  of  taking 
advantage  of  a  misjoinder  or  nonjoinder,  see  ante,  p.  191). 


Precedents. 

Indebitatus  against  husband  and  wife,  for  goods  sold  to  wife  before  marriage. 


to  wit.     A.  B.  by his  attorney  complains  of  C.  D.  and  E.  his  wife  for 

that  whereas  the  said  E.  whilst  she  was  sole  and  unmarried  to  wit  on  &c.  was  indebted 

to  the  pit.  in  £ for  the  price  and  value  of  goods  then  bargained  and  sold  to  the  said 

E.  at  her  request  and  in  £ (slating  any  ol/tr-r  cause  of  action  recoverable  under  the 

common  count  laying  the  cause  against  her  only)  and  thereupon  the  said  E.  in  considera- 
tion of  Ihe  premises  afterwards  and  whilst  she  was  sole  and  unmarried  to  wit  on  the  day 
and  year  aforesaid  promised  the  pit.  to  pay  him  the  said  several  moneys  respectively  on 
request,  yet  the  defts.  have  disregarded  the  said  promise  and  have  not  nor  hath  either  of 
them  paid  the  said  moneys  respectively  or  any  part  thereof  to  the  damage  of  the  pit. 
of  £ and  therefore  he  brings  suit  &c. 

See  other  forms  against  husband  and  wife,  executrix,  2  Ch.  PI.  75  ;  against  husband 
and  wife,  administratrix,  &c.  ib.  78 ;  against  them,  on  a  note  made  to  feme  whilst  sole, 
ib.  90;  against  them,  on  bond  to  wife,  before  coverture,  ib.  330;  against  administratrix 
of  testator  for  waste,  ib.  597. 


[  *196  ]  *Evidence. 

The  evidence  of  the  cause  of  action  will  be  the  same  as  in  other  cases. 
In  an  action  against  husband  and  wife,  pit.  must  be  prepared  to  prove  all 
the  averments  in  the  declaration,  entitling  him  to  sue  them  jointly,  or  he 
will  be  nonsuited  (ante,  p.  187);  and,  in  an  action  against  the  husband 
only,  if  the  contract  be  stated  to  have  been  made  by  him,  when,  in  fact,  it 
was  made  by  the  wife  before  marriage,  or  against  his  authority  after  mar- 
riage, the  pit.  will  be  nonsuited.  If  the  wife  be  sued  alone,  on  proof  of  the 
coverture,  pit.  will  be  nonsuited.  As  to  evidence  of  coverture,  see  ante,  p. 
187. 

Evidence  in  Action  against  Husband  to  render  him  liable  for  Wife's 
Contracts.]  Where  husband  and  wife  live  together,  and  she  orders  goods, 
being  necessaries,  suitable  to  his  degree  and  estate  (Etherington  v.  Parrott, 
Salk.  118;  1  Ld.  Raym.  106;  see  also  Clifford  v.  Layton,  3  C.  &  P.  15; 
Moo.  &  M.  101),  the  prima  facie  presumption  will  be,  that  she  did  so  as 
her  husband's  agent  (B.  N.  P.  134);  particularly  where  she  has  been  per- 
mitted by  him  to  purchase  articles  for  the  use  of  the  house  and  family  (1 
Sid.  128) ;  and  as  to  what  are  articles  suitable,  &c.,  see  Hunt  v.  De  Bla- 
guire,  5  Bing.  550;  and  see  Waithman  v.  Wakefield,  1  Camp.  120.  In 
these  cases,  the  authority  either  express  or  implied,  of  the  husband  (Mon- 
tague v.  Benedict,  3  B.  &  C.  631)  is  the  test  by  which  all  cases  must  be  de- 
termined, in  regard  to  the  husband's  liability  to  answer  for  his  wife's  engage- 
ments, whilst  they  cohabit,  as  a  married  woman  cannot  make  any  contract 
to  bind  her  husband,  except  by  his  express  or  implied  authority  (8  T.  R. 
545).  Upon  this  ground,  since  the  husband  is  bound  to  supply  his  wife  and 
family  with  necessaries,  such  as  lodging,  clothes  and  subsistence;  if  she 
contract  for,  or  purchase  necessary  food  and  apparel,  whilst  living  with  her 
husband,  or  if  she  incur  debts  for  her  own  necessaries  when  he  neglects  to 
provide  them,  whilst  they  cohabit,  his  authority  to  her,  as  his  agent,  to 
procure  them  for  her  own  use,  will  be  implied  by  the  law,  and  he  will  be 
obliged  to  pay  for  them  (1  Vent.  42),  and  the  same  presumption  will  arise 
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if  a  man  allow  a  woman  to  live  with  him,  and  pass  for  his  wife,  even  in 
favour  of  one  who  was  aware  of  the  real  nature  of  the  cohabitation  (Watson 
T.  Threlkeld,  2  Esp.  637 ;  Robinson  v.  Mahon,  1  Camp.  245 ;  and  sec 
Blades  v.  Free,  9  B.  As  C.  167 ;  Mace  v.  Cammal,  Loffl.  78*2;  Edward  T. 
Farebrother,  3  C.  &  P.  521).  The  husband's  death  revokes  the  authority 
(Smout  v.  Ilbcrry,  10  M.  &  W.  1);  and  the  husband's  executors  are  not 
liable  for  necessaries  supplied  after  his  death,  nor  is  the  widow  liable  (Blades 
rcc,  10  B.  At  C.  167  ;  Smout  v.  Ilberry,  supra.  But  the  above  rule 
only  holds  during  cohabitation  (Munro  v.  Da  Chemont,  4  Cox,  215). 
But  this  implication  will  be  repelled,  if,  whilst  husband  and  wife  live  toge- 
ther, the  articles  purchased  by  the  wile  are  such  as  cannot  be  considered  no* 
ocssaries,  so  that,  in  the  absence  of  the  husband's  express  authority,  it 
appears  requisite  to  prove,  that,  in  other  instances  of  the  like  kind,  the  wife 
was  in  the  habit  of  purchasing  similar  articles  with  the  concurrence  of  her 
husband  (Marten  v.  Withers,  Skin.  340);  for,  if  the  goods  are  unsuitable 
to  her  rank  in  life,  either  in  kind  or  quantity,  and  to  her  husband's  cir- 
cumstances, *bis  authority  for  the  contract  or  purchase  will  not  be 
implied  (3  B.  At  C.  631).  The  presumption  of  the  husband's  [  *197  ] 
liability  may  be  rebutted  by  proving  that  the  credit  was  given  to 
her,  and  not  to  the  husband  (Bartly  v.  Griffin,  5  Taunt.  356;  Mctcalf  v. 
Shaw,  3  Camp.  22).  But  where  the  husband  supplies  the  wife  with  neces- 
saries suitable  to  her  degree,  while  she  cohabits  with  him,  he  will  not  be 
liable  for  debts  contracted  by  her  without  his  previous  authority  or  subse- 
quent sanction  (Seaton  v.  Benedict,  5  Bing.  28 ;  et  vide  Montague  v.  Bene- 
dict, 3  B.  6z  C.  631 ;  S.  C.  1  C.  4:  P.  356,  502 ;  Metcalfc  v.  Shaw,  3  Camp. 
12).  Cohabitation  will  not  render  him  liable  for  goods  which  are  extrava- 
gant (Emmctt  v.  Norton,  8  C.  4:  P.  506 ;  Freestone  v.  Butcher,  9  C.  A:  P. 
949;  Lane  v.  Ironmonger,  13  M.  At  W.  36H;  Atkins  v.  Carwood,  7  C.  AzP. 
756).  The  presumption  of  assent  during  the  cohabitation  of  the  husband 
and  wife  is  so  strong,  that  even  the  adultery  of  the  wife,  during  that  period, 
does  not  destroy  it.  Thus,  where  deft.'*  wife,  having  committed  adultery, 
he  left  her  in  his  house,  with  two  children  bearing  his  name,  but  without 
making  any  provision  for  her  in  consequence  of  the  separation,  and  she  con- 
tinued in  a  state  of  adultery,  it  was  held,  thnt  the  husband  was  liable  fbr 
necessaries  furnished  to  her;  it  not  appearing  that  pit.  had  notice  of  the 
adultery  (Norton  v.  Foznn,  1  B.  Ac  P.  2'JO).  When,  however,  the  husband 
and  wife  ure  living  npart  the  presumption  is  prima  facie  against  her  power 
to  bind  him,  and  unless  that  presumption  can  be  rebutted,  ti.gr.  by  proving 
some  justifiable  reason  for  her  living  apart,  the  pit.  will  be  defeated  (Main- 
waring  v.  Leslie,  M.  Ac  M.  18 ;  2  C.  As  P.  507  ;  see  also  Reed  v.  Moore,  5 
C.  At  P.  507  ;  see  Edwards  v.  Towels,  5  Man.  A:  G.  024).  The  liability 
only  arises  in  respect  of  the  agency  of  the  wife,  and  if  the  order  be  an  ex- 
travagant one,  the  jury  may  view  that  as  rebutting  the  presumed  agency 
(Lane  v.  Ironmonger,  13  M.  A;  W.  308  ;  Freestone  v.  Butcher,  9  B.  A:  C. 
043;  Spreadbury  v.  Chopmnn,  8  C.  A:  P.  371).  Where  a  wife  gave  an 
order  for  goods  to  be  delivered  to  her  mother,  slating  to  the  tradesman  that  her 
husband  would  pay  for  them,  which  he  did,  and  the  order  was  repeated : 
held,  that  there  was  evidence  of  the  wife's  authority  to  go  to  the  jury  to 
order  the  latter  goods  (Filmer  v.  Linn,  3  Ntv.  A:  M.  559).  Proof  that  hus- 
band has  paid  for  articles  of  domestic  use  is  evidence  of  authority  to  bind 
husband  by  contracts  of  a  different  description  (M'George  v.  Egnn,  7  Sco. 
112).  If  they  do  not  cohabit  the  husband  is  liable  only  for  such  necessaries 
as  from  his  situation  in  life  it  is  his  duty  to  supply  to  her  (Waithman  v. 
Wnkcficld,  supra;  Atkins  v.  Carwood,  7  C.  A:  P.  750). 
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Where  the  husband  and  wife  have  parted  by  consent,  he  will  be  liable  for 
necessaries  supplied  to  her,  unless  he  allows  and  pays  her  a  sufficient  sum 
for  maintenance  (Hodgkinson  v.  Fletcher,  4  Camp.  70);  Hindley  v.  West- 
meath  (Marquis),  6  B.  &  C.  211);  and  unless  the  pit.  has  notice  of  such 
separate  allowance  (Rawlins  v.  Vandyke,  3Esp.250  ;  and  see  Holt  v.  Brien, 
4  B.  &  A.  252),  though  it  will  afford  sufficient  proof  of  notice  if  the  fact 
were  notorious  in  the  place  where  the  credit  was  given  (Todd  v.  Stokes,  1 
Ld.  Raym.  444).  Notice  to  a  tradesman's  servant,  is  sufficient  notice  to 
master  (Salk.  118).  And,  where  the  husband  and  wife  have  lived  separately 
for  a  length  of  time,  and  she  has  sufficient  resources  of  her  own,  of  which 
the  pit.  has  notice,  the  husband  will  not  be  liable  (Ludlow  v.  Wilmot,  2 
Stark.  88).  But  notice  is  not  now  requisite  (Clifford  v.  Laton,  M.  &  M. 
101 ;  Mizen  v.  Pick,  3  M.  &  W.  348  ;  Reg.  v.  Conyingham  (Marquis),  2 
C.  &  K.  444).  But  a  pension  revocable  at  pleasure  is  not  a  suffi- 
[  *198  ]  ciently  stable  fund  for  that  *purpose  (2  Stark.  86).  Nor  is  it 
enough  to  show  that  property  has  been  given  in  trust  for  the  wife, 
without  showing  that  the  trustees  have  acted  thereon  (Barrow  v.  Booty,  8 
Taunt.  343).  A  husband  will  be  liable  for  necessaries,  though  a  suit  for 
alimony  be  pending  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  though  a  decree  be 
afterwards  made,  directing  him  to  pay  alimony  from  a  time  previous  to  the 
supplying  the  necessaries  (Keegan  v.  Smith,  5  B.  &  C.  375).  The  husband's 
liability  ceases  after  a  divorce  ab  initio  (Ansley  v.  Manners,  Gow,  10). 
Where  the  wife  is  sentenced  to  a  temporary  confinement  for  a  crime,  the 
husband  has  been  held  not  to  be  liable  for  necessaries,  if  she  be  kept  in  an 
improper  place  by  the  crime  of  the  gaoler  (Stra.  1122).  But,  where  the 
wife  is  confined  for  felony,  and  the  gaoler  provides  her  with  food,  the  hus- 
band is  liable  (Scott  v.  Manby,  1  Sid.  118).  Where  the  wife  carried  on 
business  on  her  own  account  during  her  husband's  imprisonment,  to  whom 
with  his  knowledge  articles  were  furnished  after  his  imprisonment,  but  the 
invoices  and  receipts  were  made  out  in  the  wife's  name :  held,  that  he  was 
liable  (Petty  v.  Anderson,  3  Bing.  170).  A  married  woman  cannot  bind 
her  husband  by  making  a  promissory  note  or  borrowing  money  (Goldstone 
v.  Tovey,  8  Sco.  394  ;  Stone  v.  Macnair,  1  Moo.  126  ;  see  West  v.  Wheeler, 
1  C.  &  K.  714 ;  Brown  v.  Macnair,  4  Pri.  48). 

Where  the  husband  expressly  warns  a  tradesman  not  to  trust  his  wife,  he 
cannot  be  charged  with  goods  subsequently  provided  (Salk.  118;  and  see  1 
Bac.  Abr.  296 ;  Seaton  v.  Benedict,  5  Bing.  28  ;  Holt  v.  Brien,  4  B.  &  Ad. 
252);  though  a  general  prohibition  will  not  rebut  the  presumed  power  of  the 
wife  to  bind  her  husband  by  her  contracts  for  actual  necessaries  (1  Sid.  127). 
It  would  seem,  that  where  husband  and  wife  are  living  apart,  the  person  who 
gives  credit  to  the  wife  is  to  be  considered  as  standing  in  her  place ;  he 
ought,  therefore,  to  make  inquiry  as  to  the  cause  of  the  separation,  because 
if  she  has  forfeited  her  right  to  be  maintained  by  her  husband,  the  latter 
would  not  be  liable  even  for  necessaries  (per  Lord  Mansfield,  Ozard  v.  Darn- 
ford,  Selw.  N.  P.  269).  Where  a  husband  wrongfully  turns  away  his  wife, 
or  where  he  refuses  to  take  her  back  without  any  reason,  when  she  has  ab- 
sented herself,  and  has  not  committed  adultery,  he  cannot,  by  a  general 
advertisement  in  the  newspapers,  or  by  particular  notice  to  individuals  not 
to  trust  her,  remove  his  liability  for  necessaries  furnished  to  her  while  so 
living  apart  from  him  (1  Ld.  Raym.  444;  see  also  Rawlyn  v.  Vandyke,  3 
Esp.  251).  And,  if  the  husband  treat  the  wife  in  so  cruel  a  manner  as  to 
oblige  her  to  leave  her  home,  this  is  equivalent  to  expelling  her  (Hodges  v. 
Hodges,  1  Esp.  441  ;  see  further,  in  support  of  this  doctine,  Thompson  v. 
Hervey,  4  Burr.  217  ;  Houliston  v.  Smyth,  3  Bing.  127  ;  Boultan  v.  Prentice, 
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Stra.  1214).  And  it  would  seem  to  have  the  same  effect  if  he  rendered  it 
impossible  for  her  to  remain  in  her  home  by  bringing  a  woman  of  bad  cha- 
racter to  live  there  (Aldis  v.  Chapman,  1  Selw.  N.  P.  8th  edit.  278 ;  2  Stark. 
87  ;  fed  vide  Horwood  v.  Hefler,  3  Taunt.  421).  Qiurrr,  whether  Horwood 
Tor  can  now  be  treated  as  law;  vide  Houliston  v.  Smyth). 

no  the  wile  is  guilty  of  adultery,  and  either  elopes  from  her  husband, 
or  is  by  him  expelled  from  his  house  on  that  account,  or  where  she  (eaves 
him,  though  from  his  cruelty,  and  commits  adultery,  and  he  refuses  to  receive 
her,  he  will  not  be  liable  for  necessaries,  all  hough  he  do  not,  cither  generally 
or  specially,  notify  persons  not  to  trust  her,  and  although  he  has  himself 
committed  adultery  (Govier  v.  Hancock,  8  T.  R.  603 ;  Morris  v.  Martin,  1 
Stra.  647 ;  Ham  v.  Toovey,  Sclw.  N.  P.  560 ;  Child  T.  Hardy, 
man,  2  Stra.  873);  'and  where  the  goods  arc  delivered  to  the  wife  [  *199  ] 
after  the  adultery  the  defence  may  be  shown  under  non  assumpsit 
(sro  Symes  v.  Goodfbllow,  4  Dowl.  042).  But,  if  he  take  her  back,  he  is 
liable;  and,  if  he  turns  her  out  again,  he  turns  her  out  with  credit  for  her 
sjseassiiiiiii  (Harris  v.  Morris,  4  Esp.  41). 

It  seems  that  in  an  action  for  necessaries  supplied  to  the  wife,  where  the 
defence  rests  upon  the  wife's  having  committed  adultery,  the  record  in  an 
action  of  crim.  con.,  brought  in  respect  of  such  adultery,  is  inadmissible  in 
evidence,  being  res  inter  olios  nrta  (Hardie  v.  Grant,  8  C.  &  P.  512,  per 
Abinger,  C.  B. ;  sec  Emmett  v.  Norton,  ib.506). 

Imiiiaries,  exclusive  of  boa  nl  and  lodging,  consist  of  such  articles  as  com. 
port  with  the  wife's  situation  in  life,  and  her  husband's  fortune,  and  which  are 
usually  worn  or  possessed  by  persons  in  similar  conditions  of  life.  Thus, 
in  Berreblock  v.  Mitchell,  Cro.  Jar.  257,  253,  it  was  objected  against  the  con. 
sideration,  because  the  declaration  was  in  regard  to  Lord  Burgh  (the  bus* 
band),  that  he  was  indebted  to  the  pit.  in  25/.,  for  plate  sold  and  delivered  to 
Lady  Burgh,  to  his  us/?;  but  that  there  was  no  averment  that  the  husband 
agreed  thereto,  or  that  it  came  to  his  use.  But,  a*  the  plate  was  necessarily 
intended  to  have  come  to  the  husband's  use,  or  to  have  been  bought  with  his 
consent,  the  court  overruled  the  objection.  Whnt  are  or  are  not  nceessarifs  is 
a  proper  question  for  the  jury,  and  will  of  course  vary  considerably  accord, 
ing  to  the  party's  station  in  life  (Hunt  v.  Blaquere,  3  Moo.  A/  I*.  108  ;  5  Bing. 
o50);  furniture  may  be  (lb.).  In  cases  of  cruelly  to  the  wife,  the  costs  of 
exhibiting  articles  of  the  peace  are  necessaries  (Shepherd  v.  Mackoul,  3 
Camp.  "JO;  sec  Williams  v.  Fowter,  M'Cle.  A:  Yo.  209;  see  further  upon 
this  subject,  the  cases  cited  in  the  notes  to  Manby  v.  Sco'.t,  2  Smith,  L.  C. 
•JH2).  Where  a  person  advances  money  to  a  wife  to  defray  the  expenses  of 
a  prosecution  against  her  husband  for  illtreatrnenf,  he  cannot  recover  it  from 
the  husband  as  money  advanced  to  procure  her  nrcessaries  (Grindle  v.  God- 
mond,  5  A.  &  E.  755).  But  he  would  have  to  pay  the  expense  of  exhibit* 
ing  articles  of  ihe  peace  by  the  wife  against  him,  even  where  she  has  a  se- 
parate allowance  (Turner  V.  Rooks,  10  Ad.  &  E.  47). 

7/i/i'tf/mfs  LidMity  for  Contracts  of  Wife.]  Pit.  had  supplied  goods  by 
order  of  deft,  to  a  woman  with  whom  he  was  cohabiting  at  two  different  lodg- 
ings in  succession.  After  they  hud  separated,  pit.  did  work  by  her  order  at 
a  third  lodging  which  she  had  taken ;  held,  that  the  deft,  was  liable  for  the 
work  done,  not  having  revoked  the  authority  which  he  had  given  pit.  to  treat 
her  as  his  agent  (Ryan  v.  Sams,  12  Jur.  746;  17  Law  J.  271,  Q.  B.). 

A  married  woman  having,  by  the  authority  of  her  husband,  accepted  for 
him,  in  h<-r  own  name,  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  upon  him:  held,  that  the 
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husband  was  liable  to  be  sued  as  acceptor  (Lindus  v.  Bradwell,  12  Jur.  230; 
17  Law  J.  7.  121,  C.  P. ;  5  C.  B.  583). 

Proof  of  Marriage.]  It  is  incumbent  on  the  pit.  to  show,  either  that  the 
deft,  and  the  woman  to  whom  the  goods  were  supplied  are  married,  which 
will  establish  the  deft.'s  liability,  unless  he  is  able  to  rebut  the  presumption 
on  some  of  the  above  grounds  (Car  v.  King,  12  Mod.  372) ;  or  it  will  be  suf- 
ficient to  show,  that  she  and  the  deft,  cohabited,  and  lived  in  his  house,  and 
passed  as  man  and  wife,  with  his  assent ;  and  it  will  not  avail  deft,  though 
he  prove  that  pit.  knew  her  not  to  be  so  (Watson  v.  Threlkeld,  2  Esp.  637  ; 
Robinson  v.  Nahon,  1  Camp.  245).  But  deft,  will  not  be  liable  after  he  has 
separated  from  her  (Monro  v.  De  Chcmont,  4  Camp.  215), 
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Pleadings  as  to.]  Illegality  in  a  transaction  is  never  presumed  ;  on  the 
contrary,  everything  is  presumed  to  have  been  legally  done,  until  the  con- 
trary is  proved  (Bennett  v.  Clough,  1  B.  A.  463).  No  mode  of  pleading 
can  enable  the  pit.  to  recover  on  a  contract,  where  part  of  an  executory  con- 
sideration is  illegal  (6  East,  570  ;  8  East,  7).  Formerly  under  the  general 
issue,  the  deft,  might  have  given  in  evidence  the  want  of  sufficient  or  legal 
consideration  for  the  contract,  or  illegality  of  the  contract  itself,  but  now  he 
is  bound  to  plead  it  specially  (R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.);  and  this,  whether 
the  contract  is  tainted  by  illegality  inherent  in  the  transaction  itself,  or  col- 
lateral to  it ;  "  It  is  not  now  competent,"  says  Mr.  Justice  Park  (in  Potts  v.  Spar- 
row, 1  Bing.  N.  C.  596  ;  1  Sco.  578),  "  to  a  deft,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit 
to  rely  on  the  illegality  of  the  transaction  without  p'utting  it  on  the  record, 
and  that  whether  thj  illegality  arises  on  a  statute  or  at  common  law :"  thus, 
where  the  plt.'s  cause  of  action  is  the  performance  of  illegal  services,  such 
as  the  preparation  of  an  agreement  which  is  void  for  maintenance  (as  in 
Potts  v.  Sparrow,  supra],  or  in  suppressing  a  prosecution  for  felony,  the  de- 
fence must  be  pleaded  (Tidd,  Pr.  3:24). 

The  object  of  the  new  rules  on  pleading  seems  to  have  been  to  require 
that  all  legal  defences  should  be  put  upon  the  record  (Barnett  v.  Glossop,  1 
Bing.  N.  C.  637  ;  see  also  Iceby  v.  Grew,  6  C.  &  P.  671 ;  and  Woodhouse 
v.  Swift,  7  C.  &  P.  310).  As  to  whether  fraud,  which  rescinds  the  contract 
abinitio,  need  be  specially  pleaded,  see  Mills  v.  Ody,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  111). 

Replication.]  If  gaming,  usury,  or  other  illegality  in  the  consideration  or 
contract,  be  pleaded,  the  pit.  may  reply  that  the  contract  was  made  upon  a 
good  and  legal  consideration,  and  not  upon  the  supposed  unlawful  considera- 
tion mentioned  in  the  plea  (Corn.  Dig.  Pleader,  W,  23;  Hedges  v.  Sandon, 
2  T.  R.  439 ;  I  Saund.  103,  n.  3).  The  defence  is  not  open  on  the  general 
issue  (Fenwick  v.  Laycock,  1  Q.  B.  414;  Daintree  v.  Hutchinson,  10  M.  & 
W.  85). 

Effect  of. ,]  As  to  the  object  of  all  law  is  to  repress  vice,  and  promote  the 
welfare  of  society,  it  may  be  laid  down  generally,  that  in  every  case  in  which 
either  the  consideration  or  the  promise  founded  upon  it  is  illegal  (whether  as 
contrary  to  the  express  provisions  of  law,  or  against  its  policy),  or  of  an  im- 
moral or  fraudulent  character,  the  contract  is  utterly  void,  and  of  no  effect 
(Shep.  Touch.  ;  and  see  the  authorities  cited,  2  Saund  173  e.  ;  Ch.  Contr. 
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570).  And  the  test,  whether  a  demand,  connected  with  an  illegal  transac- 
tion, is  capable  of  being  enforced  at  law,  is,  whether  or  not  the  pit  requires 
any  aid  from  the  illegal  transaction  to  establish  his  case  (Simpson  v.  Bloss, 
7  taunt.  240  ;  Ch.  Contr.  570;  see  Fivas  v.  Nicholls,  2  C.  B.  501).  If  any 
part  of  the  entire  consideration,  or  subject-matter  of  a  contract,  be  illegal, 
the  whole  will  be  invalid|(Waite  v.  Jones,  1  Sco.  730 ;  1  Bing.  N.  C.  656 ; 
Shackle  v.  Roxier,  3  Sco.  59 ;  see  also  Chit.  Contr.  572). 
.  It  would  seem  to  be  now  settled  that  the  rules  of  R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV. 
do  not  interfere  with  the  evidence  required  to  be  proved  on  the  part  of  a  pit., 
as  a  necessary  part  of  his  case  ;  the  Statute  of  Frauds  may  therefore  be  in* 
stated  upon  as  a  defence  under  non  auumpsit  (Buttermcre  v.  Hayes,  5  If.  Ac 
W.  456;  see  in  confirmation  of  this  view  1  Chit.  PI.  7th  edit.  500). 

But  where  a  contract  contains  an  inttrptntlent  stipulation,  void 
at  *common  law  (as  a  general  restriction  of  trade),  not  affecting  [  '201  ] 
or  forming  part  of  the  entire  consideration  or  promise,  here  the  in- 
valid stipulation  may  be  rejected,  and  the  remainder  of  the  contract  shall 
stand  (M'Allen  v.  Churchill,  11  Moo.  483;  Shackle  v.  Rozicr,  supra).     So, 
where  the  condition  of  a  bond  consults  of  several  distinct  parts,  some  lawful, 
others  not  so,  it  is  good  for  so  much  as  is  lawful,  and  void  for  the  rest  (1 
Saund.  66  a,  n.  1  ;  and  Ch.  Contr.  573);  and 

There  are  instances  in  which  the  invalidity  of  part  of  a  deed,  by  virtue  of 
a  statute,  shall  not  destroy  the  whole,  but  lite  remainder,  being  legal  and 
distinct,  shall  stand,  there  being  no  express  words  in  the  act  to  render  the 
whole  void :  sec  instances  of  exceptions  under  the  mortmain,  property  tax, 
and  registry  acts  (Ch.  Contr.  597,  where  the  cases  are  collected;  8  Bast, 
231 ;  Doe  v.  Pitcher,  6  Taunt.  369 ;  4  Taunt.  57  ;  rl  ride  other  cases  cited 
1  Ch.  PI.  317, n.  («)). 

It  would  seem  that  if  part  of  an  entire  contract  be  void  for  want  of  writing, 
under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the  agreement  is  void  in  toto  (see  numerous 
cases  cited,  Ch.  Contr.  57,  307,  411,  412). 

Where  the  consideration  of  a  contract  is  such  as  expressly  contravenes 
public  policy,  as  being  injurious  to  the  state,  it  is  void  on  this  ground  (Rich- 
ardson v.  Mellis,  2  Bing.  242 ;  Roche  v.  O'Hrien,  1  B.  &  B.  338).  A  con- 
tract, the  effect  of  which  is  to  restrain  or  prevent  a  party  from  marrying,  is 
void.  Thus,  a  wagering  contract  for  fifiy  guineas,  that  the  pit.  would  not 
marry  within  six  years,  is,  primafac'u,  in  restraint  of  marriage,  and  there- 
fore void,  unless  circumstances  appear  to  show  that  such  restraint  was  pru- 
dent and  proper  in  the  particular  instance  (Hartley  v.  Rice,  10  East,  22). 
Thus,  where  n  bond  was  given  by  n  widow,  conditioned  to  pay  the  deft.,  A., 
100/.,  if  she  should  afterwards  marry  again,  and  A.,  at  the  same  time,  gave 
her  a  like  bond,  conditioned  to  pay  the  like  sum  to  her  executors,  if  she 
should  not  marry  again  before  she  died,  and  she  married  again  to  B.,  they 
brought  n  bill  in  chancery  to  have  her  deed  delivered  up;  the  bond  was  de- 
creed  to  be  given  up,  and  cancelled,  as  being  in  general  restraint  of  marriage 
(Baker  v.  White,  '2  Vern.  215;  Woodhouse  v.  Shcpley,  2  Atk.  540;  Lowe 
v.  Peers,  4  Burr.  2233;  Wilm.  304;  sec  Cock  v.  Richards,  10  Ves.  4.'9). 
But  an  agreement  by  deft,  to  allow  pit.,  with  whom  he  cohabited,  in  cose 
they  should  separate,  on  annuity  for  her  life,  provided  she  should  continue 
single,  was  held  a  valid  agreement  (Gibson  v.  Dickie,  3  M.  At  S.  463;  Ch. 
Contr.  581). 

A  contract  to  procure  a  marriage  between  two  parties,  for  reward,  is  illegal 
and  void  (Hall  v.  Potter,  3  Lev.  411  ;  Keat  v.  Alien,  2  Vern.  599;  Roberts 
v.  Roberts,  3  P.  Wms.  75,  n.  1).  So,  an  instrument  which  provides  for  the 
future  separation  of  husband  and  wife,  and  is  calculated  to  prevent  a  recon- 
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ciliation,  is  void ;  but  a  deed  which  contemplates  an  immediate  separation, 
and  secures  the  wife  a  separate  maintenance,  through  a  trustee,  is  good 
(Ch.  jun.  140 ;  Wilson  v.  Muskett,  3  B.  &  Ad.  743 ;  see  Westmeath  v.  West- 
meath,  1  Jac.  120,  per  Eldon,  C. ;  S.  C.  in  the  House  of  Lords,  1  Dow.  & 
C.  519). 

It  will  be  a  sufficient  defence,  in  the  case  of  goods  sold,  if  it  appear  that 
they  were  of  an  illegal  or  prohibited  quality;  as,  where  drugs  are  sold  to  a 
brewer,  the  vendor  knowing  they  were  to  be  used  in  the  brewery  (Langton 
v.Hughes,  1  M.  &  S.  593);  or  for  the  sale  of  bricks  mider  the  statutable  size 
(Law  v.Hodgson,  11  East,  309;  Bensley  v.  Bignold,  5  B.  &  A.  335;  and 
see  Brown  v.  Duncan,  10  B.  &  C.  98). 

Where  the  consideration  of  a  contract  is  the  sale  or  transfer  of  any  public 
appointment,  though  not  expressly  prohibited  by  the  *statutes  rela- 
[  *202  ]  live  to  the  sale  of  public  offices,  it  will,  however,  in  many  cases,  be 
void,  as  contrary  to  public  policy  (Waldo  v.  Martin,  4  B.  &  C. 
319 ;  S.  C.  G  D.  &  R.  364 ;  and  see  Richardson  v.  Mellish,  2  Bing.  236  ;  9 
Moo.  435 ;  Ch.  Contr.  617  ;  see  Hopkins  v.  Prescott,  4  C.  B.  578  ;  Reg.  v. 
Charretie,  13  Jur.  415).  And  thus,  an  action  will  not  lie  upon  a  contract 
for  the  sale  by  the  owner  of  the  command  of  a  ship  in  the  East  India  Com- 
pany's service,  if  made  in  violation  of  the  company's  by-laws  (Blackford  v. 
Preston,  8  T.  R.  89 ;  see  Richardson  v.  Mellish,  2  Bing.  247, 250,251 ;  Card 
v.  Hope,  2  B.  &  C.  661 ;  5  D.  &  R.  575).  But  a  contract  for  the  exchange 
of  the  command  of  the  company's  ships,  entered  into  with  their  knowledge, 
is  good  (Richardson  v.  Mellish,  2  Bing.  229).  Where  the  consideration  of 
a  contract  is  in  general  restraint  of  trade,  it  is  invalid  (2  Saund.  156;  Mit- 
chell v.  Reynolds,  1  P.  W.  181 ;  Ch.  Cont.  575,  where  the  cases  are  col- 
lected); but  a  partial  restraint  of  trade  is  not  invalid  (Pilkington  v.  Scott,  15 
M.  &  W.  657,  per  Aldcrson,  B.),  as,  where  a  party  binds  himself  not  to  set 
up  as  a  surgeon,  &c.  in  a  certain  town,  or  within  twenty  miles  thereof  (Hearn 
v.  Griffin,  2  Ch.  R.  407  ;  Bunn  v.  Guy,  4  East,  190 ;  and  see  generally  as 
to  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  Cheesman  v.  Nainby,  2  Stra.  739 ;  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1456;  Homer  v.  Ashford,  12  Moo.  91;  3  Bing.  3^2;  Wickins  v. 
Evans,  2  Y.  &  J.  318;  Young  v.  Timmins,  1  Cr.  &  J.  331  ;  Hitchcock  v. 
Coker,  8  Ad.  &  E.  438 ;  Hastings  v.  Whitley,  2  Exch.  611 ;  Mallan  v.  May, 
11  M.  &  W.  653;  Pemberton  v.  Vaughan,  10  Q.  B.  87 ;  Hinde  v.  Gray,  1 
Sco.N.  R.  123;  Ward  v.  Byrne,  5  M.  &  W.  548).  The  court  will  not 
look  into  the  adequacy  of  the  consideration  (Sainter  v.  Ferguson,  18 
Law  J.  217,  C.  P.  per  Coltman,  J.;  Pilkington  v.  Scott,  15  M.  &  W.  657; 
see  Hartley  v.  Cummings,  5  C.  B.  247  ;  Wallis  v.  Day,  2  M.  &  W.  273). 
The  restraint  must  not  be  larger  than  is  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the 
party  with  whom  the  contract  is  made  (Mallan  v.  May,  11  M.  &  W.  653; 
Homer  v.  Graves,  7  Bing.  735).  The  reasonableness  of -the  restraint  is  a 
question  of  law  (Ch.  Contr.  578,  and  cases  cited);  agreements  in  restraint  of 
trade  are  divisible  (Price  v.  Green,  16  M.  &  W.  346  ;  Mallan  v.  May,  supra; 
Nicholls  v.  Strettan,  10  Q.  B.  346);  agreements  to  secure  monopolies  are 
against  public  policy  (1  Ch.  Contr.  578  ;  but  see  21  Jac.  1,  c.  3,  as  to  patent 
rights;  Duvergier  v.  Fellows,  10  B.  &  C.  826). 

Wherever  the  consideration  is  to  preventer  impede  the  due  course  of  pub- 
lic justice,  it  is  also  invalid.  Thus,  an  agreement  to  suppress  evidence,  to 
stifle  or  compound  a  prosecution  for  a  felony  or  misdemeanour  of  a  public 
nature,  is  void  (Roe  d.  Buxton  v.  Dunt,  2  Wils.  347 ;  Johnson  v.  Ogilby,  3 
P.  Wms.  279;  Ch.  Contr.;  3  Esp.  253).  But  the  substitution  of  a  bill  of 
exchange  for  one  forged  at  the  instance  of  the  forger,  is  not  illegal,  there 
being  no  stipulation  not  to  prosecute  for  the  forgery  (1  Camp.  45).  And 
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where,  upon  a  conviction  before  justices  for  an  offence  agninM  the  excise, 
the  officer  to  whom  the  warrant  to  levy  these  penalties  was  directed,  by  way 
of  indulgence  to  the  party,  look  from  him  a  promissory  note  at  two  months 
'.'or  the  nmounf,  w  ithout  previous  authority  from  his  superior,  it  was  Imlden  that 
the  note  so  given  was  a  valid  security  (Sugars  v.  Brink  worth,  4  Camp.  46; 
nnd  see  Beeley  v.  U'mgfield,  11  Kast,  46;  see  cases  cited  Ch.  Conlr.  683). 
Where  the  consideration  is  a  breach  of  the  peace,  or  tends  to  create  one,  it 
is  invalid  (B.  N.  P.  10 ;  Ch.  Conlr.  5*5).  As  to  offences  of  champerty  and 
maintenance,  see  Ch.  Contr.  584.  And,  where  the  natural  eflect  of  an  agree- 
ment is  to  induce,  a  public  officer  to  neglect  his  duty,  it  is  invalid.  Thus,  it 
would  appear,  that  on  agreement  between  the  del).,  being  the  town 
clerk  and  clerk  of  the  peace  of  a  'borough,  and  the  pit ,  to  recom-  [  '203  ] 
mend  the  I  II:«T  to  clients  who  might  want  nn  attorney  for  the  pur- 
pose of  conducting  prosecution*  arising  in  the  town  clerk's  office,  for  reward 
to  the  former,  i<  illegal  (I lushes  v.  Statham,  4  M.  \  C.  187;  0  I).  At  R. 
219).  But  an  undertaking  to  indemnify  the  sheriff  in  tin-  execution  of  a 
lawful,  or  apparently  legal  act,  is  valid  (Arundel  v.  Gardiner,  Cro.JftO.6Mf 
Haym.  270),  but  tm'i  if  the  net  bo  illegal  (10  Co.  112;  Tidd,  221).  At  to 
contracts,  Ate.  mad<?  illeg.il  by  statutes,  see  *•  USUBT,"  "Srot-K- JOBBING," 
Ate.  Contracts  a  flit-ted  by  the  revenue  laws  ol  thi*  country  cannot  be  en- 
forced, alth  u.-li  it  is  otherwise  of  lon-ign  revenue  laws  (Smith  v.  Muwhood, 
14  M.  At  W.  •»."».' ;  C..j«-  v.  Rowl  .nds,  2  M.  A  \V.  157  ;  Meux  v.  Humphreys, 
8  C.  &  P.  79;  Pallecatt  v.  AngH,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  :il  1,  per  Abingrr,  C.  II.; 
Ch.  Contr.  579).  As  to  agreements  agninst  the  insolvent  and  bankrupt  laws, 
Ch.  Conir.  57U  ;  antf,  "  BASKKurrtv;"  /»rf,  *4  Issotvicxcv." 

Th-  t'ltm-ff  :lif>/  of  the  coniider  iti>>n  will  also  furnish  a  sufficient  d«?(once. 
Thus,  the*  printer  of  an  iintnor.il  an  I  libellous  work  cannot  mtintnin  an 
action  for  hi«  bill  ngniiwt  the  publisher  who  employed  him  (Poplell  v  Slock- 
dale,  Ry.  At  M.  337).  II  it,  altlM.igh  il  would  b-  a  gwj  dofmcu  to  on  action 
for  not  supplying  MSS.  to  complete  a  work  acrorlm^  to  agr»?fiiienl,  (hit 
the  subject-mat  er  oi  il>-  intend -il  publication  wa<  of  an  illegal  nituro,  yet 
if  the  work  IK-  not  produced,  it  will  U?  pr.-s:nn  •  I  that  tho  publication  was 
lawful  (Gule  v.  Sockie,  2  Stark.  107).  Wh»ru  th«  pit.  wa»hcd  eloth'-s  for 
a  pros'iiu'.e,  knowing  her  to  be.  su«-ii,  atxt  (lie  r'o'ln  s  consisted  principnlly  of 
••xpcnsivc  dresses,  und  soino  geinlcmen's  night-raps,  it  was  derided  tint  ho 
was  entitled  to  recover  (ly>yd  v.  Johnson,  1  IK  &  1*.  340).  But  a  party 
rannot  recover  for  goods  sold  to  a  prostitute,  when?  ho  exj»eetcd  to  be  pniJ 
out  of  the  profits  of  her  prostitution,  nnd  Turn  »\\  tl  her  the  rlolhes  to  enabfo 
her  to  carry  it  on  (Bo wry  v.  !>•  nnett,  1  Camp  HIM;  see  \\  iiliams  v.  Watts, 
tb.  553).  And  when*,  in  nn  ac:ion  agnin»t  a  worn  in  of  ihn  town  for  board 
and  lodging,  it  ap|>enred  thai  the  pit.,  the  kee|ier  of  a  housu  of  ill-fame, 
received  a  por  ion  of  the  gain^  of  ihe  unfortunate  women  in  her  hou***,  nn 
well  us  payment  lor  their  board  and  lodging,  I*ord  Kenxon  reius<-d  to  sanr- 
tton  such  a  demand  (Ittward  v.  I  lodges,  MiM.  Silt.  II.  U.  eorim  Kcnyon, 
U.  J.,  2nd  Dec.  1790;  1  Sclw.  N.  P.  l-lli  ed.  0:J ;  J<  linings  v.  'I'hrogmor- 
ton,  K.  «.V  M  ,  N.  P.  C.  2">1,  Al)bo'.t,  ('.  J.,  *•«?  also  Cjir.irdy  v.  Richardson, 
1  Ivp.  13;  Crisp  v.  Churchill,  cited  I  11.  At  1*.  3-10*,  343;  but  see 
Appleton  v.  Campbell,  '-i  C.  A;  1*.  317);  nor  ran  u  p-ir.'y  recover  for 
the  prin:  of  libellous,  immoral  or  obscene  prints  (Korea  v.  Johncs,  4  1'Isp. 
07).  Nor  can  the  first  publisher  of  an  iinmorul  and  hlx-ilotis  work,  as 
"'1'he  Amours  of  a  Counezui,"  rtnint;tin  an  uction  ngainst  any  jn-rson 
for  pul>!is!uu4  i»  [tiruted  edition  (Sio.-k  I  th  v.  O.uvhyn,  5  B.  At  C.  173;  7 
I).  At  It.  G'J."> ;  2  C.  At  1*.  lO;l).  Agre«-inen!s  enleri'd  into  wiih  a  view  to 
future  illicit  cohabitation  uro  illegal  uni  void,  us  bcinj  a^ii.isi  puslic  tn> 
Vol..  U.  14 
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ralify  (Walker  v.  Perkins,  3  Burr,  1568).  Past  seduction,  however,  is  a 
valid  consideration,  as  it  is  considered  that  the  object  was  to  redress  an 
injury  inflicted  on  the  woman  (Turner  v.  Vaughan,  '2  Wils.  339  ;  but  see 
Beaumont  v.  Reeve,  8  Q.  B.  483).  Past  cohabitation  alone  is  insufficient; 
therefore  where  a  declaration  stated  that  the  pit.  had  cohabited  with  deft,  as 
his  mistress,  and  it  was  agreed  that  no  further  immoral  connexion  should 
take  place  between  them,  and  that  the  deft,  should  allow  her  an  annuity  as 
long  as  she  should  continue  virtuous  ;  and  therefore,  in  consideration  of  the 
premises,  that  the  pit.  was  the  seducer,  and  would  give  up  the  annuity,  deft, 
promised  to  pay  as  much  as  the  annuity  was  reasonably  worth,  it  was  held 

bad  on  general  demurrer,  as  *it  was  said  that,  where  it  was  not 
[  *204  ]  averred  that  the  deft,  was  the  seducer,  there  is  no  authority  to  show 

that  past  cohabitation  alone,  or  the  ceasing  to  cohabit  in  future,  is 
a  good  consideration  for  a  promise  of  this  nature:  that  the  cases  Annandale 
(Marchionnessof)  v.  Herries,  2  P.  Wms.  433;  Turner  v.  Vaughan,  2  Wils. 
339;  and  Gibson  v.  Dickie,  3  M.  &  S.  4G3;  see  Beaumont  v.  Reeve,  supra; 
were  cases  of  deeds,  and  are  distinguishable  from  this,  because  they  are  all 
cases  of  deeds,  arid  it  is  a  different  question  whether  a  consideration  be  suf- 
ficiently good  to  sustain  a  promise,  and  whether  it  be  so  illegal  as  to  make 
the  deed  which  required  no  consideration  void  (Binnington  v.  Wallis,  4  B. 
&  A.  652).  Where  a  married  man,  living  in  the  same  house  with  his  wife, 
cohabited  for  six  years  with  another  woman,  who  knew  that  he  was  mar- 
ried, but  until  that  time  had  conducted  herself  with  propriety  and  morality, 
and  at  the  expiration  of  that  time  he  ceased  to  cohabit  with  her,  and  gave 
her  a  bond,  to  secure  an  annuity  to  her  for  life,  and  the  payment  of  a  sum 
of  money,  as  a  provision  for  her  children,  which  she  had  borne  to  him 
during  such  cohabitation,  it  was  held  that  an  action  at  law  might  be  main- 
tained upon  it  (Nye  v.  Moseley,  6  B.  &  C.  133  ;  S.  C.  9  D.  &  R.  165  ;  see 
also  Hill  v.  Spencer,  Amb.  641  ;  Grey  v.  Matthias,  5  Ves.  jun.  286  ;  Knye 
v.  Moore,  2  Sim.  &  S.  260 ;  Friend  v.  Harrison,  2  C.  &  P.  584 ;  see  Gib- 
son v.  Dickie,  3  M.  &  S.  463;  Hich  v.  Gregory,  13  Jurist,  1030).  Where 
the  reputed  lather  of  an  illegitimate  child  promised  to  pay  the  mother  an 
annuity  if  she  would  maintain  the  child  and  keep  secret  their  connexion : 
held,  that  the  maintenance  of  the  child  was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the 
promise  (Jennings  v.  Brown,  9  M.  &  W.  496). 

As  to  gaming  and  horse-racing  contracts,  see  18  Geo.  II.,  c.  34 ;  8  &  9 
Viet.  c.  109;  and  see  Ch.  Contr.  611 — 114,  where  the  law  and  cases  are 
treated  of  arid  collected.  Money  lent  for  the  purposes  of  gaming  cannot  be 
recovered  back  (M'Kenncll  v.  Robinson,  3  M.  &  W.  434);  nor  for  settling 
illegal  stock-jobbing  transactions  (Cannan  v.  Brice,  3  B.  &  A.  179).  A  per- 
son who  has  disbursed  money  for  the  purposes  of  an  unlicensed  theatre 
cannot  recover  it  back  from  the  person  at  whose  request  he  advanced  it  (De 
Bignis  v.  Armistead,  10  Bing.  107).  As  to  illegal  companies  and  associa- 
tions, see  1  Ch.  Contr.  615.  The  formation  of  joint-stock  companies  is 
regulated  by  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  100,  and  their  power  to  allot  shares  and  act  as 
corporations  depends  upon  their  being  registered  under  that  act  (sect.  23,  25). 
Railway  companies  are  within  the  exception  in  sect.  2  of  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  110 
(Lawton  v.  Ilickman,  9  Q.  B.  563;  Young  v.  Smith,  15  M.  &  W.  128). 
As  to  illegal  charges  on  benefices,  sec  Ch.  Contr.  6-1). 

In  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  the  deft,  pleaded  that  a  horse- 
race being  about  to  be  run,  the  pit.  and  one  hundred  and  fifty-four  other 
persons  subscribed  ll.  a  piece,  which  was  d<  posited  with  the  defendant,  on 
the  terms  that  the  name  of  each  subscriber  should  be  written  on  a  card,  and 
the  name  of  each  of  the  horses  written  on  another,  and  then  the  two  sets  of 
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cards  placed  respectively  in  a  box,  and  the  cards  should  be  drawn  by  chance 
from  each  of  the  boxes,  and  the  person  whose  name  should  be  drawn  next 
after  the  name  of  the  winning  horse,  should  be  entitled  to  receive  100/.  from 
the  entire  fund:  held,  an  illegal  lottery  within  10  At  11  Will.  III.  c.  17,  and 
42  Geo.  HI.  c.  110,  and,  therefore,  that  the  pit.,  who  was  the  winner,  could 
not  recover  the  amount  from  the  stakeholder;  also,  that  if  not  an  illegal  lot* 
tery,  it  was  an  illegal  bet :  also,  that  the  plea  did  not  amount  to  the  general 
issue,  but  was  a  good  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance  (Allputt  v.  Null,  3 
D.  Ac  L.  233). 

The  25. h  and  26th  sec'ions  of  the  Excise  License  Act,  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  81, 
impose  penalties  on  any  manufacturer  of,  or  dealer  in,  or  seller  of, 
•tobacco,  who  shall  not  have  his  name  painted  on  his  premises  in  [  *205  ] 
manner  therein  directed;  or  who  shall  manufacture,  deal  in  retail, 
or  sell  tobnccn,  without  taking  out  the  license  required  for  that  purpose: 
held,  that  the  effect  of  those  sections  was  to  impose  a  penalty  on  the  offender, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  revenue,  but  that  they  did  not  render  void  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  tobacco  made  by  a  manufacturer  or  dealer,  who  failed  to 
comply  with  their  requisites.  If  the  legislature  had  intended  to  prohibit  the 
contract  itself,  if  only  forth-  purposes  of  revenue,  it  would  have  been  illegal, 
nnd  no  action  could  have  bw-n  maintained  on  it  (Smith  v.  Maw  hood,  IS  Law 
J.  149,  Ex.;  14  M.  At  W.  452). 

To  an  action  for  the  breach  of  an  agreement  to  make  the  pit.,  who  had 
been  governess  in  the  dcft.'s  family,  an  annual  allowance  for  her  mainten- 
ance and  instruction,  until  the  pit.  should  be  required  by  the  deft,  to  resume 
her  situation,  the  defL  pleaded  that  he  had  entered  into  (he  agreement  in  the 
belief  nnd  on  the  representation  by  the  plaintiff  that  she  was  an  honest  and 
moral  person,  and  a  fit  and  proper  pemon  for  the  situation  and  employment 
in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  and  that  before  any  breach  of  the  agreement 
he  discovered  thru  the  plaintiff  had  become  and  was  an  immoral  and  dishon- 
est person,  and  wholly  unfit  and  improper  for  the  situation  and  employment 
aforesaid,  and  .1  person  whom  it  would  have  been  improper  and  wrong  for 
him  to  employ  as  a  governess  and  teacher  of  his  children :  held,  that  the 
plcn  was  bad,  as  being  too  general  (Burgess  v.  Beaumont,  7  Man.  A:  Gr. 
962). 

A  count  in  (issnm/)sil  laid  the  promise  of  the  deft,  (he  being  an  engineer) 
to  be  not  to  give  evidence  before  the  House  of  Lords  in  relation  to  a  certain 
line  of  railway  for  or  on  behalf  of  other  persons  without  the  consent  of  cer- 
tain parties  named  in  the  declaration:  held,  lint  the  count  was  bad,  as  show- 
ing nn  illegal  contract.  There  was  a  second  count  for  journeys  and  attend- 
ances in  the  common  form ;  and  the  jury  gave  n  general  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  damages  45/. ;  whereupon  the  judge  suggested  that  the  verdict  hnd 
better  be.  entered  for  4lV. ;  on  the.  first  and  57.  on  the  second  count.  The 
court  afterwards  made  absolute  a  rule  for  altering  the  verdict  by  adding  5/. 
on  the  second  to  the  40/.  on  the  first  count,  nnd  for  arresting  the  judgment 
on  I  lie  first  count;  it  appearing  that  the  travelling  expenses  wen;  incurred 
in  pursuance:  of  the  illegal  contract  mentioned  in  the  first  count  (Crampton 
v.  Green,  10  Law  T.  44'J,  Q.  B.). 

Proof  of.]  Illegal  consideration  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence 
(Wright  v.  Cookos,  1  SYo.  N.  R.  085;  Abbott  v.  llcndricks,  2  Sco.  N.  R. 
183;  Gaslight  Company  v.  Turner,  7  Sco.  779;  Collins  v.  Blanturn,  2 
Wils.  347).  The  presmix'ti  r.  ••*  in  favour  of  its  legality,  nnd  if  it  be  reason- 
ably susceptible,  of  two  i..  ••  -:s,  the  one  legal  and  the  o  IUT  not,  it  will  be 
supported  (M  ulcholzor  v.  i'-i  .iron,  G  Q.  II.  087,  lOvi'J;  Lewis  v.  Dairson, 


205  ILLEGALITY. 

4  M.  &  W.  654).  The  parly  asserting  the  illegality  must  prove  it  clearly 
(Williams  v.  East  India  Company,  3  Esp.  192;  1  Ch.  Contr.  572;  Sissons 
v.  Dixon,  5  B.  &  C.  7o8).  The  evidence  must  chiefly  depend  upon  the 
nature  of  the  defence  set  up  by  the  plea,  it  is  proved  by  parol  evidence  in 
the  same  manner  as  in  the  case  of  fraud  (ante,  p.  64). 
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Pit.  had  indicted  seven  persons  for  riot  and  assault  upon  a  constable  in 
the  execution  of  his  duly,  committed  in  impeding  execution  ofnji.fa.  issued 
by  pit.  against  the  goods  of  one  of  the  persons  indicted.  Defts.  (being  third 
parties),  in  consideration  that  pit.  would,  at  their  request,  not  further  pro- 
secute, promised  to  pay  the  balance  in  the  original  action  remaining  un- 
satisfied, and  likewise  the  costs  of  the  prosecution.  Pit.,  with  the  assent  of 
the  judge  before  whom  the  prosecution  was  tried  at  the  assizes,  forbore  to 
prosecute  further:  held,  an  illegal  contract  (Kcir  v.  Leoman,  9  Q.  B.  371). 

An  agreement  reciting  that  A.  had  carried  on  tho  business  of  a  law  sta- 
tioner at  G.,  and  had  been  sub-distributor  of  stamps,  collector  of  assessed 
taxes,  &c.,  there,  and  that  he  had  agreed  with  B.  for  the  sale  of  the  said 
business,  and  of  all  his  goodwill  and  in:erest  therein,  for  the  sum  of  300/.  ; 
that  he  had  agreed  to  sell,  and  B.  to  purchase,  the  said  business  of  law  sta- 
tioner at  G. ;  and  that  A.  should  not  at  any  time  after  the  1st  of  March  then 
next  carry  on  the  business  of  a  law  stationer  at  G.,  or  within  ten  miles,  or 
collect  any  of  the  assessed  taxes,  &c.,  is  illegal  and  void,  as  being  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  an  office  within  the  5  &  6  Edw.  VI.  c.  16,  and  also  within 
the  49  Geo.  III.  c.  126  (Hopkins  v.  Prcscott,  4  C.  B.  578). 

A  contract  entered  into  in  contravention  of  a  statutory  provision,  whether 
the  prohibition  is  express,  or  is  implied  from  the  imposition  of  a  penalty 
will  not  support  an  action  (Cundell  v.  Dawson,  4  C.  B.  376 ;  17  Law  J., 
311,  C.  P.). 

An  agreement  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  one  of  the  parties 
to  it  to  contravene  a  statute  passed  for  the  protection  of  public  morals  cannot 
be  enforced  in  a  court  of  law  (Ritchie  v.  Smith,  6  C.  B.  462  ;  13  Jur.  63 ; 
18  Law  J.  9,  C.  P.). 

An  agreement,  the  object  of  which  is  to  enable  an  unlicensed  person  to 
sell  excisable  liquors,  contrary  to  the  9  Gco.  IV.  c.  61,  is  on  this  ground 
illegal  (ib.). 

An  agreement  having  for  its  object  the  carrying  on  a  trade  in  contraven- 
tion of  tho  excise  laws  is  illegal  (per  Maulc,  J.  Ib.). 

In  Re  traint  of  Tradel\  In  consideration  that  the  pit.,  a  surgeon  at  MM 
would  engage  the  deft,  as  his  assistant,  the  deft,  promised  that  he  would  not 
at  any  time  practise  at  M.,  or  within  seven  miles  of  it,  under  a  penalty  of 
500/.  Averment,  that  the  pit.  did  engage  the  deft.:  held,  that  the  declara- 
tion disclosed  a  good  consideration  for  thcdeft.'s  promise,  and  that  the  agree- 
ment was  not  void,  as  being  in  restraint  of  trade  (Sainier  v.  Ferguson,  13 
Jur.  828;  18  Law  J.  217,  U.  P.).  Held,  also,  that  the  500/.  was  recover- 
able as  liquidated  damages  (Ib.). 

To  debt  on  bond  by  the  executors  of  the  obligee,  tho  deft.,  after  setting 
out  on  oycr  the  condition,  which  was,  that  "  if  the  obligor  should  practise  as 
a  surgeon  or  apothecary  at  S.,  at  any  time  without  the  consent  in  writing  of 
the  obligee,  then,  if  the  obligor  should  pay  the  obligee  100U/.,  the  bond 
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should  be  void,  otherwise  it  should  remain  in  force ;"  pleaded,  that  he  did 
not  practise  as  a  surgeon  or  apothecary  nt  S.  without  the  consent  in  writing 
of  the  obligee:  Held,  that  the  period  of  rest  mint  mentioned  in  the  condition 
was  not  confined  to  the  lifetime  of  the  obligee  (Hastings  v.  Whit  Icy,  2  Exch. 
611). 

A.  contracted  to  serve  B.  and  partner,  or  partners  for  the  time  being,  for 
seven  years  in  his  business,  and  that  he  would  not  work  for  or  MTV*  any 
other  person  or  persons  without  consent,  &c.,  in  consideration  of  which  ser- 
vices K.  agreed  to  pay  A.  24*.  per  week  fur  a  certain  amount  of  work,  and 
to  find  him  some  other  d«  scription  of  work,  provided  he  should  not  require 
that  quantity  of  specified  work,  so  (hat  A.'s  wages  should  not  be  less  than 
24*.  per  week, except  when  a  furnace  »hould  be  «ur,  when  A.  agreed  to  work 
for  21*.  per  week  ;  and  it  was  agreed  that  if  A.  should  be  sick,  or  otherwise 
incapacitated  from  performing  the  service,  or,  in  case  of  misconduct,  or  if 
B.  or  his  partner  or  partners  for  the  time  being,  or  cither  or  such  of  them 
as  should  carry  on  the  trade,  should  discontinue  the  trade  during  the  term, 
in  cither  of  such  cases  B.  or  his  partners  should  be  at  liberty  to  retain  or 
employ  any  other  person  in  the  room  or  stead  of  A.,  wiihout  being  obliged  to 
pay  him  ony  wages  or  satisfaction,  held,  that  this  agreement  was  not  void 
for  want  of  mutuality,  or  as  being  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade  (Hart- 
ley v.  Cummings,  5  C.  B.  247). 

A  deed  recited  that  pit.  hud  carried  on  the  business  of  an  attorney;  that 
deft,  had  for  four  ycnrs  been  his  salaried  clerk,  and  had  applied  to  him  to 
accept  deft,  as  his  articled  clerk,  without  premium,  which  pit.  consented  to 
do  on  deft.'s  entering  into  the  covenants  thereinafter  contained,  and  deft 
bound  himself  clerk  to  pit.  for  five  years  by  articles.  It  was  witnessed  that, 
in  pursuance  of  the  ngrcmcnt,  A;c.,  deft.,  for  himself,  Ate.,  covenanted  with 
pit.  Ace.,  that  deft,  should  not,  during  tin-  term  of  five  years,  nor  after  its 
expiration,  directly  or  indirectly  interfere  or  intermeddle  with  or  be  con* 
cerned  as  attorney,  agent,  or  otherwise,  for  any  person  who  had  already 
been,  or  should  from  time  to  time  thereafter  become  or  be,  the  client  or  cor- 
respondent in  bu-iw-s  of  or  with  pit.,  or  any  partner  or  partners  he  might 
admit  to  a  share  with  him,  or  any  person  to  whom  he  might  sell  or  assign 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  his  business  as  attorney,  and  that  deft,  should  not 
act  as  partner,  clerk,  or  assistant  with  or  to  any  person  who  should  inter- 
fen*  or  intermeddle  as  aforesaid  ;  and  in  case  of  breach  of  his  said  covenants, 
he  should  forfeit,  as  liquidated  damages,  100/.  for  every  such  breach,  Ate. 
Pit.  declared  in  covenan',  assigning  breaches  in  respect  of  persons  who  had 
been  his  clients  before  and  at  the  lime  of  the  making  of  deed,  and  of  persons 
who  had  been  his  clients  while  deft,  continued  under  the  articles,  held,  that 
the  part  of  the  covenant  in  rcsj»ect  of  which  the  breaches  were  assigned,  was 
good,  as  not  operating  unduly  in  restriction  of  trade,  and  might  be  separated 
from  the  rest,  and  therefore  an  action  might  be  brought  on  such  breaches 
(Nicholls  v.  Stretton,  10  Q.  B.  340). 

According  to  the  common  law  of  England  (now  altered  by  slat.  8  Ac  9 
Viet.  c.  109),  an  action  mi^ht  be  maintained  on  a  wager,  although  the  par- 
ties had  no  previous  interest  in  the  question  on  which  it  is  laid,  if  it  be  not 
against  the  interests  or  feelings  of  third  persons,  and  does  not  lead  to  in- 
decent evidence,  and  is  not  contrary  to  public  policy.  And  this  is  the  law 
now  in  force  in  the  East  Indies,  the  above  statute  not  extending  to  that 
country  (Rumloll  Thackoorseydass  v.  Soojumnull  Uhondmull,  12  Jur.  315, 
Pri.  C.'). 

The  mere  circumstance  that  a  wager  refers  to  the  public  revenue  does  not 
establish  its  illegality  (lb.). 
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The  mere  circumstance  that  a  wnger  has  a  tendency  to  make  a  party  to 
il  do  what  is  wrong,  not  being  a  matter  of  duty,  will  not,  according  to  the 
common  law  of  England,  vitiate  the  wager.  So,  where  a  wager  in  India 
related  to  the  price  of  opium  at  a  future  day,  the  proceeds  of  which  formed 
part  of  the  government  revenue,  and  it  was  the  interest  of  one  party  to  the 
wager  to  raise,  and  of  the  other  to  depress  the  price  of  opium,  it  was  held 
that  the  wager  was  legal  (lb.). 

The  18th  section  of  the  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  109,  which  enacts  that  "all  con- 
tracts or  agreements,  by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering,  shall  be  null  and  void, 
and  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  or  maintained  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity 
for  recovering  any  sum  of  money  or  valuable  thing,  alleged  to  be  won  upon 
any  wager,  or  which  shall  have  been  deposited  in  the  hands  of  any  person 
to  abide  the  event  on  which  any  wager  shall  have  been  made,"  has  not  a 
retrospective  operation,  so  as  to  prevent  a  party  from  prosecuting  an  action 
on  a  wager  which  lie  had  commenced  before  the  statute  was  pnssed.  (Per 
Parke,  Alderson,  and  Rolfe,  B.  B. ;  d/ssentiente  Platt,  B.,  Moore  or  Moon  v. 
Durden,  12  Jur.  138;  2  Exch.  Rep.  22).  Quccre,  whether,  by  the  first  part 
of  this  section,  the  Legislature  intended  to  put  at  once  an  end  to  the  legal 
obligation  both  of  existing  and  future  contracts  of  the  nature  there  described, 
leaving  the  parties  to  all  such  wagers  to  act  thereafter  on  them  as  honour- 
able engagements  alone  (lb.). 

A  foot-race  is,  since  the  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  109,  a  lawful  game  (Batty  v.  Mar- 
riot,  12  Jur.  462 ;  17  Law  J.  215,  C.  P. ;  36  B.  818). 

Where  two  persons  deposited  each  a  sum  of  money  with  a  stakeholder  to 
abide  the  event  of  a  foot-race  to  be  run  between  them  :  held,  that  the  deposit 
was  a  subscription  of  "a  sum  of  money  to  be  awarded  to  the  winner  of  a 
lawful  game"  within  the  meaning  of  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  109,  s.  18;  and  that  the 
loser  of  the  race  could  not  therefore  recover  back  the  deposit  as  money  paid 
on  an  illegal  wager  (lb.). 

After  the  passing  of  the  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  109,  s.  18,  a  sum  of  money  was 
deposited  by  (wo  persons  respectively  with  a  stakeholder,  to  abide  the  event 
of  a  trotting-match.  Before  the  time  fixed  for  its  determination,  one  of  the 
depositors  repudiated  the  wager,  and  demanded  his  money,  which  the  stake- 
holder refused  to  return.  In  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  :  held, 
that  the  deposit  was  recoverable  from  the  stakeholder,  notwithstanding  the 
18th  section  of  that  statute  (Varney  v.  Ilickman,  17  Law  J.  102,  C.  P.). 
SemUe,  that  if  the  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  109,  be  a  bar  to  such  an  action,  it  must 
be  specially  pleaded  (lb.). 
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INDUCTION. 
See  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  11 15. 

INFAMY. 

SCC  "  WlTHEM." 

•INFANCY  (a.)  [  '207  J 

Plctulinss  reliilive  to.]  An  infant  must  ei'.her  sue  by  guardian  or  pro- 
chein  a/n>/  ;  but  the  practice  generally  is  lo  sue  by  the  latter,  though,  if  he 
bo  deft,  in  a  suit,  he  m:M,  in  all  cases,  appear  and  defend  by  guardian 
(Frescobildi  v.  Kinas'.ou,  J  Stra.  784;  Co.  Lit.  135  6).  Formerly,  if  ho 

(«19U.  P.  IVj.  Tit.  "In.'ancv,"  p.  53.J ;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  157;  1  Ann.  Dif.  308; 
2  Aon.  l>i.'.  :.'-'l ;  3  M.  '.'•<. 
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appeared  by  attorney,  it  was  error  (Sedburough  v.  Rnunt,  Cro.  Eliz.  569; 
Odell  v.  Moreton,  Cro.  Jac.  2 ;  London  (Bishop  of)  v.  Lewis,  Jon.  (W.) 
432).  It  cannot  now  be  assigned  as  error  (21  Jac.  I.  c.  13,  s.  2;  4  &  5 
Anne,  c.  16;  Finlay  v.  Jowle,  13  East,  6;  see  Bird  v.  Pegg,  5  B.  &  Ad. 
418);  the  objection  may  however  be  tnken  by  plea  in  abatement  (2  Saund. 
213,  n.  5;  and  in  the  case  of  several  defts  ,  if  they  appear  by  attorney,  and 
one  be  an  infant,  the  judgment  will  be  recovered  against  all  (Bird  v.  Orms, 
Cro.  Jac.  289;  King  v.  Marlborough,  ib.  303;  Grcll  v.  Richards,  1  Lev. 
294).  Where  he  sues  or  defends  by  his  guardian,  the  guardian  must  have 
a  warrant ;  but  if  he  sues  by  his  prochein  amy,  the  prochcin  amy  need  riot. 
It  must,  however,  appear  that  both  guardian  and  prochcin  amy  have  been 
admitted  by  the  court  (Fitzgerald  v.  Villiers,  3  Mod.  236  ;  Young  v.  Young, 
Cro.  Car.  88  ;  F.  N.  B.  63  J. ;  2  lust.  261) ;  and  they  must  be  alleged  to  have 
been  so  in  the  declaration  (Combers  v.  Walton,  1  Lev.  224).  This  allega- 
tion must  be  made,  though,  in  fact,  there  have  been  no  admission  on  the 
roll,  (Swift  v.  Nott,  1  Sid.  173  ;  4  Rep.  53  /;,  54  a);  for  if  the  parties  have 
been  admitted  by  the  court,  but  no  admission  have  been  entered  of  record, 
leave  may  afterwards  be  obtained  to  enter  it  (Cro.  Car.  86).  If  the  infant 
sue  by  guardian  or  prochein  amy,  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  remove  his 
guardian,  or  disavow  his  prochcin  amy,  except  with  the  assistance  of  a 
court  of  equity  (Goodwin  v.  Moore,  Cro  Car.  161).  If  the  guardian  or  pro~ 
chein  amy,  be  removed,  pending  the  suit,  an  entry  of  the  fact,  it  seems 
should  be  made  upon  the  roll  (Davies  v.  Lockett,  4  Taunt.  765).  It  was 
formerly  considered  by  the  Queen's  Bench,  that  a  special  admission  of  a 
guardain  for  an  infant  to  appear  in  one  cause,  would  serve  for  others  (Archer 
v.  Frowde,  1  Stra.  305).  But  now  by  rule  of  II.  T.  2  Will.  IV.  r.  2,  "a 
special  admission  of  prochein  <tmy  or  guardian,  to  prosecute  or  defend  for 
an  infant,  shall  not  be  deemed  an  authority  to  prosecute  or  defend  in  any 
but  the  particular  action  or  actions  specified."  When  inl'ants  are  executors, 
it  has  been  held,  they  may  sue,  though  they  cannot  be  sued,  by  attorney 
(2  Saund.  213;  Rutland  v.  Rutland,  Cro.  Eliz.  378;  2  Stra.  783).  The 
38  Geo.  lit.  c.  87,  s.  6,  disqualifies  an  infant  executor  from  exercising  the 
functions  of  his  appointment,  and  directs  administration  to  be  granted  to  the 
guardian  till  such  time  as  the  infant  attains  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  If 
deft,  have  appeared  by  attorney,  and  judgment  have  been  given  against  him, 
he  may  assign  for  error  that  deft.'s  appearance  was  by  attorney,  though  the 
pit.  will  not  be  permitted  to  take  advantage  of  the  deft.'s  appearance  by 
attorney  as  a  ground  of  error,  where  the  judgment  has  been  given  in  favour 
of  the  deft.  (Bird  v.  Pegg,  5  B.  &  A.  418). 

Formerly,  in  assumpsit,  infancy  might  have  been  given  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue  (Seaton  v.  Gilbert,  2  Lev.  144;  Darby  v.  Boucher,  1  Salk. 
279,  1  B.  &  P.  481,  n. ;  B.  N.  P.  152);  though  it  was  considered  advisable 
to  plead  it,  as  it  obliged  the  pit.  to  reply  to  one  of  several  answers,  whereas, 
if  the  general  issue  were  pleaded,  he  might,  at  his  election  at  the  trial,  rely 
upon  either  of  them  in  answer  to  that  plea  (1  (.'h.  PI.  421).  But  now,  "in 
every  species  of  assumpsit,  all  matters  in  confession  and  avoidance, 
[*208]  including  not  only  those  by  way  of  discharge,  but  those  which 
show  the  transaction  to  be  either  void  or  voidable  in  point  of  law,  on 
the  ground  of  fraud  or  otherwise,  shall  be  specially  pleaded,  ex.  gr.  infancy, 
coverture,  release,  payment,  performance,  and  various  other  defences"  (see 
R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV).  In  debt  on  a  speciality,  where  the  deed  or  other 
instrument  was  merely  voidable  by  reason  of  non-age,  infancy  must,  in 
general,  have  been  pleaded  (Baylis  v.  Dineley,  3  M.  &  S.  478):  and  so  in 
covenant  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  V,  4)  ;  and  in  account  (Com.  Dig.  Accornpt, 
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.  But  now  in  debt  on  specialty  or  covenant,  as  th?  pica  of  rton  4U 
Jaclum  is  made  to  operate  as  a  denial  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  only, 
other  defences  must  be  specially  pleaded,  including  mailer*,  which  make 
the  deed  absolutely  void  as  well  ns  those  which  make  it  voidable  (R.  G.  H. 
T.  4  Will.  IV.).  Where  an  infant  devisee  was  sued  by  a  specialty  creditor 
of  the  devisor,  he  could  not  pray  the  parol  to  demur  by  reason  of  his  non- 
age; such  privilege  of  on  heir  who  won  in  by  d«  scent  not  being  extended  to 
a  devise  by  the  statute  3  W.  At  M.  c.  14,  which  charges  thu  land  in  his 
hands  fur  the  specialty-debts  of  his  devisor  (Flasket  v.  Bleeby,  4  East,  485). 

But  even  the  heir  is  now  precluded  in  all  cases  from  praying  that  the 
parul  nii^ln  demur  which  caused  a  delay  injurious  to  creditors  (11  Goo.  IV. 
&  1  Will.  IV.  c.  47,  s.  10;  see  ante,  p.  1*3). 

Win.-  re  a  deft,  waives  his  privilege  of  pleading  infancy,  and  pleads  tome 
other  plea,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  rely  upon  his  infancy  as  a  ground  of 
nonsuit  at  the  trial  (Derisley  v.  Custance,  4  T.  R.  77). 

To  a  plea  of  infancy,  ph.  may  it-ply  that  the  dell,  was  of  age  (Com.  Dig. 
Pleader,  2  W,  ',".'),  or  that,  after  becoming  of  age,  he  ratified  (he  contract 
(Rorthwick  v.  Carruthcrs,  1  T.  R.  040;  Corn  v.  Armstrong,  1  M.  &  8. 
724;  Thornton  v.  Illingworih,  2  B.  &  C.  824;  I  I>.  \  R.  545). 

And  now  by  stat.  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  5  (Lord  Tenderden's  Act)  no 
action  nhall  be  maintained  whereby  to  charge  any  person  upon  any  promise 
made  after  full  age,  to  pay  any  debt  contracted  during  infancy,  or  uj»on  any 
ratification  after  lull  ago  of  any  promise  or  simple  contract,  unless  such  pro- 
mine  or  ratification  be  by  some  writing  signed  by  the  party  to  bo  charged 
therewith.  A  replication  of  a  new  promise  after  delt.  came  of  age,  would 
not  he  supported  by  evidence  ofpat/mmt  of  part  of  the  plt.'s  claim  (Thrupp 
v.  Fielder,  2  Esq.  02*,  per  Kenyon,  C.  J.).  To  a  plen  of  infancy  pit.  m*v 
reply,  that  the  gixxls  were  necessaries,  ami  suitable  to  deli's  situation  in  life 
(Truman  v.  Hurst,  1  T.  R.  40);  but  this  replication  will  not  be  good  in 
answer  to  a  plea  of  infancy  to  a  count  on  an  account  stated,  for  an  infant 
cannot  agree  to  any  such  account  (Ib.  42  n.).  Where  in  an  ansumpsit, 
deft,  pleml  in  uliatement  the  nonjoinder  of  another  party,  and  that  other 
party  be.  on  infant,  pit.  may  reply  to  that  fact  ;  bat  the  replication  will  be 
bad  if  it  slate  that  deft,  alone  promised  (GiMis  v.  Merrill,  'A  Taunt.  313.). 


Where  one  of  two  contracting  parties  is  nn  infant,  he  should  not  be  joined 
;is  a  deft;  for,  if  he  be,  and  his  infancy  be  pleaded,  the  pit.  cannot  enter  a 
tio'le  proscqui  as  to  him,  but  the  action  must  [»•  discontinued,  and  the  other 
contracting  party  sued  alone  (Burgess  v.  Merrill,  4  Taunt.  400;  Chandler 
v.  Parks,  3  Esq.  70;  J  affray  v.  Frebuin,  5  E»q.  47  A  Evidence  of  a  pro- 
mise made  after  the  commencement  of  the  nciion  will  not  support  a  replica- 
tion to  a  plea  of  infancy,  that  the  deft,  ratified  the  contract  after  coming  of 
age  (Thornton  v.  Illingworih,  2  H.  &  C.  824;  4  I).  A:  R.545;  Cohen  v. 
Armstrong,  1  M.  <fe  S.  724).  Where  to  tuiumput  for  a  farrier's  bill,  deft 
*plended  infancy,  and  pit.  replied  that  the  work  was  done  neces- 
sarily for  the  horses  of  the  deft.,  it  was  held  ill;  for,  though  the  [  *200] 
work  might  be  necessary  for  the  horses,  won  con  slat  thai  the  horses 
were  necessary  for  the  infant;  it  ought  to  have  been  a  general  replication 
of  necessaries  (Clowes  v.  Brooke,  2  Stra.  1101;  S.  C.  by  the  name  of 
Brooke  v.  Crouse,  And.  277).  Where  ihe  pit.  replies  that  the  goods  furnished 
to  deft,  were  necessaries,  and  any  part  of  the  articles  furnished  fall  within  the 
description  of  necessaries,  the  evidence  ought  to  be  It-it  to  the  jury  (Maddux 
v.  Miller,  1  M.  At  S.  738). 


209  INFANCY. 

Precedents  (see  2  Ch.  PI.  14;  3  Ch.  PL  21,  33,  170,  425). 


Effect  of.]  Generally  speaking,  no  contract  or  agreement  made  by  a 
party  under  age,  except  for  necessaries,  is  binding  on  him  ;  in  other  words, 
they  are  either  void  or  voidable.  The  rule  upon  this  subject  seems  to  be 
laid  down  with  tolerable  accuracy  in  2  Steph.  Com.  335 ;  viz.,  "  that  all 
contracts  which  the  court  can  pronounce  to  be  to  the  infant's  prejudice  are 
void;  all  those  which  it  can  pronounce  to  be  for  his  benefit  arc  valid;  and 
those  which  fall  not  within  one  predicament  or  the  other,  are  voidable  at  his 
election."  Thus,  his  contract  to  pay  a  penalty  has  been  held  absolutely 
void,  being  manifestly  to  his  detriment  (Co.  Lit.  172  a;  Fisher  v.  Movvbray, 
8  East,  330;  3  M.  &  S.  482;  Corpe  v.  Overton,  10  Bing.  252).  But  he 
may,  by  writing  under  his  hand,  subsequently  to  his  attaining  his  majority, 
ratify  and  confirm  any  promise  made  by  him  during  his  minority  (see  9 
Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  5;  and  ante,  p.  208);  and,  we  have  seen,  the  promise 
whereon  such  ratification  is  founded  must  have  been  made  previous  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  or  it  will  not  be  good:  supra.  lie  may,  how- 
ever, bind  himself  apprentice  by  indenture,  that  being  for  his  benefit;  but  it 
seems  that  such  binding  will  not  make  him  liable  to  be  sued  on  the  covenants 
contained  in  the  indenture  (Gylbert  v.  Fletcher,  Cro.  Car.  179;  R.  v.  Wig- 
ston,  3  B.  &  C.  486  ;  Rex  v.  Arundel,  5  M.  &  S.  257;  Ashcroft  v.  Bertles, 
6  T.  R.  652;  Stantere's  case,  Moo.  135;  Eden's  case,  2  M.  &  S.  226;  see 
Wood  v.  Fenwick,  10  M.  &  W.  195).  But  he  cannot  bind  himself  in  a 
bond,  with  a  penalty,  for  the  payment  of  interest  (Fisher  v.  Mowbray,  8 
East,  330);  and  it  seems,  that  unless  he  be  estopped  by  some  act,  at  full 
age,  of  as  high  authority  as  the  bond,  he  shall  avoid  it  (Baylis  3  M.  &  S. 
477).  As  to  whether  a  bond  so  given  is  originally  void,  or  only  voidable; 
see  cases  cited  1  Selw.  N.  P.  10th  ed.  560.  He  will  not  be  bound  by  a 
submission  to  arbitration  (Biddle  v.  Dowse,  2  D.  &  R.  404;  6  B.  &  C.  255. 
See  also  Wats.  Arbit.  53,  where  the  cases  are  carefully  collected  and  dis- 
cussed);  he  is  not  liable  for  debts  contracted  in  a  trade  or  business  (1  Ch. 
Contr.  142);  he  cannot,  state  an  account,  even  for  necessaries,  so  as  to  bind 
himself  (Trueman  v.  Hurst,  1  T.  R.  40;  Hedgley  v.  Holt,  4  C.  &  P.  104); 
nor  can  such  an  account,  if  stated,  be  used  as  evidence  by  way  of  admis- 
sion on  the  part  of  the  deft,  to  show  that  necessaries  have  been  supplied  to 
that  amount  (Ingledew  v.  Douglas,  2  Stark.  36).  But  if  he  state  an  ac- 
count, he  may  ratify  it  on  coming  of  full  age  (Williams  v.  Moor,  11  M.  & 
W.  256).  A  cognovit  given  by  him  is  void  (Oliver  v.  Woodrooffe,  4  M. 
&  W.  650).  An  infant  will  not  be  liable  as  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
though  its  consideration  be  necessaries  (Williamson  v.  Watts,  1  Camp.  55:); 

but  if  a  bill  be  drawn  while  a  party  is  an  infant,  and  accepted  by 
[  *210  ]  *him  after  attaining  his  majority,  he  will  be  liable  (Stevens  v. 

Jackson,  4  Camp.  164).  An  infant  may  be  a  shareholder  in  a 
joint-stock  company  (8  &  9  Viet.  c.  10,  s.  79),  and  it  is  no  defence  to  an 
action  on  the  statutory  form  for  calls  on  railway  shares,  that  deft,  was  an 
infant  at  the  time  the  calls  were  made,  unless  it  appear  that  he  was  the  ori- 
ginal contractor  for  the  shares,  or  that  he  actually  avoided  the  contract 
(Newry  and  En.  Railway  Company  v.  Coombe,  18  Law  J.  325,  Ex.;  Leeds 
and  Thirsk  Railway  Company  v.  Fearnly,  ib.  330;  Cork  and  Bandon 
Railway  Company  v.  Cazenove,  10  Q.  B.  935).  It  is  the  infant's  personal 
privilege  to  plead  his  infancy;  and  he  alone  can  avail  himself  of  it;  thus, 
the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange  cannot  set  up  the  infancy  of  the  payee  and 
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indorser  ns  a  defence  to  the  action  (Grey  v.  Cooper,  3  Doug.  65;  1  Sdw. 
N.  P.  304).  An  infant  will  not  be  liable  to  a  party  from  whom  ho  has  bor- 
rowed money,  even  though  for  the  purpose  of  providing  himself  with  neces- 
saries (Probart  v.  Knoreth,  2  Esp.  472,  n.;  Darby  v.  Boucher,  1  Salk.  279); 
but  he  will  be  liable  for  money  had  and  received,  if  he  embezzle  money 
(Bristow  v.  Eastman,  Pea.  223;  1  Esp.  172).  He  will  not  be  liable  in  an 
action  on  the  warranty  of  a  horse  (Howlett  v.  Maswcll,  4  Camp.  118;  Green 
v.  Green  bank,  2  Marsh.  485).  The  payment  of  money  into  court  will  not 
preclude  the  deft,  from  taking  advantage  of  his  infancy,  if  the  proper  plea 
have  been  pleaded  (Hitchcock  v.  Tyson,  2  Esp.  48U;  nor  will  he  be  liable, 
where  he  carries  on  a  particular  trade,  for  work  and  labour  done  for  him,  in 
furtherance  of  the  imoV  so  carried  on,  and  by  which  he  gams  his  livelihood 
(Dilk  v.  Keighley,  2  Esp.  480).  Where  goods  were  supplied  to  an  infant 
to  trade  with,  and  he  consumed  them  as  necessaries  in  his  own  family,  it 
was  held,  that  nn  action  might  be  maintained  against  him  for  them,  as  such 
(Tuberville  v.  Whitehouse,  1  C.  &  P.  U4  ;  K»  Pri.  692).  Rut  an  infant  will 
not  be  liable  even  for  neo-asarics,  while  living  unmnrried  under  the  roof  of 
his  father,  by  whom  he  is  provided  with  every  requisite  which  in  his  judg- 
ment appears  to  bo  proper,  and  who  gave  no  consent  to  the  purchase  f  Bor- 
rinsale  v.  Grcville,  1  Selw.  N.  P.  12§;  Bainbridgo  v.  Pickering,  2  H.  HI. 
1325 ;  and  see  Dalton  v.  Gib,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  198).  "  It  is  incumbent  on  a 
tradesman,  before  be  trusts  an  infant  with  what  may  appear  necessaries,  to 
inquire  whether  he  is  provided  by  his  friends."  (Ford  v.  Fothergill,  Pea. 
229;  1  Esp.  211  ;  3  C.  &  P.  114).  Assumpsit  for  money  paid  will  lie 
•gainst  an  infant,  if  the  sum  expended  be  to  provide  necessaries  for  him ; 
or,  if  he  have  been  arrested  for  a  debt  incurred  for  necessaries,  and  pit.  pay 
the  debt  to  ctlect  his  liberation  from  prison,  the  infunt  will  be  liable  (Clarke 
v.  Leslie,  5  E*p.  28;  Marlow  v.  Pilfield,  1  P.  Wms.  558).  A  party,  not- 
withstanding  his  nonage,  will  be  liable  to  an  action  for  a  tort ;  and,  though 
•n  action  be  founded  on  a  contract,  yet,  if  in  point  of  substance  it  be  of  the 
description  of  a  tort,  infancy  will  be  no  defence  (Bristow  v.  Eastman,  1  Esp. 
173).  And  on  inf.int  may  be  sued  for  money  had  and  received,  if  he  wrong- 
fully embezzles  money  of  his  employers  (Ib. ;  1  E»p.  172).  An  infant  can- 
not be  liable  as  u  trespasser,  cither  by  prior  command  or  subsequent  assent 
(Co.  Lit.  1806,  n.  4,  357  b).  Where  a  party  has  contracted  during  his 
minority,  and,  on  that  account,  is  not  linbK  except  for  necessaries,  the  pit. 
will  not  be  |>ermiltcd  to  render  him  liable,  changing  his  form  of  remedy,  and 
adopting  that  by  action  ex  deficit),  as  for  a  tort ;  as,  where  goods  have  been 
delivered  to  an  infant  on  a  contract,  knowing  him  to  be  under  age,  trover 
cannot  be  maintained  for  such  goods  (1  Sid.  129) ;  or  where  a  minor  hire* 
a  horse,  and  it  is  injured  whilst  in  his  possession,  he  cnnnot  be  charged  iu 
an  action  on  the  case  for  the  injury  (Jennings  v.  Randall,  1  T.  R.  335). 

*Wltat  are  Necessaries]  With  respect  to  what  arc  necessa- 
ries, all  such  things  as  ore  immediately  connected  with  the  person  [  *211  J 
of  the  infant  are  deemed  necessaries,  as  meat,  drink,  a|»|>arcl, 
lodgings,  medicine,  and  education  (Co.  Lit.  172  a;  Com.  Dig.  Infant,  B,  6; 
Bac.  Abr.  Infancy,  1,3;  1  Ch.  Contr.  13H).  It  di  notes  articles  purchased  for 
leal  use  as  contradistinguished  from  those  that  are  merely  ornamental  or  are 
used  as  comforts  or  conveniences,  and  must  be  considered  with  reference  to 
the  infant's  age,  slate  and  degree  (Whurlon  v.  Mackenzie,  5  Q.  B.  006; 
Peters  v.  Fleming,  6  M.  &;  W.  '12).  Articles,  to  be  necessaries,  must  cor- 
res|K>nd  with  the  real  rank  of  the  infant,  and  not  merely  with  his  appearance 
in  life.  "The  question  of  necessaries  is  a  relative  fact,  to  be  governed  by 
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the  fortune  or  circumstances  of  the  infant,  and  proof  of  such  circumstances 
lies  on  the  pit."  (per  Lord  Kenyon,  Ford  v.  Fothergill,  1  Esp.  211). 
\Vhether  articles  supplied  to  an  infant  are  necessaries  or  not,  is  a 
mixed  question  of  law  and  fact  (Maddox  v.  Miller,  1  M.  &  S.  738; 
Burghart  v.  Hall,  4  M.  &  W.  727;  Peters  v.  Flcminir,  6  M.  &  W. 
42;  Dalton  v.  Gib,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  198;  Brayshaw  v.  Eaton,  ib.  231; 
and  see  Burghart  v.  Angerstein,  6  C.  &  P.  695) ;  in  other  words,  it  is  a 
question  for  the  jury  to  say  what  are  necessaries  (Brayshaw  v.  Eaton,  7 
Sco.  185  ;  5  Bing.  N.  C.  231);  but  they  must  act  subject  to  the  control 
of  the  judge ;  thus,  a  jury  having  found  that  certain  things  were  neces- 
sarirs,  contrary  to  the  opinion  of  the  judge,  expressed  at  the  trial,  the 
court  above  considered  the  verdict  perverse  and  granted  a  new  trial  (Harris 
v.  Fane,  1  Sco.  N.  R.  287  ;  1  Man.  &  G.  550).  The  term  necessaries 
would  seem  to  include  such  things  as  are  useful  as  well  as  suitable  to  the 
state  and  condilion  in  life  of  the  party  (Peters  v.  Fleming,  6  M.  &  W.  42; 
see  also  Hart  v.  Prater,  1  Jur.  623).  A  livery  for  the  servant  of  an  infant 
who  was  a  captain  in  the  army  was  considered  necessary  to  his  situation  in 
life,  and  he  was  held  liable  (Hands  v.  Slaney,  8  T.  R.  578;  and  see  Coates 
v.  Wilson,  5  Esp.  152).  Horses  have  been  deemed  necessaries,  and  so 
would  ihe  amount  of  a  farrier's  bill  relating  to  them  (Clowes  v.  Brooke,  2 
Stra.  1101 ;  Hart  v.  Prater,  1  Jur.  623).  An  infant  is  liable  for  the  rent  of 
a  necessary  dwelling  according  to  his  circumstance  (Lowe  v.  Griffith,  1  Sco. 
458).  An  infant  may  contract  for  the  burial  of  a  wife,  or  husband,  or  law- 
ful children  (Chappel.  v.  Cooper,  13  M.  &  W.  252).  Necessaries  supplied  to 
the  wife  and  children  of  an  infant  are  necessaries  to  charge  the  infant  (Turner 
v.  Trisby,  1  Stra.  168;  B.  N.  P.  155).  Articles  furnished  to  deft,  though 
apparently  necessaries,  will  not  be  deemed  so,  if  deft,  live  unmarried  in  his 
father's  house,  who  provides  everything  for  him  (ante,  p.  210);  or,  if  he 
have  incurred  a  debt  for  necessaries  with  some  other  tradesman,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  there  was  no  occasion  for  him  to  incur  the  second  debt,  he 
will  not  be  liable:  necessary  inquiry  ought  to  have  been  made  previous  to 
trusting  him;  (Pea.  229;  1  Esp.  211;  Bainbridge  v.  Pickering,  2  Bl.  R. 
1325;  1  Selw.  N.  P.  128;  and  see  Dalton  v.  Gib,  ubi  supra;  and  see  also, 
S.  P.  Story  v.  Pery,  4  C.  &  P.  526  ;  Cook  v.  Dcnton,  3  C.  &  P.  114).  The 
education  of  an  infant,  when  placed  at  a  school  by  his  parents,  is  not  deem- 
ed a  necessary  to  charge  him  (Al.  94).  A  father  is  not  legally  bound  to 
educate  his  child,  nor  is  he  liable  for  goods  supplied  to  him  it  he  does  not 
authorize  or  enter  into  the  contract  (Mortemore  v.  Wright,  6  M.  &  W.  482; 
Seaborn  v.  Maddy,  9  C.  &  P.  497).  A  chronometer  was  held  not  to  be 
necessary  for  a  lieutenant  in  the  navy,  who  was  an  infant,  he  being  out  of 
employment  at  the  time  of  its  being  furnished  (Berollcs  v.  Ramsay,  Holt,  N. 
P.  77).  Articles  provided  *for  the  wife  of  an  infant,  in  order  to  the 
[  *212  ]  marriage,  are  not  necessaries,  though  she  uses  them  (Turner  v. 
Trisby,  1  Stra.  168). 

An  infant  may,  at  all  times,  sue  on  a  contract  by  him  (Warwick  v.  Bruce, 
2  M.  &  S.  205).  An  infant  may  bring  an  action  for  a  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage  (Ib.,  209). 

The  contract  of  an  infant,  made  for  his  own  benefit,  according  to  the 
general  principles  of  law,  is  not  void,  but  voidable  only  at  the  election  of  the 
infant  (per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  Rex  v.  Chillesford,  4  B.  &  C.  100 ;  1  D.  &  R.  161  ; 
ante,  p.  209).  A  lease  by  an  infant  is  voidable  only  (Ch.  Contr.  138;  see 
Doe  v.  Roberts,  16  M.  &  W.  778,  per  Parke,  B.).  Therefore,  a  subsequent 
ratification  of  a  contract  entered  into  during  a  party's  infancy,  after  he  has 
attained  his  majority,  will  render  such  contract  binding  (Co.  Lit.  3  a  ;  Bac. 
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Abr.  Infancy,  I,  8 ;  Southeron  v.  Whitlock,  1  Stra.  093 ;  Zouch  v.  Parsons, 
3  Burr.  180*5  ;  Borthwick  v.  Carruthcrs,  I  T.  R.  648;  Cohen  v.  Armstrong, 
i  M.  &  S.  7-' I);  but  the  promise  or  ratification  must  bo  in  writing,  and 
signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  (see  9  Gco.  IV.  c.  14 ;  s.  5,  «»/*,  p.  209). 
The  confirmation  of  such  contract  must,  however,  bo  voluntary,  and  not 
brought  about  so  as  to  bo  liable  to  suspicion,  and  show  he  was  imposed  upon; 
ns,  where  an  infant  had  contracted  a  debt,  and  two  days  after  his  coming  of 
age  was  induced  to  give  a  bill  of  exchange  to  substantiate  it,  that  would  be 
a  suspicious  circumstance  (Brooke  v.  Gaily,  2  Atk.  34).     In  linrmcr  T. 
Killing,  5  Esp.  103,  Lord  Alvanluy  said,  "That  the  infant  was  discharged 
by  his  nonage  (or  goods,  not  necessaries,  if  furnished  to  him  before  his  full 
age,  but  that  ho  might  bind  himself  by  a  new  promise;  b-it  such  promise  must 
be  voluntary,  and  given  with  knowledge  that  he  then  stood  discharged  by 
law:  that  where  an  infant,  under  the  terror  of  an  arrest,  had  a  promise 
extorted  from  him,  or  where  it  was  given  ignorant  of  the  protection  which 
the  law  afforded  him,  such  promise  would  not  bo  binding."     The  promise 
confirming  the  contract  must  bu  express ;  a  bare  acknowledgment  of  the 
debt,  by  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  on  account  of  it,  will  not  bo  suffi- 
cient (Thrupp  v.  Fielder,  2  Esj».  CM;"  sue  Harris  v.  Wall,  1  Exch.   122; 
llirtly  v.  Wharton,  11  Ad.  &  E.  U34).     A  replication  to  a  plea  of  infancy, 
that  since  the  unking  of  the  promises  the  deft,  attained  twenty-one,  and  that 
before  exhibiting  the  bill  ho  ratified  and  confirmed   the  promises,  was  held 
good  after  verdict  although  it  omitted  to  allege  that  ho  ratified  and  confirm* 
ed  after  ho  came  of  age  (Coln-n  v.  Armstrong,  1    M.  At  S.  "JvM).     Any 
written  instrument  signed  by  the  parly  which  would   in  the  case  of  adults 
have  amounted  to  th'j  adoption  of  the  act  of  an  agent,  would  in  th*  cnse  of 
an  infant  who  h:is  attained  his  imjority  amount  to  a  ratification  (Harris  T. 
Wall,  1  Exch.  \'2'2;  Hartly  v.  Whirton,  tupra).    The  signature  of  an  agent 
will  not  sulTice  (see  Hyde  v.  Johnson,  3  Sco.  2H9).     In  every  instance  of  a 
continuing  contract,  voidable  only  by  an  infant  on  coming  of  age,  tho  infant 
is  IKJUIU!  to  give  notice  of  disaffirm  nice  of  s'ieh  contract  in  reasonable  time, 
and,  where  h  •  did  not  give  such  notice  within  lour  months  after  Ins  attaining 
his  majority,  it  would  not  be  wi  Inn  a  reasonable  tun*  (Holmes  v.  Blogg,  8 
Taunt.  40).     The  notice*  of  disaffirmance  may,  however  be  di-|»-n*«-d  with 
by  the  opposite  party  ;  us,  where  pit.,  un  infant,  and  another,  partners,  ti>ok 
a  lease  of  the  deft,  of  premises,  the  premium    lor  which  lease   was  paid  for, 
half  by  the  infant  in  cash,  and  the  o;her  half  by  bills,  drawn  by  deft.,  and 
accepted  by  the  pit.,  in  the  joint  names  of  himself  and  partner,  the  infant, 
the  day  after  he  came  of  age,  dissolved  the  partership  ;  and,    four  months 
ai'ter  such  dissolution,  the  deli,  sued  the  adull  partner  alone,  on  one  of  tho 
bi  1 1  s  accepted  a  surrender  of  the  lease   from  him,  'abandoned   his 
action,  and  destroyed  the  othvr  bills;   h<  Id   that  tho  facts  would   [  "J13  ] 
be  for  a  jury  to  determine  whether  deft,  had    not  dispensed  with 
formal  notice  of  disallirmunce  (lb.  3o). 

Evidence  i/».]  If  the  deft,  pleads  his  infancy  ns  n  d.  fence,  ho  will  have 
to  prove  the  same,  by  calling  tiny  party  who  can  sj»eak  to  Ins  birth.  Tho 
register  of  his  birth,  with  proofed'  Ins  identity,  is  jjood  evidence  of  his  infancy 
(Leader  v.  Barry,  1  lisp.  351);  but  tlic  register  of  baptism  is  not  of  itself 
enough  (Wihfii  v.  Shaw,  3  S.ark.  03);  nor  is  a  register  of  the  christening 
(Rex  v.  North  I'etlicrton,  5  B.  At  C.  oOti  ;  sec  />os/,  "  KK«.ISTKK").  This 
deicucc  must  now  in  all  cases  be  pleaded  specially  (see  U.  G.  11.  T.  4  Will. 
IV.) 

If  the  pit.  raises  the  issue  of  necessaries,  the  burden  of  proof  of  that  fact 
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lies  on  him,  the  question  as  to  which,  we  have  seen,  is  a  relative  fact,  to  be 
governed  by  the  fortune  and  circumstances  of  the  infant  (ante,  p.  211  ;  Ford 
v.  Fothergill,  1  Esp.  211);  and  pit.  should,  therefore,  show  those  circum- 
stances. And  if  there  be  any  evidence  that  they  were  in  fact  necessaries, 
the  evidence  ought  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  subject  to  the  proper  control  of  the 
court  (Harrison  v.  Fane,  1  Sco.  N.  K.  287).  But  it  is  for  the  court  to 
decide  whether  there  be  such  evidence  or  not  (Wharton  v.  M'Kenzie,  5 
Q.  B.  606 ;  Brookes  v.  Scott,  11  M.  &  W.  67).  The  deft,  should  be  pre- 
pared with  evidence,  to  rebut  the  plt.'s  evidence  that  the  goods  were  neces- 
saries, as  by  showing  that  he  had  necessaries  previously  from  another  quar- 
ter, or  that  the  goods  were  not  suitable  to  his  station  and  fortune.  If  the 
infancy  be  not  denied  by  the  replication,  it  is,  in  general,  admitted;  but 
where  the  deft,  pleads  infancy,  and  the  pit.  replies  a  ratification  of  the 
promises,  &c.,  after  twenty-one,  the  pit.  need  only,  in  the  first  instance, 
prove  a  promise,  and  it  will  bo  iricumbent  on  the  deft,  to  prove  his  infancy 
(Borthwick  v.  Carruthers,  1  T.  R.  668;  Hartley  v.  Wharton,  3  P.  &  D. 
529  ;  11  Ad.  &  E.  934).  But  it  seems  that  a  promise  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a  replication  that  he  had  rati- 
fied after  he  came  of  age  (Thornton  v.  lllingworth,  4  D.  &  R.  545;  2  B.  & 
C.  824). 

if  the  issue  be  that  the  goods  are  necessaries,  no  evidence  of  the  infancy 
need  be  given,  but  pit.  must  prove  the  deft.'s  rank  and  station  in  life,  and 
that  the  goods  were  suitable  to  his  means  and  station. 


INFERIOR  COURT. 
See  "  JUDGMENT,"  and  INDEX. 

Effect  of  Judgment  of~\  It  would  seem  that  the  final  judgment  of  a  com- 
petent inferior  court,  whether  of  record  or  not,  ought  to  be  conclusive 
between  the  same  parties,  upon  the  same  subject-matter,  when  properly 
relied  upon  (Moses  v.  Macfarlan,  2  Burr.  1009;  Galbraith  v.  Neville,  1 
Doug.  6,  n. ;  and  see  1  Stark.  Ev.  228).  It  has,  however,  been  considered 
that  inferior  courts  not  of  record  may  have  their  judgments  controverted,  in 
an  action  brought  in  a  superior  court  to  enforce  them,  they  being  only 
prima  facie  evidence  (Walker  v.  Witter,  1  Doug.  3).  A  certificate  from 
commissioners  under  an  act  for  settling  the  debts  of  the  army,  stating  the 
sum  due  from  the  deft,  to  the  pit.,  is  conclusive  in  an  action  brought  to  reco- 
ver the  money  (Moodv  v.  Thursday,  1  Stra.  481  ;  see  Attorney- General  v. 
Davison,  M'Cle.  &  Yo.  160). 

A  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  examinable,  and  the  existence 
[  *214  ]  *of  the  Tacts  necessary  to  the  regularity  of  such  judgment  is  a 
question  for  the  jury,  although  a  motion  made  in  the  county  court 
to  set  aside  the  proceedings  in  the  county  court  had  been  dismissed  (Thomp- 
son v.  Blackherst,  1  Nev.  &  M.  266).  In  trespass  for  executing  a  warrant 
to  levy  a  poor-rate,  the  pit.  was  not  permitted  to  impugn  the  appointment  of 
the  overseers  on  the  ground  of  irregularity  or  miscalculation  of  votes  at  the 
meeting  of  justices  at  which  the  appointment  was  made,  the  jury  having 
expressly  negatived  the  fraud  (Penney  v.  Slade,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  319). 

But  it  may  be  shown  to  a  judgment  of  an  inferior  court  that  the  cause  of 
action  did  not  arise  within  its  jurisdiction  (Herbert  v.  Cock,  •<  Doug.  101  ; 
Briscoe  v.  Stephens,  2  Bing.  213).  So  that  the  deft.,  the  debtor,  against 
whom  the  inferior  court  awarded  process,  did  not  reside  within  the  district 
(Carratt  v.  Merely,  1  Q.  B.  18;  Huxham  v.  Smith,  2  Camp.  19). 
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Where  a  cause  is  removed  by  hibetu  from  an  inferior  court  afler  a  judg- 
ment by  default,  that  judgment  is  not  evidence  against  the  deft,  in  the  supe- 
rior court  (Dot: ings  v.  Firly,  9  B.  &  C.  762). 

The  judgment  of  inferior  conns  is  proved  by  production  of  the  book  or 
roll*  containing  lite  proceedings  of  the  court  from  the  proper  custody,  and 
the  minutes  of  the  proceedings  will  be  evidence  if  the  book  be  not  made  up 
in  proper  form,  or  an  examined  copy  of  them  (R.  v.  Unifies,  Comb.  387  ;  R. 
v.  Smith,  8  B.  At  C.  343;  Dawson  v.  Gregory,  7  Q.  B.  756).  But  (his  w 
not  applicable  to  proceedings  at  the  crown  side  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  (R. 
V.  Smith,  supra) ;  and  evidence  should  be  given  of  the  proceedings  previous 
to  judgment  (Cum.  Dig.  Evidence,  C.  1 ;  Fisher  v.  Lane,  2  Bl.  R.  834 ; 
Thompson  v.  Blackhurst,  1  Nev.  At  M.  266). 


INFORMER. 
See  •• 


INHABITANT. 
Sec  ante,  Vol.  I.,  "  COMBOS,"  and  post,  "  WITNESS. 

INJUNCTION. 
See 


INNKEEPER,  ACTIONS  AGAINST,  (a) 

Lia'.il'ty  to  and  for  Guests.]  A  higher  responsibility  attaches  to  a  com- 
mon innkeeper  (which  term  includes  the  keeprr  of  every  tavern  or  coffee- 
house in  which  lodging  is  provided  for  travellers  (Thompson  v.  Lary,  3  B. 
At  A.  283;  Jones  v.  Osborne,  2  Chit.  Rep.  484;  l)oe  v.  L  -lining,  4  Camp. 
77),  than  that  which  belongs  to  bailees  in  general.  His  liability  very  closely 
resembles  that  of  a  carrier.  But  if  he  receive  goods  only  as  a  general  bailee, 
and  not  in  the  character  of  innkeeper,  he  is  only  liable  in  the  former  charac- 
ter (Williams  v.  Gesse,  5  Sco.  f>fi  ;  Hyde  v.  Mersey  and  Trent  Naviga- 
tion H'ompany,  5  T.  R.  389).  He  is  responsible  in  every  case 
where  his  guest's  goods  and  chattels  brought  to  his  inn  ore  lost,  [  *215] 
damaged,  stolen,  or  taken  by  robbery,  unless,  indeed,  the  loss  has 
been  occasioned  by  inevitable  casualty,  or  superior  force,  or  the  goods  hnve 
been  stolen  by  the  traveller's  own  servant  or  companion  (Burgi-ss  v.  Cle- 
mnits,  4  M.  &.  S.  300  ;  8  Rep.  53  (a)  ),  or  from  his  own  person,  or  from  a 
room  which  he  occupied  otherwise  than  as  a  mere  guest  (  Pa  rn  worth  v. 
I*uckwood,  1  Stark.  249),  or  entirely  through  his  own  gross  negligence 
(Cnlyu's  case,  8  Rep.  32;  Bennett  v.  Mellor,  5  T.  R.  273;  Richmond  v. 
Smith,  8  B.  At  C.  11).  He  is  liable  for  money  as  well  us  goods  (Kent  v. 

(«)  2  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  545  ;  2  Supp.  U.  &  Dig.  p.  1  64  ;  1  Ana.  Dig.  p  .  309  ;  2  Id.  p.  224  ;  3 

Id.  >.  vi7H. 
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Shackard,  2  B.  &  Ad.  803;  Doorman  v.  Jenkins,  2  Ad.  &  E.  256).  He  is 
liable,  although  the  goods  were  not  actually  within  the  inn  at  the  time,  pro- 
vided they  were  under  deft.'s  protection  as  an  innkeeper  (Jones  v.  Tyler,  1 
Ad.  &  E.  522).  But  although  a  traveller  is  entitled  to  reasonable  accom- 
modation in  an  inn,  he  is  not  entitled  to  select  a  particular  apartment,  or  to 
insist  upon  occupying  a  bedroom  for  the  purpose  of  setting  up  all  night,  so 
long  as  the  innkeeper  is  willing  and  offers  to  furnish  him  with  a  proper  room 
for  that  purpose  (Fell  v.  Knight,  8  M.  &  W.  259;  5  Jur.  554;  Dorman  v. 
Jenkins,  4  Nev.  &  M.  170).  The  object  of  the  law  is  to  protect  travellers 
from  the  danger  of  loss  to  which  they  would  otherwise  be  subject,  in  placing 
their  property  in  charge  of  a  person  with  whose  character  they  are  pre- 
sumed to  be  unacquain:ed  (2  Stcph.  Com.  1-H).  And  the  inkeepcr  cannot 
exonerate  himself  from  this  responsibility,  by  icfusing  to  take  charge  of  the 
goods,  because  there  are  suspected  persons  in  his  house,  for  whose  conduct 
he  cannot  bo  answerable  (Jones,  Bailrn.  94;  Moo.  78).  It  might  be  other- 
wise, if  he  refused  admittance  to  a  traveller,  having  no  room  for  him,  and 
the  la'ter  nevertheless  insisted  upon  entering  and  placing  his  baggage  in  a 
chamber  without  the  inkceper's  consent  (Jones,  Bailm.  94;  Dy.  158  (6);  and 
even  if  a  guest  at  an  inn  direct  valuable  goods  to  be  placed  in  a  public  room, 
and  the  innkeeper  do  not  require  them  to  be  removed  to  a  safer  place,  he  is 
liable,  as  an  insurer  in  the  event  of  the  goods  being  stolen  (Richmond  v. 
Smith,  2  M.  &  R.  235;  8  B.  &  C.  9).  Where  a  guest  arrived  at  an  inn 
with  a  horse  and  gig,  and  gave  directions  to  the  ostler  to  take  his  horse  in, 
but  said  nothing  about  the  gig,  a  promise  to  take  the  gig  into  the  inn  was 
implied,  and  the  gig  having  been  stolen  the  innkeeper  was  held  answerable 
(Jones  v.  Tyler,  2  Nev.  &  M.  570 ;  1  Ad.  &  E.  522).  It  seems  that  an 
innkeeper,  although  licensed  to  let  post-horses,  is  not  liable  to  an  action  for 
refusing  to  supply  them  for  a  guest  (Dicas  v.  Hides,  1  Stark.  247,  per  Le 
Blanc).  But  if  there  is  suitable  room,  the  innkeeper  is  not  at  liberty  to  refuse 
to  receive  the  guest  who  is  ready  and  able  to  pay  him  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation (which,  however,  it  would  seem,  need  not  be  tendered),  and  there  is 
no  impropriety  of  conduct  in  the  traveller  himself  (Rex  v.  Ivens,  7  C.  &  P. 
213;  Fell  v.  Knight,  8  M.  &  W.  269);  on  the  contrary,  he  is  bound  by  the 
common  law  to  receive  him,  and  if  he  refuses  upon  false  pretences,  he  is 
liable  to  an  action  (I  Roll.  Abr.  3  F;  Bac.  Abr.  Inns  and  Innkeepers,  C; 
Bennett  v.  Mellor,  5  T.  R.  274;  Thompson  v.  Lacey,  3  B.  &  A.  285; 
Newton  v.  Trigg,  1  Show.  270  ;  1  Saund.  312  c).  And  an  admission  by 
an  innkeeper  that  he  left  money,  intrusted  to  him  lor  the. purpose  of  taking 
up  a  bill,  in  a  cash-book  in  his  tap-room,  together  with  a  much  larger  sum 
of  his  own,  is  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury  of  gross  negligence. 

Lien  ly  Lcnv.~\  An  innkeeper  has  a  lien  upon  the  goods  of  his  guest  (thn 
clothes  in  actual  wear  exceptcd)  for  his  compensation.  *He  can- 
[  *216  ]  not,  however,  after  charges  are  incurred,  detain  the  person  of  his 
guest  for  the  payment  of  them  (Sunbolf  v.  Alford,  3  M.  &  W.  248; 
Proctor  v.  Nicholson,  7  C.  &  P.  670);  and  this,  although  the  guest  were 
not  a  traveller,  but  had  resided  in  lodgings  in  London  (Thompson  v.  Lacy, 
3  B.  &  A.  283).  It  would  seem  that  an  innkeeper  has  no  lien  on  a  horse 
placed  in  his  stable  for  the  amount  of  its  keep,  unless  it  be  placed  there  by  a 
guest;  thus,  where  a  person  was  stopped  with  a  horse  under  suspicious 
circumstances,  and  the  hor.se  was  placed  at  an  inn  by  the  police,  it  was  held 
that  the  innkeeper's  lien  did  not  attach  (Binns  v.  Pigott,  9  C.  &  P.  208,  per 
Purke,  B.).  Upon  the  subject  of  the  innkeeper's  lien  see  Smith  v.  Dearlone, 
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6  C.  n.  132  ;  Sunbolf  v.  Alford,  3  M.  As  W.  248 ;  Proctor  v.  Nicholson,  7 
C.  &  P.  67  ;  Tunell  v.  Crawley,  18  Law  J.  155,  Q.  B.). 

Where  horses,  on  which  a  livery  keeper  had  by  agreement  a  lien,  were 
fraudulently  taken  out  of  his  possession  by  the  owner,  the  stable  keeper  may 
revive  his  [ien  by  retaking,  the  horses  without  force  (Wallace  T.  Woodgate, 
Moo.  At  R.  193). 

Form  of  Remedy  and  Pleading*. 

There  is  nothing  peculiar  relating  to  the  form  of  remedy  or  pleadings  in 
actions  against  innkeepers.  Assumpsit  may  be  supported  against  them  for 
any  wrong  done  by  them  in  the  character  of  innkeeper  (Bennett  v.  Mellor, 
ft  T.  R.  273 ;  7  T.  R.  171  ;  1  T.  R.  27).  It  is,  however,  more  usual,  and 
best,  to  declare  in  case(l  Ch.  PI.  129;  2  Ch.  PI.  667,  n.  (a)  ). 

Where  the  declaration  is  framed  in  case,  on  the  obligation  of  law,  uncon- 
nected with  any  contract  between  the  parties,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  very 
concisely  the  circurmianccs  which  gave  rise  to  the  deft.'s  particular  duty  or 
liability  (5  T.  R.  149).  Tho  declaration  must  show  that  deft,  was  a  common 
innkeeper  (Ch.  PI.  493 ;  8  Rep.  32  A).  A  misrocital  of  the  custom  does 
not  hurt  (Lat  127  ;  2  Cm.  224).  It  is  unnecessary,  though  usual,  to  state 
such  custom  (ante.  Vol.  I.,  " CUSTOM";  1  Wils.  281).  In  proceeding 
against  an  hoteUkeeper,  ho  should  be  declared  against  as  such  (Jones  T. 
Otborn,  2  Chit.  Rep.  484;  3  B.  &  A.  2BI).  Formerly  the  plea  of  not 
guilty  was  sufficient,  though  the  deft,  had  matter  of  excuse,  as  that  his  inn 
was  full,  Arc.  (1  And.  29 ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  Q).  But  now  such  defences 
must  be  specially  pleaded  (R.  G.  II.  T.  4  Will.  IV.).  , 

Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

An  innkeeper,  lik-  a  carrier,  is  in  the  nature  of  an  insurer  of  the  safety 
of  personal  pr«>|>crty  intrusted  to  his  care  (Richmond  v.  Smith,  2  Man.  At 
Ry.  235  :  8  B.  c*  C.  9 ;  5  T.  R.  273 ;  1  T.  R.  27  ;  Jones,  Bailm.  104).  In 
actions  by  a  guest  against  an  innkeeper,  to  recover  damages  for  the  value 
of  things  lost,  pit.  must  prove  that  he  was  a  guest,  and  using  the  inn  as 
such,  and  had  been  so  received  (Bird  v.  Bird,  1  And.  29  ;  Bennett  v.  Miller, 
5  T.  R.  273) ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  guest  should  be  a  traveller 
(Thompson  v.  Lncy,  3  B.  &  A.  283) ;  that  deft.'s  house  was  a  common  inn 
for  the  reception  of  travellers,  it  will  be  sufficient  for  pit.  to  prove  that  he  is 
in  the  habit  of  receiving  all  sojourncrs  and  travellers,  and  providing  lodging 
and  entertainment  at  rcasonsonable  price ;  and  therefore  a  house  of  public 
entertainment  in  London,  where  beds,  provisions,  Ate.,  are  furnished  for  all 
persons  paying  for  the  same,  but  which  was  merely  called  a  tavern  and 
codec-house,  and  was  not  frequented  by  stage-coaches  and  wagons  from  the 
country,  and  which  had  no  stables  belonging  *to  it,  is  to  be  consi- 
dered on  inn,  and  the  owner  is  subject  to  the  liabilities  of  inn-  [  *217  ] 
keepers  (Thompson  v.  Lacy,  3  B.  Ac  A.  283).  In  one  case,  where 
words  were  spoken  of  an  innkeeper  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  proof  that  upon 
one  occasion  ho  sold  spirits  out  of  his  house,  was  held  sufficient  to  entitle 
him  to  sue  in  that  capacity  (Whittington  v.  Gladwin,  2  C.  Ac  P.  146).  It 
must  also  be  shown  that  the  things  were  brought  to  the  inn,  that  they  were 
the  plt.'s  property,  and  ih.it  they  were  lost  from  the  negligence  of  the  inn- 
keeper or  his  servants  (I  II Y.  Abr.  2  /,  35,  47  ;  8  Rep.  32).  The  prima 
facie  presumption  is  that  thy  jv^ls  were  lost  by  the  negligence  of  the  inn- 
VOL.  11.  15 
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keeper  or  his  servants  (Dawson  v.  Cholmondeley,  5  Q.  B.  164).  The  action 
lies,  though  the  plf.'s  servant  (1  Rol.  Abr.  3  /,  40 ;  Lat.  127),  or  his  friend 
(Yelv.  162),  were  the  guest.  But  the  innkeeper  will  not  be  liable  if  either 
of  such  parties  can  be  shown  to  have  committed  the  larceny  (ante,  p.  215). 
The  value  of  the  goods  should  be  proved. 

Where  the  action  is  against  the  innkeeper  for  refusing  to  receive  a  person 
as  a  guest,  the  pit.  must  show  that  dcft.'s  house  was  a  common  inn  (ante, 
p.  216),  that  he  came  to  it,  and  required  to  be  entertained,  and  offered  to 
pay  for  what  might  be  furnished  to  him,  and  that  he  was  refused  (Keil.  50 ; 
Dy.  158). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

Where  .pit.  proceeds  for  the  loss  of  his  things,  deft,  may  show  that  his 
house  was  broken  open,  and  a  forcible  robbery  of  them  committed  by  thieves 
(1  Bla.  Com.  430) :  or  that  they  were  taken  by  the  guest's  own  servant  or 
companion  (Burgess  v.  Clements,  4  M.  &  S.  310 ;  8  Rep.  33  a),  or  merely 
through  his  own  negligence,  (Ih. ;  Dy.  266).  And  deft,  may  prove  that  the 
guest  deposited  his  goods  in  a  room  which  he  uses  as  a  warehouse,  and  of 
which  the  guest  had  the  exclusive  |;oss<  s*ion  (Farnworth  v.  Packwood,  1 
Stark.  249).  But,  though  the  pit.  had  the  key  of  his  chamber  delivered  to 
him,  and  did  not  shut  the  door  of  his  chamber,  deft,  would  still  be  liable 
(Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case  for  Negligence,  B,  1);  and  so  he  would, 
though  the  pit.  went  to  view  the  town  for  any  time,  or  stayed  away  a  con- 
siderable time,  (Ib.) ;  or  though  the  goods  were  put  by  the  deft,  out  of  the 
inn  (Ib.).  Deft,  may  prove,  in  answer,  that  he  told  the  pit-,  that  his  house 
was  full,  and  that  he  could  not  accommodate  him,  but  the  pit.  said  that  "he 
would  shift  to  take  his  chance;"  and  if  his  goods  were  aftrewards  lost,  the 
deft,  would  be  discharged,  as  he  did  not  receive  the  pit.  as  a  guest  (8  Rep. 
22).  But,  where  an  inkeepcr  refused  to  take  charge  of  goods  till  a  future- 
day,  because  his  house  was  full  of  parcels,  and  the  owner  afterwards  stayed 
at  the  inn  as  a  guest,  and  the  goods  were  stolen  during  his  stay,  it  was  held 
that  deft,  was  liable  (Bennett  v"  Miller,  5  T.  R.  273);  or  he  may  prove  that 
he  desired  the  pit.  to  put  the  goods  in  a  particular  place  of  safety,  which  he 
neglected,  and  the  goods  were  thereby  lest;  or  that  pit.  ordered  the  goods 
to  be  placed  in  some  place  out  of  the  inn  ;  as  where  he  ordered  his  horse  to 
be  turned  out  to  grass,  which  was  lost  (8  Rep.  22).  If  the  property  lost 
were  goods,  deft,  may  show  that  they  were  things  which  pit.  kept  at  his  inn, 
where  pit.  was  not  a  guest,  and  that,  as  the  innkeeper  derived  no  benefit 
from  them,  he  was  not  bound  to  take  charge  of  them  (Cro.  Jac.  88) ;  as  he 
would  be  in  the  case  of  horses  standing  in  his  stables  (1  Salk.  388).  Deft, 
may  also  show  that  pit.  was  not  a  traveller  or  guest,  but  merely  a  neighbour 
or  friend,  who  received  his  lodgings  gratuitously,  out  of  mere  kindness  (1 
And.  29  ;  Moo.  78). 

*Where  the  action  is  net  for  receiving  deft,  as  a  guest,  deft. 
[  *218  ]  may  show  that  his  house  was  full,  and  that  he  had  no  further  ac- 
commodations (Dy.  158;  1  Rol.  Abr.  3  /,  45);  or  that  there  was 
some  impropriety  in  the  traveller  himself  (Rex  v.  Ivens,  7  C.  &  P.  213; 
Fell  v.  Knight,  8  M.  &  W.  269 ;  and  see  the  observations  on  this  action  in 
5  T.  R.  143  ;  8  Rep.  32  ;  2  Ld.  Raym.  909). 
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INQL'IRV,  WRIT  or,  EVIDENCE  o*. 

In  trhat  Casts  necetsary.']     When  the  judgment  is  interlocutory  mcr 
(which  is  ;il ways  ihe case  in  assumpsit,  covenant,  case,  trespass  and  replevin, 
the  sole  object  of  thoso  actions  being  damages,  the  plt.'s  title  to  damages  U 
thereby  established,  but  the  amount  of  damages  yet  remains  to  be  •#<• 

I.     Tlii-  i-  -•  ii'  rally  done  by  a  writ  of  inquiry.     As  the  inquest,  how. 

ever,  is  merely  for  the  purpose  of  informing  the  conscience  of  the  court 

court  themselves  may,  in  all  causes,  if  they  please,  assess  damages,  and 

ipoij  give  final  judgment  (see  cases  cited,  *J  Arch.  IV.  709).    It  seems 

that  even  in  debt  or  simple  contract  a  writ  of  inquiry  cannot  always  be  dis- 

d  with  ;  as  in  debt  for  the  valuo  of  foreign  money  and  other  cases  in 

which  a  judgment  by  default  is  an  admission  of  the  <  \  \\\-  declare- 

but  not  of  the  exact  sum  mentioned  therein  (Brill  v.  Neale,  1  ("hit.  l: 
610,  020 ;  3  B.  &  A.  206 ;  and  sec  Doran  v.  O'Reily,  5  Dowl.  233) ;  so  in 
nn  action  for  debt,  for  use  and  occupation  after  judgment  by  default  it  seem* 
that  the  contrary  rule  now  prevails;  thus  in  a  recent  caso  w.  first 

count  of  a  declaration  was  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  the  second  on  an 
account  stated,  and  two  pleas  were  pleaded,  and  there  had  been  judgment 
on  demurrer  for  tho  pit.  on  the  first  plea,  and  issue  joined  on  the  second, 
It  was  not  a  plea  of  payment,  the  full  Cou  rt  of  Queen's  Bench  held,  that 
upon  a  venire  tarn  a-l  triantlutn  quam  ail  inquire  m/urn,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  produce  the  bill  (Lane  v.  Mullins,  1  l>-m  I.  N.  S.  50.' ;  5  Jur.  1084). 
ixniblr,  thai  deJl.  cannot  insUt  upon  being  allowed  for  paymcats  made  011 
account  of  the  note  when  there  is  DO  plea  of  payment  (Ib.). 

lu  executing  a  writ  of  inquiry,  as  the  deft,  admits  that  pit.  has  a 
cause,  of  action,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  by  suffering  judgment  by  de- 
fault, all  the  pit.  ha*  to  prove,  or  the  deft,  will  be  allowed  to  dispute,  is  the 
amount  of  damages  (Dc  Gaillon  v.  L'Aigle,  1  B.  &  I*.  308;  Stephens  v.  Pell, 
•-'  I '  iwl.  P.  C.  620).  The  judgment  admits  something  to  be  done,  but  leave* 
the  amount  open,  therefore  in  an  action  for  work  and  labour  under  the  com- 
mon count,  though  (he  deft,  admits  tint  some  work  was  done  at  his  request, 
still  ho  may  examine  ph.'s  witnesses,  or  perhaps  call  other*,  to  prove,  that 
all  the  work  charged  for  was  not  done  at  deit.'s  request  ( Williams  v.  Cooper, 
3  Dowl.  204).  And  although  the  deft,  is  gem-rally  precluded  (roin  giving 
proof  in  denial,  he  may  show  facts  in  extenuation  and  miiigution  (Bluckwcll 
v.  Green,  Lout,  82 ;  S.  P.  Anon.  LolTt,  372).  In  an  action  on  a  bill  of 
exchange  or  promissory  note,  it  need  not  be  proved,  although  it  was  for- 
merly considered  that  it  must  be  produced  to  satisfy  the  jury,  that  no  money 
had  been  paid  on  it  (Greene  v.  Hearne,  3  T.  R.  301  ;  Anon.  3  Wils.  155  ; 
and  see  Bevis  v.  Lindsell,  2  Stra.  1149). 

And  it  cannot  be  objected  that  the  bill  is  on  a  wrong  stamp  (2  Show.  4'J2). 
And  it  has  been  held  that  a  lease,  mentioned  in  the  condition  of  a  bond  set 
out  by  the  deft,  upon  oycr,  need  not  bo  proved  (Collins  v.  Uybot,  1  Esp. 
157).  In  an  action  on  a  contract,  *thc  deft,  will  not  be  allowed, 
even  in  mitigation  of  damages,  to  give  evidence  of  fraud,  or  of  any  [  *219  ] 
other  matter  which  would  render  the  contract  void,  as  he  admits  the 
validity  of  the  contract,  by  suffering  judgment  to  go  by  default  (East  India 
Company  v.  Glover,  Strn.  612;  1  B.  &  P.  303;  see  nlso  Shepherd  v. 
Chester,  4  T.  R.  275).  Nor  can  deft.,  even  in  mitigation  of  damages,  go 
into  evidence  of  matter  which  forms  a  ground  of  set-off  (Carruthcrs  v. 
Graham,  14  East,  578).  In  trespass,  or  in  other  actions,  where  the  damage 
actually  sustained  by  the  pit.  is  tho  measure  of  the  damages  to  be  given  by 
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the  jury,  if  the  pit.  do  not  prove  the  nature  of  the  injury,  and  the  amount  of 
damage  sustained  by  him,  the  jury  are  to  imply  the  amount  of  the  damage 
from  the  nature  of  the  injury,  and  they  may  give  more  than  nominal  dam- 
ages, without  any  evidence  of  the  damages  being  given  (Tripp  v.  Thomas,  3 
B.  &  C.  427  ;  S.  C.  5  D.  &  R.  276). 

In  an  action  for  mesne  profits,  the  jury  are  not  bound  to  take  the  mere 
annual  value  of  the  premium  as  the  measure  of  damages,  but  may  give  even 
four  limes  its  amount,  as  well  as  damages  for  plt.'s  trouble,  &c.  (Goodtiile 
v.  Tombs,  3  Wils.  191).  And  in  an  action  of  trover  or  trespass,  de  tonis 
asportatis,  they  may  give  damages  in  the  nature  of  interest,  over  and  above 
the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  conversion  or  seizure  ;  and  over 
and  above  the  money  recoverable  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  made 
after  the  14th  of  August,  1833  (3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  29)  ;  and  they 
may  give  interest  in  the  same  cases  in  which  it  may  be  given  by  a  jury  at 
nisi  prius  ( v.  Edmunds,  6  Taunt.  340  ;  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  38). 

In  an  action  on  a  policy  on  a  foreign  ship  containing  a  stipulation  that 
the  policy  should  be  sufficient  proof  of  interest,  it  was  held,  upon  a  judgment 
by  default,  only  necessary  to  show  the  deft.'s  subscription  to  the  policy, 
without  giving  any  evidence  of  interest  (Thelluson  v.  Fletcher,  1  Doug.  315; 
1  Esp.  73). 

Where  some  of  plt.'s  counts  are  good  and  some  bad,  he  may,  upon  the 
execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry,  apply  his  evidence  to  and  take  a  verdict  only 
on  such  as  are  good  (Symons  v.  Parmenter,  1  Wils.  190).  And  if  by  mis- 
take he  take  a  verdict  on  bad  counts,  he  may,  it  seems,  set  aside  the  pro- 
ceedings himself  before  final  judgment  (Mitchell  v.  Milbank,  6  T.  R.  199). 

In  executing  a  writ  of  inquiry  under  8  &  9  Will.  III.  c.  11,  where  the 
bond  is  not  set  forth  in  the  pleadings,  the  pit.  must  prove  that  the  bond 
mentioned  in  the  suggestion  and  that  produced  to  the  jury,  is  that  on  which 
the  action  is  brought  (Hodgkinson  v.  Marsden,  2  Camp.  121). 

The  courts  will  not  look  at  the  minutes  of  what  passed  before  the  under 
sheriff,  unless  they  are  verified  by  affidavit,  and  the  mere  affidavit  of  the 
deft,  is  insufficient,  unless  corroborated  by  others  (Lathbury  v.  Brown, 
10  Moo.  10G).  Such  persons  only  should  be  admitted  as  witnesses  as  are 
competent  in  a  trial  at  nisi  prius,  and  they  should  be  regularly  sworn. 
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Effect  of.~\  An  inquisition,  when  properly  made,  is  conclusive  evidence 
against  all  parties  and  privies  to  it,  but  not  as  against  strangers.  A  sheriff's 
inquisition,  to  ascertain  the  value  of  property,  for  the  intbrmation  of  the 
sheriff,  is  not  conclusive,  or,  as  it  seems,  admissible  evidence  against  the 
sheriff  (Luckow  v.  Earner,  *2  H.  Bl.  437).  Nor  is  it  evidence  in 
[  *220  ]  his  favour  (Glossop  v.  Role  3  M.  &  S.  175).  An  inquisition  of 

felodcsc,  taken  before  a  coroner  super  visuni  carports,  was  former- 
ly considered  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact  against  the  executors  or  adminis- 
trators of  the  deceased,  (3  Inst.  55);  it  is,  however,  now  held,  that  such 
inquisition  may  be  removed  into  the  Queen's  Bench,  and  traversed  (per  cur. 
in  Garnett  v.  Ferrand,  6  B.  &  C.  611  ;  1,  Saund.  362,  n.)  ;  and  so  on  an 
extent  (1  Y.  &  J.  249;  4  Bing.  96;  6  D.  &  R.  188).  The  inquisition  of 
fugam  fecit  is,  however,  still  held  (though  not,  as  it  seems,  upon  principle) 
to  be  conclusive  (Ib  )  Inquisitions  post  mortem  are  evidence  of  the  facts 
contained  in  them,  and  if  the  originals  are  lost,  the  recitals  of  them  in  a 
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proceeding  on  a  petition  of  right  in  the  coram  rtgt  roll  will  bo  admitted 

nton,  infra;  see  Burridgc  v.  Surrey  (Earl  of)  2  Ld.  Raym. 

Inquisitionsof  lunancy  are  evidence,  even  against  third  persons  who 

are  strangers  to  the  proceeding.     Thus,  where  an  inquisition  of  lunacy  was 

ottered  ns  evidence  to  affect  the  rights  of  third  persons,  and  objected  against 

as  res  inter  olios  acta,  the  objection  was  overruled  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  say* 

int  inquisition  of  lunacy,  and  likewise  other  inquisitions,  as  pott  mortem, 
.  nre  always  admitted  to  be  read,  but  not  conclusive  (Sergesoo  v.  Sea 

Ic.  412  ;  1  Ph.  Ev.  356  ;  and  sea  Paulder  v.  Silk,  3  Camp.  126  ;  Frank 
v.  Frank,  2  M.  &  Rob.  215).  And  an  inquisition  under  a  commission  from 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  inquire  whether  a  prior,  or  the  crown,  after  the 
dissolution  of  the  priory,  was  seised  of  certain  lands,  was  held  to  be  admis- 
sibly but  not  conclusive  evidence,  as  to  the  facts  stated  in  the  return  (Tooker 
T.  Beaufort  (Duke  of).  1  Burr.  146 ;  Say,  297).  And  the  surveys  of  the 
commissioners  appointed  by  act  of  parliament,  during  the  time  of  the 
commonwealth,  are  admissible  in  evidence  (Underbill  v.  Durham,  2  (Swill. 
.  Michel,  4  Dow.  325;  Rowe  v.  Brenton,  3  Man.  &  Ry.  310). 
An  extent  of  crown  lands  in  the  exchequer,  taken  in  pursuance  of  4  Edw.  I. 
stat.  1,  is  evidence  (Rowe  v.  Brenton,  Mupra);  or  an  extent  of  lands 
purchased  of  a  subject  by  the  crown,  purporting  to  be  made  by  a  steward  of 
the  rmwn,  and  found  in  1)10  land  revenue  office  (Doe  v.  Roberts,  13  M.  & 
W.  520).  And,  in  an  action  on  a  bond  against  the  executors  of  the  obligor, 
an  inquisition  of  lunacy  has  been  admitted  under  no*  rtt  factum,  for  the 
pur;  ose  of  snowing  that  the  obligor  had  been  a  lunatic  from  a  certain  time, 
as  found  by  the  inquisition  (F.iul  ler  v.  Silk,  3  Camp.  126). 

The  return  of  an  inquisition  taken  in  the  lime  of  Edw.  I.,  called  the  Hun- 
dred Roll,  is  admissible  (Doe  v.  Roberts,  (upra).  So,  old  returns  by  a 
bishop  to  a  writ  out  of  the  excheqner,  inquiring  of  presentations  and  vacan- 
cies of  livings  in  his  diocese,  am  evidence  for  his  successors  (Irish  Society 
v.  Derry  (Bishop  of),  12  Cl.  &  Fin.  641).  Ministers,  bailiffs,  and  receivers 
of  accounts  of  crown  lands  deposited  in  the  public  record  offices,  are  evidence 
for  the  crown,  and  proveable  by  cxumiix-d  copies  (Doe  v.  Roberts,  13  M.  6V 
W.  520).  Domesday  book  is  odmnsil.le  in  evidence  (Gilb.  Ev.  76). 

Pope  Nicholas's  taxation  is  receivable  to  prove  the  rate  and  value  at  that 
time,  of  ecclesiastical  benefices  (Bullen  v.  Mitchell,  2  Pri.  477);  but  not  to 
show  whether  tithes  were  then  taken  in  kind,  or  by  a  modus  (Short  v.  Lee, 
2  J.  &  W.  486).  Surveys  under  the  commissions  to  inquire  into  the  value 
of  b-  iH-fices  in  26  Hen.  VIII.  are  aJmissible.  to  prove  the  value  of  first  fruits 
and  tenths  of  ecclesiastical  promotions  at  that  lime,  though  not  conclusive 
(Drake  v.  Smyth,  5  Pri.  377 ;  Bullen  v.  Mitchell,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  324). 

A    survey  of  the  manor  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  professing  to  be 
made  in  the  time  of  Elizabeth,  by  direct  ion  of  the  surveyor  general 
*by  the  oaths  and  presentments  of  tencnis  of  the  manor,  is  not 
evidence  of  the  boundary  of  the  manor  in  behalf  of  the  owner  of  it,    [  *221  ] 
it  not  appearing  to  be  taken  under  any  sufficient  authority  (Evans 
v.  Taylor,  7  Ad.  &  E.  617). 

Proof  of.]  In  coses  of  general  concern,  and  where  the  inquisition  is  of 
great  notoriety,  it  seems,  it  requires  no  proof,  such  as  the  return  to  the.  inqui- 
sition in  H«-nry  the  Vlllih's  time  (B.  N.  B.  228).  So.  an  ancient  extent  of 
crown  hods  found  in  tli«-  proper  office,  purporting  to  have  been  taken  by  a 
steward  of  the  King's  lands,  and  lollowing  in  its  form  the  direction  of  the 
statute  4  Edward  I.,  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  taken  under  compe- 
tent author:  y  though  the,  cofnimssiini  cannot  be  found  (Rowe  v.  Brenton,  8  B. 
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&  C.  747).  But,  in  other  cases,  it  must  be  shown,  the  inquiry  was  made  under 
proper  authority,  as  in  the  case  of  an  inquisition  post  mortem,  and  such  pri- 
vate offices.  The  return  cannot  be  read  without  also  reading  the  commis- 
sion, unless,  as  it  seems,  the  inquisition  be  old  (Vin.  Abr.  Ev.  A,  b,  42). 
The  inquisition,  if  filed  of  record,  should  be  proved,  as  other  records  (see 
"JUDGMENT,"  "  RECOKD").  The  inquisition  is  admissible,  though  it  has  be- 
come illegible  in  material  parts  (Anderton  v.  Magawley,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  208). 


INSOLVENCY. 

Effect  of.]  With  respect  to  claims  against  an  insolvent  debtor,  it  is  by  the 
1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110,  s.  75,  enacted,  that  an  insolvent  complying  with  the  re- 
quisitions of  that  act,  is  to  be  discharged  by  the  court.  "As  to  the  several 
debts  and  sums  of  money  due,  or  claimed  to  be  due  at  the  time  of  making 
the  vesting  order  from  such  prisoner  to  the.  several  persons  named  in  the 
schedule  as  creditors  or  claiming  to  be  creditors  for  the  same  respectively, 
or  for  which  such  persons  shall  have  given  credit  to  such  prisoner  before 
the  time  of  making  such  vesting  order  as  aforesaid,  and  which  were  not 
then  payable  ;  and  as  to  the  claims  of  all  other  persons  not  known  to  such 
prisoner  at  the  time  of  such  adjudication,  who  may  be  indorsers  or  holders 
of  any  negotiable  security  set  forth  in  such  schedule." 

The  effect  of  the  discharge  under  a  former  insolvent  act  (the  1  Geo.  IV.  c. 
11 9),  was  to  relieve  the  insolvent  only  to  the  extent  of  the  specific  debts  described 
in  his  schedule  (Taylor  v.  Buchanan,  4  B.  &  C.  419;  GD.&  R.  491).  And,  if 
the  insolvent  omit  to  notice  a  debt  in  his  schedule,  he  was  not  discharged  from 
it,  even,  it  seems,  where  he  did  so  at  the  request  of  the  creditor  (Baker  v. 
Sydeq,  7  Taunt.  179 ;  Pugh  v.  Hookhnm,  3  Moo.  231  ;  see  Tabram  v.  Free- 
man, 2  C.  &  M.  451  ;  Ch.  Contr.  188).  But  by  the  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110,  s. 
93,  it  is  provided,  that  the  discharge  shall  protect  the  insolvent,  although 
there  has  been  an  error  in  the  amount  of  the  debt  specified  in  the  schedule, 
where  there  has  been  no  culpable  negligence,  fraud,  or  evil  intention  on  the 
part  oFsuch  prisoner  (Hoyles  v.  Blore,  14  M.  &  W.  387  ;  Wood  v.  Jewett, 
4  B.  &  C.  20).  As  to  what  is  a  sufficient  description  of  the  debt,  &c.,  in  the 
schedule,  in  the  case  of  the  holders  of  negotiable  securities,  see  Forman  v. 
Drew,  4  B.  &.  C.  15  ;  6  D.  &  R.  75 ;  Reeves  v.  Lambert,  4  B.  &  C.  214  ; 
Nias  v.  Nicholson,  Ry.  &  M.  322  ;  2  C.  &  P.  122 ;  Levy  v.  Dolbell,  1  Moo. 
&  M.  202;  Pascall  v.  Brown,  3  Stark.  54  ;  Carpenter  v.  White,  3  Moo.  231  ; 
see  also  1  Ch.  PL  64;  sec  Abbott  v.  Bruere,  7  Sco.  753,  and  cases  cited  Ch. 
Contr.  189,  as  to  the  remedy  *of  a  surety  in  such  cases.  The  ad- 
[*  222  ]  judication  under  the  insolvent  act  only  discharges  as  to  the  par- 
ticular debts  mentioned  in  the  schedule  (Leonard  v.  Baker,  15 
M.  &  W.  202;  Bishop  v.  Polhill,  1  Man.  &  Ry.  363;  Tyers  v.  Stunt,  7 
Sco.  349). 

Formerly  an  insolvent  was  only  considered  to  be  discharged  as  to  his 
person,  and  he  remained  liable  to  be  sued  as  to  his  subsequently  acquired 
effects  by  the  creditors  named  in  the  schedule ;  but  it  is  now  provided,  that 
no  future  execution  shall  issue  against  the  goods  of  a  prisoner  discharged 
upon  any  judgment  for  any  debt,  in  respect  of  which  such  prisoner  shall 
have  become  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act ;  nor  in  any  action  upon  any 
new  contract  or  security  for  payment  thereof,  except  upon  the  judgment 
entered  up  against  such  prisoner,  in  the  name  of  the  assignee,  or  provisional 
assignee,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Insolvent  Act  (1  &  2  Viet.  c. 
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1 1  <',  s.  91 ;  sec  Wilmer  v.  White,  6  Ring.  293).  And  the  5  Az  6  Viet.  c.  1 1 «.. 
a.  10,  also  provides  that,  to  any  suit  or  action  brought  against  any  peti- 
r  un  I'-r  that  act  for  or  in  respoct  of  any  debt  contracted  before  the  date 
iiis  petition,  the  final  order  of  the  court  shall  be  a  sufficient  pica  in 
bar.     The  discharge,  it  seems,  extends  to  suras  payable  by  way  of  annuity 
(see  as  to  the  construction  of  the  former  Insolvent  Acts,  Collins  v.  Lightfoot, 
1  ;  Freeman  v.  Burgess,  1  Moo.  At  P.  91).     An  insolvent  who 
•hedulc  the  name  of  the  holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  on  which  he 
is  H.iblr,  or  gives  sue  hot  her  description  of  it  as  satisfies  the  act,  is  discharged 
>  all  tin;  parties  to  the  bill,  as  well  as  the  original  debt  for  which  it  was 
security  (Boydell  v.  Cliampneys,  2  M.  At  W.  433;  seo  Beck  v.  Bevi-rly,  1 1 
M.  At  \V.  845 ;  1  A:  2  Viet.  c.  11»,  s.  7.'»)      As  to  the  discharge  of  a  hus- 
band in  respect  of  a  debt  of  the  wile  tlum  «x'a,  Ch.  Contr.  169,  the  discharge 
.  >f  th    u  ::'••  before  marriage,  Storr  v.  Lee,  9  Ad.  Ac  B  868. 

The  Insolvent  Act  does  not  discharge  him  from  liability  to  actions  for 

torts,  as  for  assault,  slander,  Ace. ;  and  he  is  not  discharged  from  liability  to 

an  action  for  mcsno  profits,  even  though  accruing  before  the  discharge,  the 

damage*  being  then  unliquidated  (Lloyd  v.  Neelc,  3  B.  Ac  A.  407 ;  2  <  'h. 

:  •-'  B.  Ac  C.  70* ;  4  D.  Ac  R.  430;  Wilmer  v.  White,  6  Bing. 

i.    The  obligor  of  a  bastardy '  bond  is  not  discharged  from  liability 

subsequent  to  his  discharge  (Davies  v.  A r noli,  3  Bing.  157 ;  and  see  1  Ch. 

PI.  79,  BO).  His  discharge  it  no  bar  to  a  distress  for  rent  due  before  (Phillips 

v.  Shervill,  6  Q.  B.  944). 

With  respect  to  claims  BV  an  insolvent,  as  already  seen,  all  the  legal 
i  lit-- rest  of  his  contract  vests  in  the  assignee,  or  provisional  assignee,  if  no 
tjthor  be  appointed,  infra,  and  he  should  bo  pit.  The  provisional  assignee 
may  bring  an  ejectment,  without  any  application  to  toe  court  (Came  v. 
>ce,  3  Bing.  303 ;  2  C.  At  P.  79).  The  insolvent,  therefore,  cannot  sue 
for  a  debt  duo  to  him  at  the  lime  of  filing  his  petition,  and  which  is  assigned 
to  the  ateignnti,  even  though  the  assignees  do  not  interfere,  nor  upon  any 
contract  made  with  him  prior  to  the  making  of  the  vesting  order  (Lee  v. 
T.-lfer,  l  C.  At  P.  14<t;  Yorston  v.  Pettier.  14  M.  At  \V.  851  ;  see  Ch. 
Contr.  190;  William*  v.  Chambers,  10  Q.  B.  337 ;  Port!  v.  Dabbs,  5  Man. 
Ac  Gr.  309;  1  C.  At  P.  146;  7  Moo.  374);  nor  can  he  sue  in  trover  for 
plate  acquired  before  his  insolvency  (lb.).  But,  if  the  debt  was  not  included 
in  the  schedule,  and  was  not  due  till  after  discharge,  he  may  sue  for  it  («8 
Doug.  472).  And  an  insolvent  may,  in  general,  sue  for  a  debt  subsequent 
to  hearing  the  petition,  and  while  in  custody  (Taylor  v.  Buchannen,  4  B.  Ac 
C.  419 ;  6  D.  At  R.  491  ;  ted  qutere,  see  Ch.  Contr.  190).  And  an  insolvent 
may  sue  for  after-acquired  property,  even  ngainst  assignees,  unless  they 
have  *acquircd  a  property  in  it  under  the  warrant  of  attorney  and 
judgment,  on  which  the  court  is  authorized  to  issue  execution  [  *223  ] 
Pepper  v.  Marshall,  2  Bing.  372;  see  Williams  v.  Chambers, 
supra;  Ford  v.  Dabbs,  supra;  and  sec  further,  as  to  suits  by  and  against 
bankrupts,  ante,  "BA.XKHUPT."  As  to  a  new  contract  to  pay  old  debts,  see 
Ashk-y  v.  Killick,  5  M.  At  W.  509;  Evans  v.  Williams,  1  C.  As  M.  30; 
Sheerman  v.  Thompson,  11  Ad.  At  E.  1027;  see  ulso  the  statutes  5  At  6 
Viet.  c.  116,7  At  8  Viet.  90). 

An  annuity  granted  to  a  commissioner  of  bankruptcy  under  1  At  2  Will. 
IV.  c.  56,  and  5  At  6  Viet.  c.  122,  passes  to  his  assignee  under  the  Insolvent 
Act  (Spooner  v.  Payne,  18  Law  J.  401,  Exch.). 

Findings  relative  to.]  In  actions  against  an  insolvent  debtor,  upon  any 
cause  of  action  arising  before  his  actually  being  in  custody,  he  may  plead, 
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generally,  "  that  he  was  duly  discharged  according  to  the  act,  by  the  order 
of  adjudication  made  in  that  behalf,  and  that  the  order  remains  in  force," 
without  pleading  any  other  matter  specially  (1  &  2  Vicl.  c.  llO).  The  dis- 
charge cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  (Com.  Dig. 
Pleader,  2  G.  16;  1  Saund.  33;  Bircham  v.  Creighton,  10  Bing.  11;  see 
Carpenter  v.  White,  3  Moo.  231 ;  Howard  v.  Bartalozzi,  4  B.  &  Ad.  555). 
The  pit.  may  reply  generally  and  deny  the  matter  pleaded,  or  show  that  deft, 
was  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act,  or  was  not  duly  discharged  (see  1 
&  2  Viet.  c.  110,  s.  91).  When  a  discharge  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors', 
or  Lords'  Act,  is  pleaded,  the  replication  may  either  deny  the  fact  (3  Went. 
200),  or  reply  that  the  discharge  was  obtained  by  fraud ;  or,  in  the  former 
case,  the  pit.  may  admit  the  plea,  and  take  judgment  for  his  demand,  to  be 
levied  of  the  future  effects  (Buxton  v.  Mardin,  1  T.  R.  80 ;  Com.  Dig. 
Pleader,  G,  16).  A  replication  that  the  pit.  was  not  duly  discharged  only 
puts  in  issue  the  discharge,  and  not  any  irregularity  in  the  proceedings,  nor 
does  it  compel  the  pit.  to  prove  the  petition  (Andrew  v.  Pleager,  4  C.  &  P. 
274).  If  one  of  several  joint  contractors  have  been  discharged,  he  need 
not  be  joined  as  a  deft,  in  an  action  against  the  others,  and  his  discharge  will 
be  an  answer  to  a  plea  in  abatement  for  such  nonjoinder  (Pascal  v.  Brown, 
3  Stark.  54).  And  there  are  cases  where  a  deft,  may  plead  the  making  of 
a  final  order  for  protection  under  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  116,  and  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  96, 
in  bar  of  any  action  brought  for  a  debt  contracted  before  the  filing  of  a  peti- 
tion for  such  protection  (see  Wright  v.  Hutchinson,  4  Q.  B.  569 ;  Tyler  v. 
Shenton,  8  Q.  B.  610  ;  Cook  v.  Ilenson,  1  C.  B.  908).  The  deft,  may  plead 
the  making  of  an  order  vesting  all  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  pit.  in  provi- 
sional assignees  of  insolvent  debtor,  and  the  effect  of  such  plea  will  not  be 
defeated  by  proof  that  plt.'s  petition  was  afterwards  dismissed,  and  that  he 
was  discharged  from  custody  without  taking  the  benefit  of  the  act  (Yorston 
v.  Fether,  14  M.  &  W.  851). 

Evidence.]  An  order  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  under  the  1  &  2 
Viet.  c.  110,  ss.  36  and  37,  105,  vesting  the  estate  of  the  insolvent  in  the 
provisional  assignee,  is  sufficiently  proved  by  a  copy  on  paper  sealed  with 
the  seal  of  the  court,  and  certified  by  the  provisional  assignee  ;  and  it  is  not 
necessary  to  show  more  particularly  that  such  assignee  is  the  officer  in 
whose  custody  the  order  is  on  the  petition  on  which  it  was  granted  (see 
Hornfield  v.  Drury,  11  Ad.  &  E.  98 ;  Jackson  v.  Thompson,  supra).  The 
seal  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  proves  itself  (see  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  57,  c. 
76;  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110,  s.  105;  Doe  d.  Duncan  v.  Edwards,  1  P.  &  D. 
400;  9  Ad.  &  E.  554;  3  Jur.  1 ).  And  by  the  Insolvent  Act,  7  &  8  Viet, 
c.  96,  s.  37,  any  petition  or  proceedings  under  the  said  act,  purporting  to 
be  signed  by  a  commissioner  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  or  a  copy  of  such 
petition  or  proceedings,  purporting  to  be  so  signed,  shall  in  all  cases  be  re- 
ceivable in  evidence  of  such  proceedings  *having  respectively 
[  *224  ]  taken  place.  Qucere,  whether  it  would  be  necessary  that  the 
signature  of  the  commissioner  should  be  verified  before  the  evi- 
dence could  be  received. 

An  insolvent's  schedule  which  was  offered  in  evidence  as  containing  an 
admission  by  the  insolvent  of  a  debt,  consisted  of  several  sheets,  each  of 
which  was  signed  by  the  insolvent,  and  the  first  sheet  only  (which  was  not 
the  sheet  containing  the  admission)  was  also  signed  by  an  attesting  witness: 
held  that  the  attestation  applied  to  the  signature  of  all  the  sheets,  and  that 
the  schedule  was  not  admissible  without  the  evidence  of  the  attesting  witness 
(Streeter  v.  Bartlett,  17  Law  J.  140,  C.  P.). 
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A  plea  alleging  that  the  deft,  obtained  a  final  order  for  protection  and  divri- 
bution  under  the  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  96,  is  not  proved  by  the  production  of  a 
mere  order  for  personal  protection  under  the  28th  section  of  that  statute 
(Miles  v.  Pope,  5  C.  B.  294). 

Under  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  57,  a.  19,  the  production  of  a  certified  copy  of  the 
assignment  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  title  of  the  assignee  (Doe  d.  Heming 
v.  NV.IIetts,  18  Law  J.  240,  C.  P.). 

It  has  been  held,  that  certified  copies  of  the  vesting  order,  and  of  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  assignees  bearing  the  seal  of  the  court,  and  purporting  to 
bo  signed  by  "  G.  G.  deputy  for  the  provisional  assignee,**  are  sufficient,  in 
pursuance  of  the  46th  and  105th  sections  of  slat.  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110,  and 
proving  the  appointment  of  the  deputy,  is  not  necessary  (Jackson  v.  Thomp- 
son, 6  Jur.  848).  The  recital  in  an  order  of  adjudication,  under  the  last- 
named  statute,  is  evidence  of  its  date,  and  that  the  title  of  the  assignee 
accrued  from  that  period  (York  v.  Brown,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  283;  10  M  A 
NV.  78);  but  it  seems  that  the  recital  of  the  resting  order  in  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  creditor's  assignee,  is  not  evidence  of  the  date  of  such  order 


On  an  issue  of  insolvency  in  the  usual  form  the  deft,  need  not  prove  tho 
filing  of  the  petition,  nor  the  affidavit  of  notice  (Andrew  v.  Pledger,  Moo, 

••*  ;  Pascnll  v.  Brown,  3  Stark.  54).    The  power  given  by  the  u 
vent  acts  of  offering  •  certified  copy  in  evidence  does  not  take  away  the 
right  to  give  the  original  order  of  adjudication  in  evidence  (Northeim  v.  La- 
touch,  4  C.  &  P.  143). 

Protection  from  Process.]  A  final  order  for  protection  under  the  stats.  6 
&  6  Viet.  c.  116,  and  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  96,  not  only  protects  the  person  of  the 
insolvent,  but  constitutes  an  absolute  bar  to  an  action  for  the  debt  as  to  which 
it  is  a  protection,  and  may  be  so  pleaded  (Jacobs  v.  Hyde,  9  Exch.  506  ;  0 
D.  &  L.  2  ;  S.  P.  Platel  v.  Bevill,  ib.). 

To  an  action  of  debt,  the  deft,  pleaded  that,  after  the  passing  of  the  5  fr 
6  Viet.  c.  116,  and  before  the  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  96,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  a  petition  for  protection  from  process  was  duly,  according 
to  the  form  of  the  statute,  presented  by  the  dolt,  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
and  afterwards  filed  in  that  court,  and  that  thereupon,  and  after  the  psiisfafc 
of  the  said  secondly-mentioned  act,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  a  final  order  for  protec- 
tion and  distribution  was  made  in  the  matter  of  the  said  petition  by  J.  E., 
Esq.,  a  commissioner  of  the  said  court,  duly  authorized,  and  that  the  said 
debts,  dec.,  accrued  before  the  issuing  of  the  said  petition.  Verification  : 
held  good,  on  special  demurrer  (Ib.). 

The  deft,  pleaded,  that,  after  cause  of  action,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  2'Jnd  November,  1843,  a  petition  for  the 
protection  of  the  deft,  from  process  was  duly,  and  according  to  the  statute 
in  such  case  made,  presented  by  the  deft,  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and 
thereupon,  afterwards,  and  before  the  comrm-nccment  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on 
the  29th  January,  1844,  a  final  order  for  protection  and  distribution  was 
made,  &c.  :  held,  on  special  demurrer,  thnt  the  plea  was  good,  and  that  the 
date  of  the  making  of  the  final  order  was  material,  and  traversable,  though 
laid  under  a  videlicet  (13  Jur.  126;  18  Law  J.  62,  C.  P.). 

By  sect.  4  of  stat.  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  116,  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  commis- 
sioner,  among  other  things,  that  the  petitioner  has  made  a  full  discovery  of 
his  estate,  effects,  debts,  and  credits,  and  has  not  parted  with  any  of  his  pro- 
perty since  the  presenting  of  his  petition,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  commis- 
sioner to  make  a  final  order:  held,  that  an  insolvent  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
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of  this  enactment,  though  he  had  no  estates,  effects,  or  debts,  owing  to  him 
at  the  time  of  his  presenting  his  petition  (Lawrie  v.  Bendall,  12  Jur,  959; 
17  Law  J.  348,  Q.  H.). 

The  general  plea  showing  that  such  a  final  order  was  granted  to  the  deft, 
is  good  without  setting  out  any  preliminary  averments  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  deft,  was  entitled  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  act  (Ib.). 

Assumpsit  by  the  drawer  against  the  acceptor:  plea,  that  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit  deft.,  not  being  a  trader  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statutes  in  force  relating  to  bankrupts  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  sta;.  5  & 
6  Viet.  c.  116,  duly  presented  his  petition  for  protection,  &c.  That  after- 
wards and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  according  to  the  form  of 
the  said  statute,  and  pursuant  thereto,  a  final  order  for  protection  and  distri- 
bution was  made  by  a  commissioner  duly  authorized  in  that  behalf,  that  is 
to  say,  &c.,  for  the  protection  of  the  person  of  deft.,  and  for  the  vesting  of 
the  estate  and  effects  of  deft,  in  T.  M.  A.,  one  of  the  official  assignees  of  the 
said  court,  and  that  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration  arose  before  the 
filing  of  the  petition:  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  valid 
within  sect.  10  of  stat.  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  116;  that  the  allegation  describing 
the  final  order  might  only  describe  its  effect ;  and  that  a  final  order  might 
have  the  effect  stated  in  the  plea  (Lewis  v.  Harris,  12  Jur.  622 ;  17  Law  J. 
129,  Q.  B.). 

In  pleading  a  discharge  under  the  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  116,  the  proceedings 
in  conformity  with  sect.  4,  or  the  order  for  protection  and  distribution  under 
sect.  10,  should  be  set  out  (Wright  v.  Hutcheson,  4  C.  B.  569 ;  5  D.  &  L. 
149). 

The  plea  stated  only,  that  the  action  was  for  a  debt,  contracted  before  the 
date  of  filing  deft.'s  petition  for  protection  from  process,  as  after  mentioned; 
that  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  he,  under  and  by  virtue  of  and 
according  to  the  directions  of  the  statute,  presented  his  petition  for  protec- 
tion from  process  to  the  Birmingham  District  Court  of  Bankruptcy;  that 
such  petition  was  duly  presented,  and  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement, &c.,  a  final  order  for  protection  and  distribution  was  made  by 
a  commissioner  duly  authorized:  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  did 
not  show  enough  to  bring  it  within  the  requisites  of  the  statute  (Tyley  v. 
Shinton,  2  Q.  B.  610). 

The  pit.  having  obtained  judgment  against  F.  in  an  action  of  assault  and 
false  imprisonment  sued  out  thereon  a  ca.  sa.,  on  which  F.  was  taken  and 
committed  to  the  Queen's  Prison.  F.  afterwards  petitioned  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  for  his  discharge  under  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  116,  and  7  &  8  Viet.  c. 
96,  and  having  obtained  from  the  commissioner  an  order  for  his  discharge, 
was  in  obedience  thereto  discharged  by  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison. 
The  pit.  having  brought  an  action  against  the  keeper  for  an  escape :  held, 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  affirmance  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  that,  whether  this  was  or  was  not  a  debt  from  which  the  com- 
missioner had  power  to  discharge  the  prisoner,  the  deft.  wras  protected,  being 
bound  to  obey  the  order  of  the  commissioner,  who  was  acting  judicially  in 
a  matter  over  which  he  had  no  jurisdiction  (Thomas  v.  Hudson,  in  error, 
16  M.  &  W.  885). 

Plea,  under  sect.  37  of  stat.  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110,  stated,  that,  after  the 
accruing  of  the  debts  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  pit.,  being  a  prisoner 
upon  process  for  debt,  "  did  duly  and  according  to  the  directions  and  provi- 
sions  of  the  statute,"  apply  by  petition  to  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  for 
his  discharge,  whiih  petition  contained  all  such  matters  and  things  as  are 
required  by  the  act,  and  was  filed  in  the  court  "  pursuant  to  the  directions 
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said  act."    That,  after  the  filing  of  the  petition,  the  Court  did  order 

ill  ihe  real  or  personal  estate  and  effects  of  pit  and  all  the  future  estate, 

&c.,  of  pit.  in  or  to  any  real  or  personal  estate  and  effects,  and  all  deb's  due 

rowing  due  to  pit.,  or  to  be  due  to  him  before  such  discharge,  should  be 
vested  in  the  provisional  assignee:  held,  on  special  demurrer,  first,  that  it 
was  sufficiently  averred  that  pit.  applied  by  petition  within  the  time  required 
by  sect.  35  (Nicol  v.  Orgill,  12  Jur.  34,  Q.  B.).  Held,  secondly,  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  state  the  contents  of  the  petition  (Ib.).  Held,  thirdly, 
that  it  was  sufficiently  averred  that  the  petition  was  filed  within  the  time  re* 
quired  by  sect.  35  (Ib.).  Held,  fourthly,  that  it  was  sufficient  (hat  the  order 
showed  that  the  debt  for  which  the  action  was  brought  vested  in  the  provi- 
sional  assignee  (Ib.). 

Where  to  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  the  assignees  of  the  insolvent  to  reco- 

•i  debt  due  to  the  estate,  the  deft,  pleaded  a  traverse,  that  the  ph.  was 
assignee,  Ate.,  moJo  ttformb,  and  it  appeared  on  the  trial  that  two  assignees 
were  appointed,  but  that  the  other  had  refused  to  act  :  held,  that  the  action 
could  not  bo  maintained  ;  that  the  defence  was  properly  raised  on  the  issue, 
and  that  the  deft.  was  not  bound  to  plead  the  nonjoinder  in  the  abatement 
(Jones  v.  Smith,  5  I).  A:  L.  729  ;  1  Kxch.  831  ;  18  Law  J.  831,  Exch.). 

>  debt,  for  64/.  8f.  Ad.  for  work,  Ace.,  interest,  and  on  an  account  stated, 
the  deft,  pleaded,  first,  except  as  to  107.  never  indebted;  secondly,  a  set-off 
of  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount  of  all  the  debts  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
Ate.,  except  as  aforesaid,  for  work  and  labour,  as  a  surgeon  and  apothecary, 

:  thirdly,  as  to  107.,  payment  into  court  The  pit.  joined  issue  on  the 
first  plea,  took  the  107.  out  of  court,  and  replied  to  the  second,  as  to  30V. 
<W.,  parcel,  Ace.,  that  on,  Ace,,  he,  the  pit.,  "being  then  an  insolvent 
debtor  in  actual  custody,  Arc.,  was  duly  discharged  according  to  the  1  Ac  3 
Viet.  c.  110,  of  and  from  the  said  sum  of  307.  \'2s,  OJ.;  and  that  the  said 
order  and  discharge  still  remained  in  full  force,  and  that  this  the  pit.  was 
ready  to  verity  ;  and  that  he,  the  pit.,  never  was  indebted  in  the  residue  of 
the  money  alleged  in  the  second  plea  to  be  due  from  him  to  the  pit.,  con* 
eluding  to  the  country:  held,  that  the  replication  was  bad  on  special  demut- 
r«  r,  for  not  setting  out  the  several  matters  necessary  to  show  that  the  pit. 
was  entitled  to  his  discharge  under  lite  statute,  or  that  he  had  complied  with 
its  requisitions  (Ib.)  Quterf,  whether  the  double  conclusion  was  good,  or 
whether  the  whole  ought  to  have  concluded  to  the  country  (Ib.). 


of  Debt  duchttrge*!.]  Although  a  discharge  under  1  Ac  2  Viet  C. 
110,  does  not  operate  as  a  complete  extinguishment  of  a  debt  so  scheduled, 
the  creditor  is  not  entitled  to  plead  such  d  bt  by  way  of  set-off  to  an  action 
brought  against  him  by  tin:  insolvent  for  a  demand  accruing  subsequently  to 
his  discharge. 

Replication.]  A  discharge  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act  cannot  be 
given  in  evidence  under  a  replication  of  nil  drift  to  a  set-off,  but  must  be 
specially  replied  (Ford  v.  Dornford,  8  Q.  B.  583).  ScmUt,  per  Pattcson, 
J.,  the  stat.  1  Ac  2  Viet.  c.  110,  s.  91,  which  enabled  persons,  sued  for  any 
debt  with  respect  to  which  they  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act,  to 
plead  generally  that  they  were  duly  discharged  according  to  the  act,  by  the 
order  of  adjudication,  and  that  such  order  remains  in  force,  without  pleading 
any  other  matter  specially,  extends  to  the  replication  to  a  plea  setting  off 
any  such  debt  (Ib.). 
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Private  Documents. 

IT  is  a  general  rule  that  a  pit.  shall  not  be  obliged  to  furnish  evidence 
against  himself,  and  the  court  will  not  in  general  oblige  a  pit.  to  discover  the 
evidence  in  support  of  his  action  before  trial  (Cocks  v.  Nash,  1  Chit.  Rep. 
476);  nor  can  a  third  person  be  obliged,  in  general,  to  give  a  copy  of  books, 
&c.,  of  a  private  nature  (1  Ld.  Raym.  705  ;  2  Ld.  Raym.  927  ;  Tidd,  Pr. 
641 ;  Cocks  v.  Nash,  3  Moo.  &  S.  166);  and  see  Ratcliffe  v.  Bleasby,  3 
Bing.  148,  where  the  principle  as  to  requiring  a  party  to  produce  a  written 
instrument  in  his  possession  is  fully  considered.  But,  where  the  action  is 
founded  on  a  written  instrument,  not  under  seal,  as  a  bill  of  exchange  or 
promissory  note  (Threlfall  v.  Webster,  1  Bing.  161),  special  agreement,  or 
undertaking  in  writing  to  pay  the  debt  of  a  third  person  (Tidd,  Pr.  639),  or 
the  action  is  founded  upon  such  an  instrument  (Charnock  v.  Lumley,  5  Sco. 
438),  if  a  special  ground  be  laid,  as  that  the  demand  is  of  long  standing, 
and  the  deft,  has  no  copy  of  the  instrument,  or  that  there  is  reason  to  sus- 
pect it  has  been  forged  (serl  gucere,  see  1  Bing.  451),  &c.,  the  court  on  mo- 
tion, or  a  judge  on  summons,  will  make  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  a  copy 
of  it  to  the  deft.,  or  his  attorney,  and  that  all  proceedings  in  the  action  be 
in  the  mean  time  stayed  (Tidd,  Pr.  589,  591 ;  Threlfall  v.  Webster,  7  Moo. 
559;  1  Bing.  161  ;  Blogg  v.  Kent,  6  Bing.  604;  5  Moo.  &  P.  433).  But 
it  is  not  an  invariable  rule  with  the  courts  to  stay  the  proceedings  (Charnook 
v.  Lumley,  5  Sco.  438).  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  will  not  compel  the 
deft,  to  produce  the  bill  of  exchange  on  which  the  action  is  brought,  and 
permit  pit.  to  take  a  copy  upon  an  affidavit,  contradicted  by  deft.,  that  the 
bill  has  come  into  his  hands  by  fraud,  and  has  not  been  satisfied  (1  Bing. 
161);  and  that  court  refused  to  compel  a  note  to  be  deposited  in  the  hands 
of  prothonotary  for  deft,  to  take  a  copy,  in  order  to  see  whether  or  not  it 
was  a  forgery  (Hildyard  v.  Smith,  1  Bing.  451).  In  a  recent  case,  how- 
ever, the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ireland,  on  a  suggestion  *that 
[  *225  ]  the  deft.'s  signature  was  forged,  made  a  rule  absolute  to  compel  the 
pit.  to  deposit  the  bill  on  which  the  action  was  brought  with  the 
officer  of  the  court  for  deft.'s  inspection  (Rickey  v.  Ellis,  Ale.  &  Nap.  (Ir.) 
Ill);  and  it  would  seem  that  the  modern  prevailing  practice  is  in  con- 
formity with  this  latter  decision  (2  Ph.  Ev.  8th  ed.  818).  In  the  Exche- 
quer, a  party  interested  in  documents  in  possession  of  his  adversary  is  enti- 
tled to  their  production  (1  Y.  &  J.  28 ;  1  M.  &  S.  75;  7  Pri.  205). 

Where  the  deft,  has  the  custody  of  a  written  instrument,  which  he  holds 
as  a  trustee,  the  courts,  in  most  cases,  will  order  him  to  give  an  inspection 
and  copy  of  it  to  the  pit.  at  his  expense,  and  to  produce  it  for  various  pur- 
poses (see  Tidd,  Pr.  639;  Barnes,  439;  Bunb.  243);  and  Ld.  Mansfield  is 
said  to  have  laid  it  down  as  a  rule,  that,  whenever  a  party  was  entitled  to  a 
discovery  as  to  the  instrument,  he  should  have  it  at  law,  without  going  into 
equity  (Tidd,  Pr.  9th  ed.  591).  But  the  court,  or  a  judge,  will  not  interfere 
to  this  extent  at  the  present  day,  and  many  authorities  are  to  be  found  which 
restrict  the  right  of  a  party  to  a  suit  to  an  inspection  of  those  documents 
only  in  which  he  has  a  species  of  property  (per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Jassell  v. 
Millingen,  1  Moo.  &  S.  606  ;  Pickering  v.  Noyes,  1  B.  &  C.  262 ;  Rat- 
cliffe v.  Bleasby,  3  Bing.  150;  Lord  Portman  v.  Goring,  4  Bing.  152; 
Rowe  v.  Howden,  ib.  539 ;  Rundell  v.  Beaumont,  ib.  537  ;  Cocks  v.  Nash, 
9  Bing.  723).  Thus,  it  would  seem  that  if  the  parly  does  not  hold  it  as  a 
trustee,  the  court  will  not  grant  the  application,  and  if  he  disputes  such 
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fact,  the  court  will  not  grant  it ;  and  the  court  will  not  compel  the  party  to 
allow  the  inspection  of  his  title-deeds,  and  give  a  copy  thereof  to  a  person 
who  supposes  such  deeds  contain  a  reservation  in  his  favour  of  manorial 
rights,  unless  it  appear  that  the  party  holds  the  deeds  as  trustee  for  appli. 
cant  (Pickering  v.  Noyes,  1  B.  & '  C.  262 ;  2  D.  &  R.  886).  In  an 
action  for  freight  and  demurrage  by  shipowners  against  charterer,  the  court 
will  not  grant  the  latter  an  inspection  of  tho  log  book  kept  during  the  voyage 
(Uundle  v.  Beaumont,  1  Moo.  At  P.  396;  4  Bing.  537);  and,  in  an  action 
by  the  owners  of  a  t»hip  against  a  broker  employed  by  them  to  procure 
a  cargo,  the  court  refused  to  order  the  latter  to  allow  the  former  to  inspect 
or  take  a  copy  of  a  letter  received  by  him  from  a  correspondent  abroad, 
although  ho  acted  as  such  broker  at  the  time  (Rowo  v.  Howden,  1  Moo.  At  P. 

;  4  Bing.  530).     It  is  a  general  rule,  that,  if  two  parties  execute  one 

deed  or  instrument,  the  one  who  has  it  holds  it  as  a  trustee  for  the  other,  on 

the  ground  that  they  have  both  an  interest  (see  per  Parke,  J.,  1  Moo.  &  P. 

;  and  in  the  Common  Pleas,  if  one  part  only  of  an  indenture  bo  exe- 

1,  the  court  will  compel  the  party  having  the  custody  of  it  to  produce  it 
f  >r  inspection,  upon  an  action  commenced  against  him  by  the  other  party, 
unless  he  can  show  some  sufficient  reason  to  the  contrary  (Blaker  v.  Porter, 
1  Taunt.  386;  1  Moo.  465;  Cooke  r.  Tans  well,  8  Taunt.  131 ;  2  Moo. 
a ).  But,  where  the  deft,  after  settling  a  draft  of  articles  of  partnership  with 
the  pit.,  having  ingrim-l  and  executed  a  deed,  4HBnfag  in  some  respects 
from  the  draft  of  the  articles,  the  pit  refused  to  execute  toe  deed,  but  having 
alter  wards  commenced  an  action  for  breach  of  agreement  to  lake  him  into 
partnership,  he  moved  to  bo  at  liberty  to  inspect  and  copy  the  deed,  the  court 
refused  an  order  for  inspection  (5  Bing.  148) ;  and  where  to  parts  of  an 
indenture  were  executed  by  both  parties,  each  keeping  one,  and  one  part 
was  lost,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  would  not  compel  the  other  party  to 
produce  his  part,  in  order  to  support  an  action  against  him  on  the  instru- 

!  (Brown  v.  Rose,  6  Taunt.  302;  1  Marsh.  610);  for  the  one  party 
executes  a  deed  by  which  he  binds  himself,  and  the  other  executes  a  deed 
by  which  ho  'binds  himself,  and  the  one,  having  lost  hi*  part,  calls 
on  the  other  to  produce  his:  it  is  like  a  case  where  a  man,  having  [  *226  ] 
given  a  bond,  kept  a  copy  of  it,  and  the  other,  losing  the  bond, 
applies  for  a  copy  of  the  copy, — we  should  not  grant  tbnt  (S.  C.  per  Gibbs, 
C.J.);  and,  u|>on  an  nfHJavit  that  no  copy  or  counterpart  of  a  Icaseon  which 
pit.  sued  was  in  possession  or  power  of  pit.,  and  that  the  attorney  who  drew 
the  lease  and  counterpart  had  absconded,  court  refused  to  order  deft.,  who 
was  in  possession  of  lease,  to  permit  a  copy  to  be  taken  (Portman  v.  Goring 
4  Bing.  152).  In  the  Queen's  Bench,  when  the  pit.  is  entitled  to  the  inspec- 
tion ol'a  lease,  &c ,  in  the  possession  of  the  dell.,  the  court  will  grant  a  rule 
for  the  latter  to  produce  it,  and  give  a  copy  thereof  to  the  pit.,  in  order  that 
he  may  declare  thereon  (Tidd,  Pr.  494,  040).  Aud,  where  the  pit.,  in  an 
action  on  a  deed,  has  had  the  same  taken  from  him,  under  a  warrant  against 
him  for  felony,  the  court,  on  an  affidavit  of  demand  upon,  and  refusal  by, 
the  magistrate  and  constable,  will  direct  them  to  give  the  pit.  a  copy  to 
declare  on,  and  to  produce  the  deed  on  the  trial,  th  •  pit.  undertaking  to  pay 
the  expenses  (Harris  v.  Adrit,  2  Chit.  Rep.  229).  In  one  case,  in  an  action 
against  the  marshal  for  an  escape,  the  court  compelled  him,  or  his  officer, 
to  (K-rmit  the  pit.  to  inspect  the  writ  of  luitxu*  corpus  and  return,  and  the 
committitur  endorsed  thereon  (Fox  v.  Jones,  1  B.  &  C.  732 ;  Moo.  &  R. 
570;  see  Cooper  v.  Jones,  2  Moo.  &  S.  202).  And  in  a  later  cose  the 
assignee  of  a  bankrupt  was  compelled  to  allow  an  inspection  of  the  partner- 
ship books  in  an  action  on  a  contract  entered  into  with  the  bankrupt  (Whit- 
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bourne  v.  Pittifer,  4  Moo.  &  S.  \82).  As  to  inspection  of  papers,  &c.,  in 
actions  on  policies  of  insurance  (post,  p.  248).  By  53  Geo.  III.,  c.  141,  s. 
5,  the  grantor  of  an  annuity  is  entitled  to  a  copy  of  every  deed,  &c.,  whereby 
it  was  granted  ;  and,  if  not  delivered  within  twenty-one  days  after  notice,  a 
summons  may  be  taken  out,  and  order  obtained  thereon,  for  the  production 
of  such  deed,  &c.,  and  for  suffering  the  complainant  to  take  copies  thereof 
and  examine  the  same.  •.-  .•' 

In  the  Queen's  Bench,  the  pit.  may  have  a  rule  for  the  deft,  to  produce  a 
deed  before  the  commissioners  of  the  stamp-office  to  be  stamped,  or  to  the  plt.'s 
attorney,  in  order  that  he  may  ascertain  the  names  of  the  witnesses,  so  as  to 
sulypccna  them.  And  a  rule  for  the  production  of  a  deed  to  be  stamped  has 
been  granted  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  (Bateman  v.  Phillips,  4  Taunt. 
157  ;  Cooke  v.  Stock,  Tidd,  Pr.  9th  ed.  487) ;  though,  in  a  former  case,  that 
court  refused  to  make  a  rule  on  the  pit.,  in  an  action  on  a  bond  to  allow  an 
officer  of  the  stamp  duties  to  inspect  the  bond,  because  the  deft ,  suspected  it 
to  be  forged  (1  B.  &  P.  271).  In  Gyner  v.  Bayley  (5  Moo.  71),  the  pit., 
having  entered  into  a  contract  with  an  auctioneer  for  the  purchase  of  land  by 
auction,  and  made  a  deposit  in  part  of  the  purchase-money,  and  afterwards 
brought  an  action  against  the  defts.  (the  vendors)  for  interest,  for  not  com- 
pleting the  purchase  according  to  the  conditions  of  sale,  the  court  ordered 
the  defts.  to  produce  the  contract,  for  the  purpose  of  the  plts.'s  getting  it 
stamped.  But  the  court  will  not  compel  the  pit.  to  deliver  to  the  delt.  a  copy 
of  an  agreement,  in  order  to  enable  the  latter  to  plead  in  abatement  that  the 
agreement  was  signed  jointly  by  himself  and  others  (Bealc  v.  Birch,  2  D,  & 
R.  419). 

Even  in  cases  where  the  instrument  is  not  the  direct  foundation  of  the 

action,  but  is  merely  matter  of  evidence  to  be  used  at  the  trial,  the  rule  as  to 

compelling  inspection  is  the  same,  and  the  court  will,  where  there  is  but  one 

instrument  between  the  parties,  compel  the  party  in  whose  possession  it  is  to 

allow  the  other  to  inspect  it  (Reid  v.  Colcman,  2  Cr.  &  M.  486 ;  Rex  v. 

Winkles,  M'Cle.  33;  *Whitbourne  v.  Pettifer,   4  M.  &  S.  182; 

[  *227  ]  Jones  v.  Palmer,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  447  ;  Doe  d.  Morris  v.  Roe,  1  M. 

&W.  207). 

In  a  late  case,  where  the  deft,  had  surreptitiously  obtained  possession  of 
an  unstamped  instrument  executed  by  himself  and  the  pit.  (thereby  prevent- 
ing the  pit.  from  getting  it  stamped,  as  he  intended,  within  the  twenty-one 
days  after  execution),  and  then  swore  that  he  had  lost  the  agreement,  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  ordered  that  he  should  produce  a  copy  in  his  pos- 
session to  the  pit.  arid  that  if  the  pit.  produced  that  copy  at  the  trial,  pro- 
perly stamped,  the  deft,  should  bo  precluded  from  producing  the  original 
(Bousefield  v.  Godfrey,  4  Bing.  418;  2  Moo.  &  P.  771 ;  but  see  Travel's  v. 
Collins,  2  Ch.  jun.  625,  where  the  power  of  the  court,  to  restrict  objections 
to  evidence  at  nisi  prius,  is  questioned). 

Under  the  judge's  order  to  produce  papers,  and  give  copies  of  letters,  &c., 
it  is  sufficient  to  give  extracts  of  those  points  of  them  which  are  relevant  to 
the  subject  (Clifford  v.  Taylor,  1  Taunt.  167);  and  the  court  will  confine 
their  order  for  the  inspection  of  a  deed,  &c.,  to  the  particular  parts  of  it  which 
are  necessary  to  support  the  action  (Ramsbotham  v.  Cooper,  2  Ch.  Rep. 
231).  Inspection  will  not  be  granted  where  the  agreement  is  between  par- 
ties and  persons  not  parties  to  the  action,  and  when  it  might  interfere  with 
their  rights  and  liabilities  (Lawrence  v.  Hooper,  2  Moo.  &  P.  9;  Tay- 
lor v.  Osborne,  4  Taunt.  159,  n.). 

Public  Documents^     It  is  a  general  rule  that  no  order  can  be  obtained 
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the  inspection  of  instruments  or  books  of  a  private  nnture  in  the  hinds 

of  a  third  person  (Cocks  v.  Nash,  3  Moo.'fc  S.  166;  1  Ld.  Rnym.  705;  1 

R.  476) ;  but  either  of  (he  parties  to  the  suit  has  a  right  to  inspect  and 

•-•a  of  such  books,  &c.  as  are  of  a  public  nature,  wh<-r«-iu  ho  has  an 

rest,  so  as  they  be  material  to  tho  suit,  and  the  pnrty  in  possession  be 

nut  obliged  to  furnish  evidence  against  himself  in  a  criminal   prosecution 

:  Kin-  v.  Purnell  (Dr.),  1  \Vik  'J:U» :  1  Bin.  R.  37;  R. 

\    11   \     :       >.351  {R.I  -an  (Earl  of ),  5  B.  dt  Ad.  90).     Baik\\ 

in  giving  jii.L'iin-nt  in  R.  v.  Hiickinghnm,  8  B.  &  C.  375,  lays  the  rule  down 

r  to  entitle  a  party  to  inspect  books  they  must  I*  •  ith«-r  public 

books,  or  tho  party  \vho  applies  for  such  inspection  must  have  an  interest 

in  (linn  (and  see  R.  v.  Antrobus,  2  Ad.  &  E.  788 ;  and  R.  v.  Gieat  We*. 

>.     As  to  tho  inspection  of  public  writings  in  general, 

and  if  they  nrc  not  evidence  of  themselves,  the  courts  will  order  them  to 
IN-  produced  at  the  trial  (I  Stra.  126;  12  Vin.  Abr.  104,  pi.  68;  Barnes, 

3  T.  R.  234). 

By  the  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  113,  s.  1,  it  is  enacted,  that  whenever,  by  any  act 
aow  in  force,  or  hereafter  to  bo  in  force,  any  certificate,  official  or  public 
document  or  documents,  or  proceedings  of  any  corporation  or  joint-stock  or 

r  company,  or  any  certified  copy  of  any  document,  by-law,  entry,  or 
register,  or  other  book,  or  of  any  other  proceeding,  shall  be  receivable,  the 
same  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence,  provided  they  purport  to  bo  under 
the  proper  seal  or  signature,  without  proof  of  such  seal  or  signature  being 
genuine.  By  sect.  2  of  the  same  act,  it  is  enacted,  that  the  courts,  • 
shall  take  judicial  notice  of  the  signature  of  the  equity  or  common  law 
judges.  And  by  sect.  3,  that  copies  of  private  acts  printed  by  the  Queen's 
printer,  copies  of  journals  of  parliament,  and  proclamations  purported  to  be 
printed  by  the  printers  to  the  crown,  or  by  the  printers  to  cither  bouse  of 
parliament,  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence,  without  any  proof  being  given 
tli  it  such  copies  were  so  printed. 

•The  books  of  a  corpora/ion  arc  in  nnture  of  public  books  (2 
Stra.  954,  955,),  and  every  member  of  the  corporation,  having  an  [  *228  ] 
interest  therein,  has  a  right  to  ins|>cct  and  take  copies  of  them,  for 
any  matter  that  concerns  hiimvlf,  though  it  lie  in  a  dispu'c  with  others  (3 
Bac.  Abr.  Ev.  F. ;  May  v.  Gwynnc,  4  B.  As  A.  301 ;  R.  v.  Fraternity  of 
Ilostmen  in  Newcastle,  2  Stra.  1223;  Barnes,  23.r> ;  Co.  Rep.  555 ;  see  tho 
provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  5  &  0  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  as  to 
the  documents  of  which  officers  of  the  corporation  are  obliged  to  allow  in* 
spcction  to  tho  members,  and  si  c  Davis  v.  Humphrey,  3  M  \  S.  223,  as  to 
what  documents  arc  comprehended  in  a  similar  provision  of  the  earlier  act, 
32  Ceo.  HI.  c.  59,  s.  4.  In  an  notion  against  deft,  a  member  of  a  corpora- 
tion for  a  breach  of  a  by-law,  the  court  will  order  nn  inspection  (Harrison 
v.  Williams,  3  B.  A:  C.  102;  sec  u  COHTOIIATIOJC").  Tho  books  of  the 
quarter  sessions  are  public  books,  which  every  one  has  a  ri^lit  to  inspect  (1 
Wils.  297;  1  Bl.  R.  39;  1  Ch.  Rep.  477,  a;  Tidd,  040;  but  sec  ib.  479, 
where  the  general  right  of  every  man  to  inspect  the  books  of  the  quarter 
sessions  was  doubted  by  Abbott,  C.  J.).  And  every  man  has  n  right  to  in- 
spect the  proceedings  to  which  he  is  himself  a  pnrty  (see  Tidd,  047  ;  I  Stra. 
126;  1  Ch.  Rep.  470,  a;  but  see  1  Ld.  Raym.' 252 ;  Carlh.  421;  Gilb. 
Cos.  K.  B.  134),  for  he  has  an  interest  in  such  proceedings.  In  an  action 
for  a  malicious  prosecution,  where  it  was  necessary,  in  order  to  support  the 
actions,  that  the  pit.  should  be  put  in  possession  of  the  contents  of  examina- 
tions before  justices,  and  of  the  warrant  on  which  he  was  apprehended,  the 
court  granted  a  rule  that  they  might  be  inspected,  and  copies  taken,  and  the 
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originals  produced  on  the  trial  (Barnes,  469,  469).  The  court-rolls,  an 
books  of  a  manor,  are  of  public  nature;  the  tenents  have  an  interest  therein, 
and  the  lord,  who  has  the  custody  of  them,  is  considered  merely  as  a  trustee 
(2  Stra.  955;  Crew  p.  t.  v.  Saunders,  ib.  1005);  and  it  is  now  a  matter  of 
course  to  grant  a  rule  for  the  inspection  of  the  court  rolls  and  ancient  writ- 
ings of  a  manor,  on  the  application  of  a  tenant  who  has  been  refused  by 
the  lord,  and  by  the  rule  H.  T.  2  Will.  IV.  s.  102,  an  order  upon  the  lord 
of  a  manor  to  allow  the  usual  limited  inspection  of  the  court  rolls  upon  the 
application  of  a  copyhold  tenant  may  be  absolute  in  the  first  instance.  A 
freehold  tenent  of  a  manor  has  no  right  to  inspect  the  court-rolls,  unless 
there  be  some  cause  depending  on  which  his  right  may  be  involved  (7  T.  R. 
746);  and  see  1  VVils,  104,  where  a  freeholder  was  refused  a  rule  to  inspect 
the  rolls  of  the  manor,  in  case  between  himself  and  the  lord,  touching  a 
copyhold  but  see  Barnes,  237  ;  2  Bl.  R.  1030,  semb.  contra  ;  and  see  2  Ves. 
620;  13  East,  10;  Tidd,  648.  It  seems  clear  that  where  the  question  is 
on  the  custom  of  a  manor  between  the  lord  and  a  stranger,  that  an  inspection 
of  the  roll  cannot  be  compelled  (see  Talbot  v.  Velleboys,  cited  from  MS.  by 
Duller,  J.,  3  T.  R.  142;  Smith  v.  Davis,!  Wils.  104;  Hereford  (Bishop 
of)  v.  Bridgewater  (Duke  of)  Bunb.  269;  Attorney  General  v.  Coventry 
(City  of),  ib.  290).  Parish  books,  and  the  books  of  the  Custom  House, 
Post  Office,  Bank,  South-Sea  House,  India  Company,  &c.,  are,  to  some  pur- 
poses, considered  as  public  books,  and  persons  who  have  an  interest  therein 
have  a  right  to  inspect  them  (Geary  v.  Hopkins,  2  Ld.  Raym.  851  ;  7  Mod. 
129;  1  Stra.  304;  1  Barnard,  K.  B.  455;  Warriner  v.  Giles,  2  Stra.  954; 
Barnes,  236  ;  Tidd,  647).  But  the  right  of  parishioners,  merely  as  such,  to 
inspect  the  books  of  churchwardens,  does  not  exist  (see  4  B.  &  C.  899). 
Some  special  reason  must  be  stated  to  ground  the  application  (Ib.)  Thus, 
where,  an  action  was  brought  against  churchwardens,  contesting  the  validity 

of  a  rate,  the  pit.  a  rate-payer,  *was  allowed  to  inspect  the  parish 
[*229]  books  (Newell  v.  Simpkin,  6  Bing.  565;  see  also  Golding  v. 

Fenn,  cited  by  Patteson,  J.,  in  R.  v.  Staffordshire,  1  Nev.  &  P. 
264).  But  access  is  not  allowed  to  parish  books  for  the  trial  of  questions 
of  a  private  nature,  or  in  collateral  actions  brought  by  or  against  persons 
who  have  no  interest  therein  (Tidd,  647,  and  cases  there  cited).  And 
though  the  East  India  Company  are  compellable  to  produce  their  public  books 
(7  Mod.  129;  2  Ld.  Ryam.  851),  yet  they  are  not  obliged  to  produce  their 
books  of  letters,  (1  Stra.  646,  &c.),  nor  their  private  books  relating  to  the 
appointment  of  their  servants  (2  Stra.  717  ;  see  Tidd,  647).  As  to  custom 
house  books,  see  1  Ld.  Raym.  705;  2  Stra.  1005;  Atherton  v.  Beard,  2 
T.  R.  614,  616.  In  an  action  against  a  sworn  broker  of  London,  for  negli- 
gence, he  will  be  compelled  to  produce  his  books  (Browning  v.  Ahvyn,  7  B. 
&  C.  204.  But  see  Rowe  v.  Howden,  1  Moo.  &  P.  334;  4  Bing.  539). 

And  further  upon  this  head  see  numerous  cases  cited  in  2  Chit.  Archb. 
1026,  7th  cd. 
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FORM  OP  REMEDY  ON,  p.  229. 

FORM  OF  PLEADINGS,  p.  231.     Declaration,  p.  231. — Plea,  p.  234. 
PRECEDENTS,  p.  235. 

(a)  2  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  560—612.;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.,  p.  188;  1  Ann.  Dig.  312;  2  Ann. 
Dig.  22G  ;  3  Id.  260. 
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EVIDENCE  FOR  PLAINTIFF  »n  Actions  on  Marine  Policy,  p.  235. — Policy, 
p.  235.— Interest  of  Insured,  p.  237.— The  Inception  of  Risk,  p.  239.— 
Sftipment  of  the  Goods,  p.  239. — Compliance  tritk  Warranties,  p. 
239.— Proof  of  License,  p.  241.— Other  Losses,  p.  243.—  The  Loss, 
and  Damages,  p.  244. — Effect  of  Payment  of  Money  into  Court,  p. 
245. 

In  Actions  on  Life  Policy,  p.  245. — Interest  and  Right  to  tttf,  p.  245. — 
Compliance  with  Warranties  and  Conditions,  p.  245. — Death,  246. 

In  Actions  on  Fire  Polity,  246. — Interest  and  Right  to  sue,  p.  247. — Com- 
pliance trilA  Warranties,  «J-c.,  p.  247. — Loss  by  Fire,  A/c.  p.  247. 

EVIDENCE  FOR  DEFENDANT,  p.  245. — Inspection  of  Papers,  p.  248. — 
Fraud,  $c.,  p.  248. 

COMPETENCY  OF  WITNESSES,  p.  249. 


Form  of  Remedy. 

THE  ordinary  remedy  under  a  policy  of  insurance  is  by  action  at  law  ; 
but  matter  sometimes  arises,  out  of  contracts  of  this  nature,  which  require* 
tbo  peculiar  investigation  and  relief  of  a  court  of  equity,  as  in  cases  of  fraud, 
or  where  a  discovery  on  oaih  is  ncces-Miry,  or  a  commission  required  for  the 
examination  of  witnesses  abroad ;  recourse  is  then  had  to  chancery  (ace  R. 
v.  Roper,  2  Stark.  517  ;  R.  v.  Hicks,  ib.  521).  A  commission  to  examine 
witnesses  abroad  may  be  obtained  now  from  the  superior  courts  of  common 
law  under  13  Gco.  HI.  c.  63,  the  provisions  of  which  are  extended  by  1 
Will.  IV.  c.  22).  As  to  relief  in  equity,  where  there  bos  been  a  mistake  in 
drawing  u|>  the  policy  (sec  1  Yes.  son.  318;  1  Atk.  545).  But  where  the 
demand  is  plainly  a  demand  at  law,  the  court  of  equity  will  not  intcrfcie, 
because  the  loss  and  damage  sustained  arc  as  much  the  object  of  proof  by 
witnesses  as  any  other  species  of  damage  whatever  ((.Jhcltufl*  and 
others  v.  The  London  Assurance  *Compuny,  4  Bro.  P.  C.  430).  [  f  230  ] 
But  where  there  is  n  suspicion  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  insolvent 
the  court  of  equity  will  compel  the  party  charged  to  make  a  full  disclosure 
upon  oath  of  all  the  circumstances  within  Ins  knowledge,  and  to  deliver  up 
all  papers  and  documents  that  are  material  to  the  question  (sec  numerous 
cases  and  instances  upon  this  head,  Park.  Ins.  403,  8th  cd.). 

The  form  of  remedy  by  action  on  n  policy  is  special  assumpsit,  when  it  is 
not  under  seal,  or  debt  or  covenant  when  it  is  under  seal.  A  general  form 
of  declaration  in  debt  was  given  against  the  two  public  incorporated  compa- 
nies, by  G  Gco.  I.  c.  18,  s.  4 ;  11  Geo.  I.  c.  30,  s.  34  ;  see  2  Marsh.  601  ; 
and  by  the  39  Geo.  III.  c.  63,  the  Globe  Assurance  Company  was  incorpo- 
rated and  by  the  9th  section  the  same  pleas  and  the  same  power  to  assess 
the  damages  were  given  as  in  the  cas*  of  the  other  companies  above-men- 
tioned. As  these  companies  seal  the  contracts  with  n  common  seal,  pro- 
ceedings against  them  must  be  by  action  of  covenant  or  debt.  Although 
these  companies  arc  entitled  under  these  statutes  to  plead  the  general  issue, 
and  give  the  special  matters  in  evidence  (11  Geo.  I.  c.  30,  s.  43),  it  is  now 
required  by  K.  G.  T.  T.  1  Viet,  that  the  words  "  by  statute"  be  inserted  in 
the  margin  of  the  plea.  In  a  case  where  persons,  being  trustees  and  direct- 
ors of  a  fire-insurance  company,  executed  a  policy  to  indemnify  A.,  and 
others,  from  loss  by  fire ;  whereby  they  ordered,  directed,  and  appointed  the 
directors  for  the  time  being  to  pay  the  loss  which  A.  and  others  should  sus- 
VOL.  1L  10 
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tain,  in  the  event  of  a  fire  happening;  and  the  policy,  among  other  clauses, 
went  on  to  recite  certain  provisions,  containing  the  words  "conditions  and 
agreements;"  andj  a  loss  having  happened,  it  was  held  that  the  policy  was 
not  an  instrument  or  agreement  upon  which  covenant  would  lie,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  neither  the  executing  parties,  nor  the  directors  for  the  time 
being,  were  liable  at  law  (Alchorne  v.  Saville,  6  Moo.  202,  a).  By  a  policy 
under  seal,  three  of  the  directors  of  a  fire  association  admitted  the  pit.  to  be 
a  member  6f  that  society,  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  presented  by  the 
deed  of  settlement  of  the  association,  and  he  subscribed  a  certain  sum  as  the 
consideration-money  for  one  year's  insurance ;  and  it  was  declared  that  he 
should  be  entitled  to  a  remuneration  out  of  the  society's  funds,  in  case  of  loss 
by  fire  happening  to  any  property  therein  specified,  not  exceeding  the  sums  set 
against  each  article  respectively;  and  it  was  further  stipulated,  that  neither 
of  the  directors  who  signed  the  policy,  nor  the  ph.,  or  the  holder  of  it, 
should,  as  members  of  the  society,  be  subject  or  liable  to  any  demand  for 
loss,  except  under  the  articles  establishing  the  society,  and  as  was  provided 
by  the  same.  The  pit.,  having  sustained  a  loss  by  fire,  brought  an  action 
of  covenant  against  the  directors  who  signed  the  policy,  and  averred,  in  his 
declaration,  that  the  funds  of  the  association  were  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
amount  of  such  loss,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  him  ;  held,  that  such 
declaration  was  sufficient,  and  that  the  defts.  were  liable  by  the  terms  of  the 
policy,  and  the  court,  therefore,  refused  to  arrest  the  judgment  (Andrews  v. 
Ellison,  6  Moo.  199). 

The  action  at  law  may  be  brought  by  either  the  person  in  whose  name, 

or  the  person  on  whose  account  the  policy  was  effected  (Marsh  v.  Robinson, 

4  Esp.  98 ;  Parker  v.  Beasly,  2  M.  &  S.  426 ;  Ilagedom  v.  Oliverson,  ib. 

485;  see  also  2  B.  &  A.  314;  16  East,  141  ;  13  East,  241  ;  2  B.  &  P. 

155,  n.).     With  reference  to  the  number  of  pits,  and  when  they  should  join 

or  sever  in  their  actions,  see  1  Ch.  PI.  7th  ed.  9,  where  the  subject  is  fully 

discussed;  see  also  Bell  v.  Ansley,  16  East,  141 ;  and  Cohen  v.  Ilannam, 

5  Taunt.  101.     Unless  an  adjustment  had  been  made,  *the  insurer 

[  *231  ]  could  not  be  holden  to  bail,  without  a  judge's  order,  even  though 

the  policy  were  valued  on  the  loss  total  (Lear  v.  Heath,  5  Taunt. 

231  ;  1  Marsh.  19  ;  Lambe  v.  Dubois,  ib.  21,  n. ;  1  M.  &  S.  494,  499;  5 
M.  &  S.  439).     But  now  see  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110,  by  which  the  power  to 
arrest  upon  mesne  process,  without  a  judge's  order,  is  altogether  abolished. 
In  actions  against  some  companies,  their  act  of  parliament  points  out  tho 
parties  to  sue  and  be  sued. 

Parties  to  the  Contract.]  Since  the  5  Gco.  IV.  c.  114,  whore  a  marine 
insurance  is  effected  by  an  insurance  company,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
name  of  each  member  of  the  company  should  be  expressed  in  the  policy 
(Reid  v.  Allan,  S.  P.;  Cross  v.  Allan,  1U  Jur.  1082,  Exch.). 

The  declaration  alleged  that  the  deft,  and  others,  of  whom  the  directors 
signing  the  policy  were  three,  constituted  a  firm  carrying  on  the  business  of 
marine  insurance,  and  that  the  three  directors,  on  behalf  of  the  firm  of  which 
the  deft,  was  member,  subscribed  the  policy;  that  in  consideration,  inter  alia, 
of  the  premium  paid  by  the  pit.,  the  deft,  promised  to  perform  all  things  on 
his  part,  to  be  performed  by  virtue  of  the  policy,  by  tho  terms  of  which  the 
deft.,  as  one  of  the  assuring  parties,  undertook  with  the  pit.  that  the  funds  of 
the  company  should  be  answerable  for  the  losses  insured  against,  so  never- 
theless that  he  should  not  be  personally  liable  to  an  extent  exceeding  tho 
amount  of  his  own  shares.  It  then  averred  the  losses,  that  the  funds  of  the 
company  were  more  than  sufficient,  and  the  deft.'s  interest  more  than  sufli- 
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cient  to  make  them  good;  alleging  as  a  breach  the  non-payment :  held  good, 
and  that  the  pit.  was  not  bound  to  bring  his  action  against  the  directors  by 
whom  the  policy  was  subscribed,  alleging  a  promise  by  them  tlut  the  funds 
of  the  company  should  pay  (Ib  ). 

Form  of  Pleading*. 

Declaration  on  Marine  Po.'icy.]  The  averments  in  a  declaration  in  debt, 
covenant,  and  nssumpsit,  on  a  marine  insurance  nre  so  nearly  similar,  that 
th-y  may  b' considered  under  the  same  head.  The  venue  is  transitory. 
The  general  averments  in  the  declaration  relate  to. — 1,  the  policy  and  memo- 
randum annexed  ;  2,  the  duff's  subscription ;  3,  the  shipment  of  the  goods, 
if  the  policy  be  upon  goods,  or  the  right  to  freight,  if  upon  freight ;  4,  the 
names  of  the  persons  interested ;  5,  the  sailing  on  the  voyage,  and  loss;  0, 
the  amount  of  damages  (Hughes  on  Insurance,  483).  A  general  form  of 
declaration  in  debt  is  given  against  the  public  incorporated  companies,  by  6 
Gco.  I.  c.  18,  s.  4,  and  11  Geo.  I.  c.  3D,  s.  43;  39  Goo.  III.  c.  83;  see  2 
Marsh.  GUI). 

Two  counts  upon  the  same  policy  are  not  allowed,  but  a  count  upon  a 
policy,  and  u  count  for  money  had  and  received  to  recover  back  the  premium, 
implied  by  law,  arc  albwed  (R.  G.  II.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  No.  5);  and  therefore 
in  almost  all  actions  upon  policies  of  insurance,  it  is  usual  after  the  count 
for  the  s|Kxriul  assumpsit,  to*  add  one  or  two  general  counts,  that  if  the  policy 
should  bo  set  aside,  and  the  contract  declared  void,  the  insured  may  be  at 
least  able  to  recover  (ho  premium  upon  which,  by  3  Ac  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s. 
20,  interest  is  now  recoverable. 

The  policy  must  be  described  according  to  its  legal  effect,  and  is  usually 
set  forth  in  the  past  tense,  in  the  prtxise  terms  in  which  it  was  made  (Hughes, 
404);  and  it  must  be  stated  (hat  it  was  signed  or  subscribed  with  the  nam«- 
of  the  insurer  against  whom  the  action  is  brought,  or  his  agent.  The  regu- 
lations indorsed  on  the  policy,  and  forming  a  part  of  it,  must  bo  staled 
(Strong  v.  II  r>«  v,  3  Bmg.  304).  So,  likewise,  must  all  qualifications  of 
the  contract  by  wariantie*  or  exceptive  stipulations  (3  Bing.  315;  11  Ivtst, 
033;  4  Camp*  20  ;  1  Stark.  2U4  ;  7  Taunt.  385;  2  II.  At  C.  20).  But 
clauses  which  do  not  ailed  the  plt.'s  right  of  action,  as  the  enumeration  of 
perils  to  which  this  loss  is  not  attributed,  need  not  be  stated,  though  they 
usually  are  (Colterill  v.  Cuff,  4  Taunt.  265).  In  a  valued  policy,  where  th«» 
goods  had  been  es'.imated  at  too  low  a  sum,  and  the  mistake  was  cor- 
rected by  nn  increased  sum  in  the  margin,  the  policy  was  stated  according 
to  i's  altered  value,  without  noticing  the  original  SJID,  and  the  declaration 
was  held  sufficient  (Robinson  v.  Tobin,  1  Stark.  330).  Iljt  where  an  altera- 
tion Ins  been  made  after  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  that  fact  should  in 
general  be  stated,  onJ  when  several  counts  were  permitted,  il  was  considered 
prudent  to  state  both  the  original  and  altered  forms  in  dirtl-rent  counts  (see 
2  Ch.  PI.  7th  cd.  133).  h  is  not  necessary  to  state  that  this  instrument  was 
stamped,  or  that  the  policy  contained  the  name  or  firm  of  one  of  the  persons 
interested,  or  of  the  consignor,  or  of  th-i  agent  in  Great  Britain,  wh>  gav»: 
orders  for  the  policy,  according  to  the  statute  2d  Geo.  III.  c.  53  (lid I  v. 
Janson,  I  M.  &  S.  'J01  ;  2  Sal'k.  510;  1  Ld.  R:iym.  430;  1  S.iund.  270  a, 
n.  2).  If,  however,  it  bo  averred,  that  the  pcrs  >n*  interested  answered  u 
particular  description,  this  averment,  though  unnecessary,  *must 
be  proved  (Bell  v.  I'Anson,  1  M.  <fc  S.  201,  204).  But  an  allega-  [  *232  ] 
lion  that  the  policy  was  effected  for  the.  jilt.,  by  A.  B.  and  C.,  is 
satisfied  by  proof  tlut  it  was  ellVclcd  by  A.  and  0.  there  bein0',  in  fact,  two 
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firms,  which  had  two  members  in  common  (Dickson  v.  Lodge,  1  Stark.  226). 
It  seems  that  if  the  policy  was  effected  by  an  agent,  it  may,  nevertheless,  be 
stated  as  if  made  by  the  principal  insured  (2  Burr.  1198  ;  Bell  v.  Gibson,  1 
B.  &  P.  346).  When  the  policy,  in  the  common  printed  form,  on  ship  and 
goods,  contains  a  memorandum,  declaring  the  insurance  to  be  on  goods,  a 
general  averment  is  proper,  that  the  deft,  became  an  insurer  on  the  premises 
mentioned  in  the  policy  (Haughton  v.  Ewbank,  4  Camp.  88).  If  the  goods 
were  required,  by  the  terms  of  the  policy,  to  be  laden  at  a  certain  port,  it 
must  be  averred  that  they  were  there  laden  (De  Symons  v.  Shedden,  2  B. 
&  P.  153);  or,  if  the  policy  be  upon  goods  of  a  particular  nature,  or  distin- 
guished by  certain  marks,  it  must  be  averred  that  the  goods  in  question  cor- 
responded with  such  description  (Ib. ;  De  Symons  v.  Johnston,  2  N.  R.  77). 
But,  if  a  declaration  state  that  the  policy  was  upon  indigo  and  bale  goods, 
and  that  divers  goods  were  shipped,  and  that  the  policy  was  on  the  said  goods, 
it  is  sufficient,  on  special  demurrer  (Ib.).  An  averment  of  interest  is  neces- 
sary, as  well  in  cases  of  a  policy  upon  foreign  as  on  British  ships,  unless 
there  be  a  clause  making  proof  of  interest  unnecessary,  as  "  interest  or  no 
interest,"  or,  "  without  further  proof  of  interest  than  the  policy,"  or  other 
words  to  that  effect  (Cousins  v.  Nantes,  3  Taunt.  513  ;  see,  also,  2  East,  385; 

2  Saund.  200  ;  3  B.  &  P.  75  ;  2  N.  R.  269).    Any  person  who  has  an  interest 
in  the  subject-matter  of  insurance,  may  be  insured  to  the  extent  of  that  in- 
terest ;  but  the  instrument  must  be  such  as  the  law  can  take  notice  of,  and 
therefore,  though  the  profits  likely  to  be  made  on  an  expected  cargo  may  be 
insured,  yet  no  insurance  can  be  effected  on  the  expected  profits  of  a  cargo 
to  which  the  claim  of  the  party  insuring  is  founded  on  a  contract  void  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  (Stockdale  v.  Dunlop,  6  M.  &  W.  224).     The  parties  in 
whom  the  interest  is  vested  must  be  correctly  described.     But,  where  the 
declaration  alleged  that  Messrs.  H.  and  II.,  at  the  time  of  effecting  the  policy, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  were  interested  in  the  cargo,  to  wit,  to  the  amount 
of  all  the  money  insured,  and  it  appeared  on  the  trial,  that,  previous  to  the 
insurance,  they  had  admitted  others  to  a  joint  concern  in  the  cargo,  this  evi- 
dence has  been  held  to  support  the  averment  (Page  v.  Fry,  2  B.  &  P.  240  ; 

3  Esp.  185;  Perchard  v.  VVhitmore,  2  B.  &  P.  155;  Hiscox  v.  Barrett,  16 
East,  145;  Park.  Ins.  603;  6  Taunt.  14;  1  Marsh.  416).    But  this  decision 
seems  questionable  (Hughes,  467).     If  two  are  jointly  interested,  and  one 
count  state  the  interest  in  one,  and  another  in  the  other,  the-  pit.  cannot  re- 
cover  upon   either  (Cohen  v.  Hannam,  5  Taunt.  101;   Bell  v.  Ansley,  16 
East,  141).    But  an  averment  that  A.,  B.,  C.,  D.,  and  certain  others,  trading 
under  the  firm  of  E.  and  Co.,  were  interested,  is  sufficient,  on   motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  whatever  effect  the  uncertain  description  of  the  persons 
in  the  firm  might  have  on  demurrer  (1  Chit.  Rep.  49;  Mcllish  v.  Bell,.  15 
East,  4).     It  is   not   necessary,  though   sometimes  advisable,  to  specify  in 
what  proportions  several  persons  are  interested  (Carruthers  v.  Sheddon,  6 
Taunt.  14 ;   1  Marsh.  416).     When  the  interest  is  averred  to  be  created  by 
certain  special   circumstances,   the  averment  must   be   accordingly  proved 
(Lucena  v.  Crawford,  2  N.  R.  209).     An  averment  of  interest,  at  the  time 
of  effecting  the  policy,  is  immaterial;  it  is  sufficient  that  the  interest  was 
vested  during  the  period  of  the  risk  (Rhind  v.  Wilkinson,  2  Taunt.  237).    A 

change  in  the  interest  after  the  policy  is  effected,  much  less  after 
[  *233  ]   *the  loss  has  happened,  cannot  be  set  up  as  an  answer  by  the  un- 
derwriters against  a  claim  for  such  loss  (Sparkes  v.  Marshall,  2 
Bing.  N.  C.  776). 

By  the  rules  of  pleading  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  5,  it  was   ordered,  that  in 
actions  on  policies  of  insurance,  the  interest  of  the  insured  may  be  averred 
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thus : — '<  That  A  ,  B.,  C.,  and  D.,  or  some  one  of  them  were  or  was  inter! 
ested,"  Azc. ;  and  it  may  also  be  averred,  "  that  the  insurance  was  made  for 
the  use  and  benefit,  and  on  the  account  of  the  person  or  persons  so  interest* 
ed."  Where  it  was  uncertain  who  were  the  parties  interested,  it  was 
formerly  the  practice  to  add  different  counts  to  meet  the  doubts  (see  1  N.  R. 
290).  But  since  the  rules  prohibiting  more  than  one  count  on  the  same 
debt,  there  can  only  be  one  count,  and  the  power  of  declaring  as  above,  in 
the  alternative,  has  now  avoided  all  risk. 

A  payment  of  money  into  court  precludes  the  deft,  from  objecting  that  the 
amount  of  interest  was  not  substantiated  (16  East,  140).  The  averment 
that  the  ship  sut/n/  on  her  voyage,  is  introduced  to  show  a  compliance  with 
the  requisition  of  the  policy.  But,  as  every  policy  contains  the  words,  "  lost 
or  not  lost/1  whether  the  ship  sailed  before  or  after  it  was  made,  is  immaterial ; 
and  an  averment  that  the  ship  sailed  aAer,  is  satisfied  by  proof  that  she 
sailed  before  (Peppins  v.  Solomon,  5  T.  R.  490 ;  2  N.  R.  308 ;  G  Taunt. 
465,  466 ;  2  Marsh.  160  ;  Hughes,  469).  If  the  voyage  was  not  to  any  par. 
ticulnr  port,  say,  u  during  the  continance  of  the  rink  in  the  said  writing  or 
policy  of  insurance  mentioned,  to  wit,  on,"  Arc.  Hut,  where  the  policy  was 
at  and  from  a  place,  an  averment  that  the  ship  was  lost  after  she  had  sailed 
on  her  voyage,  was  not  satisfied  by  proof  that  she  was  lost  before  she  sailed 
(Abilloe  v.  Briston,  6  Tnunt.  462;  2  Marsh.  157).  The  raw*  of  the  IOM 
must  be  stated  accurately,  and  a  variance  in  this  respect  would  be  fatal 
(Cullcn  v.  Butler,  5  M.  \:  S.  461 ;  4  Camp.  260 ;  Butler  v.  Wildman,  3  B. 
As  A.  398 ;  Phillips  v.  Burke,  5  B.  At  A.  161  ;  3  Taunt  228).  A  statement 
of  the  particular  facts  which  occasioned  the  loss,  is  sometimes  preferable 
to  ascribing  it  to  one  of  tin-  perils  specified  in  the  policy ;  such  a  statement 
affords,  also,  the  advantage  of  being  admitted,  in  case  of5  payment  of  money 
into  court,  and  of  obtaining  the  opinion  of  a  higher  court,  in  cose  a  question 
of  law  is  raised  upon  the  record  (Hughes,  470). 

In  stating  the  l<.ss  the  protest  usually  made  on  the  occasion  should  be 
consulted,  ami  su  -h  loss  should  be  stated  precisely  as  it  can  be  proved,  and 
it  must  appear  to  b«  within  the  terms  of  I  he  policy  (see  2  Saund.  201  f,  n. 
18  ;  2  Park,  Ins.  640  ;  Marsh.  Ins.  591— 590  ;  Hughes,  469  ;  3  B.  A:  P.  23). 
The  proximate  and  not  the  remote  cause  should  be  slated  (Hughes,  246; 
Livio  v.  Jnnson,  12  East,  643 ;  sec  the  descriptions  of  several  losses,  2  Cb. 
PI.  7thed.  136—153). 

The  term  txirratnj,  being  n  word  of  art,  is  the  best  description,  when  the 
master's  misconduct  is  the  cause  of  the  loss  ;  but  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that 
the  poods  were  lost  by  the  fraud  and  negligence  of  the  master  and  manners 
(Knight  v.  Cambridge,  1  Stra.  581  ;  2  Ld.  Raym.  1349;  sec  also  Boehn  v. 
Coombe,  2  M.  Ac  S.  172).  hi  I),xon  v.  Sadler  (5  M.  A:  \V.  409),  Parke,  B  , 
says,  "  The  rule  is  that  a  loss  by  larrcdnj^  must  be  so  described  ;"  and  tho 
usual  and  best  mode  it  would  seem,  is  to  aver  such  a  loss  to  have  happened, 
"by  the  barratry  of  the  master  or  mariners"  (2  Park,  Ins.  641 ).  If  the 
capture  happened  through  the  collusion  of  the  master  with  the  enemy,  tho 
loss  may  be  laid  by  either  cause,  by  capture-  or  by  barratry  (Arcangelo  v. 
Thompson,  2  Camp.  620;  see  also  Tomlinson  v.  Anderson,  1  Taunt.  227  ; 
Green  v.  Elmslie,  Pea.  212;  Hodgson  *v.  Malcolm,  2  N.  R.  336). 
The  amount  of  the  loss  should  be  stated.  A  partial  loss  may  be  [  *234  ] 
given  in  evidence  under  nn  averment  of  total  loss  (Gardiner  v. 
Ctossdaile,  2  Uurr.  'J01  ;  1  Bla.  336).  In  an  action  for  damages  merely,  a 
person  may  always  recover  less,  but  never  more  than  the  sum  he  has  laid  in 
his  declaration  (I b.).  But  he  cannot  recover  for  more  than  he  has  in  fact 
been  damnified  (Livic  v.  Janson,  12  East,  646;  2  Park,  lus.  8th  cd.  645). 
Any  damage  within  the  cause  of  action,  as  stated,  may  be  given  in  evidence, 
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without  being  specially  averred  as  salvage,  under  an  averment  lhat  the  vessel 
sunk  in  the  river  (Gary  v.  King,  Hardvv.  304).  When  an  adjustment  has 
taken  place,  it  need  not  be  specially  declared  upon,  but  be  given  in  evidence 
as  admission,  upon  the  usual  declaration,  or  upon  any  account  stated  (Rogers 
v.  Naylor,  1  Park.  Ins.  8th  ed.  267;  Christian  v.  Coomber.  2  Esp.  489; 
Sheriff  v.  Potts,  5  Esp.  96;  and  see  further,  Hughes,  Ins.  463—472).  See 
also  DC  Garron  v.  Galbraith,  cited  1  Park,  Ins.  ^67,  where  evidence  having 
been  given,  that  after  the  adjustment  doubts  had  arisen  in  the  minds  of  under- 
writers, and  that  in  consequence  they  refused  to  pay,  the  pit.  was  compelled 
to  give  other  proof. 

Plea.~\  The  action  of  assumpsit  being  the  form  of  action  which  is  most 
usually  brought  upon  policies  of  assurance,  the  deft,  may,  of  course,  plead 
any  plea  which  the  law  admits.  For  the  nature  and  use  of  the  special  pleas 
in  these  actions,  see  "  ASSUMPSIT."  As  to  the  Royal  Exchange  and  the 
London  Insurance  Companies,  it  is  enacled,  by  statute  11  Geo.  I.  c.  30,  s. 
43,  that  they  may  plead  generally,  in  actions  of  debt,  that  they  owed  nothing 
in  covenant,  that  they  had  not  broke  the  covenants;  and  that  the  jury  should, 
thereupon,  give  such  parts  of  the  debt,  or  damages,  as  it  should  appear  in 
evidence  the  pit.  ought,  in  justice,  to  have  (see  39  Geo.  III.  c.  83,  which 
enables  the  Globe  Assurance  Company  to  adopt  a  similar  plea).  Formerly, 
under  the  general  issue,  in  assumpsit,  the  deft,  might  have  availed  himself 
of  any  matter  of  defence  arising  from  the  illegality  of  the  insurance:  the 
alteration  of  the  policy  after  its  execution, — non-compliance  with  some  war- 
ranty or  condition,  express  or  implied, — the  want  of  interest, — misrepre- 
sentations,— a  deviation, — release, — or  a  performance  on  his  part  (Hughes, 
473) ;  and  this  plea  was  usually  alone  sufficient,  and  comprehends  all  the 
ordinary  subjects  of  defence.  But  now,  by  R.  G.  II.  T.  4  Will.  IV.,  Plead- 
ings, 1,  in  all  actions  of  assumpsit  the  plea  of  non  assitmpsit  is  made  to 
operate  as  a  denial  in  fact  of  the  express  contract  or  promise  alleged,  or  of 
the  matters  of  fact  from  which  the  contract  or  promise  alleged  may  be  implied 
by  law,  and  all  defences  must  be  specially  pleaded.  But  a  distinction  has 
been  drawn  by  the  court  as  to  the  effect  of  this  rule  between  actions  of 
assumpsit  on  express  contracts,  and  actions  of  assumpsit  on  implied  contracts  ; 
and  it  has  been  held  that,  in  the  former,  ?ion  assumpsit  puts  in  issue  the  fact 
only  of  the  contract,  and  in  the  latter  the  matters  of  fact  from  which  the 
contract  may  be  implied  (per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Martin  v.  Smith,  4  Bing.  N. 
C.  436  ;  see  also  5  Bing.  N.  C.  686).  Illegality  of  consideration,  whether 
at  common  law  or  by  statute,  must  be  specially  pleaded,  and  not  only  when 
the  express  contract,  on  which  the  pit.  sues,  is  illegal,  but  also  when  illegal 
services  having  been  rendered  no  contract  to  pay  for  them  can  be  implied 
(Potts  v.  Sparrow,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  594;  1  Sco.  578;  and  further  for  the 
decisions  which  have  occurred  since  the  new  rules,  upon  the  effect  of  the  plea 
of  non  assnmpsit,  see  1  Selw.  N.  P.  10th  ed.  116).  In  Hemming  v.Trenery 
(9  Ad.  &  E.  935  ;  1  P.  &  D.  661)  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  observed,  "  That  upon  defences  which  arise  as  to  matters 
of  law,  *a  difference  of  opinion  seems  to  be  entertained  by  different 
[  *235  ]  judges,  whether  such  defences  may  be  set  up  under  the  general 
issue,  or  must  be  pleaded  specially"  (see  "  ASSUMPSIT").  A  plea 
alleging  unseaworthiness  after  the  commencement  of  the  risk,  and  a  neglect 
to  repair  must  also  show  knowledge,  and  an  opportunity  to  repair  (Hollings- 
worth  v.  Brodrick,  7  A.  &  E.  40). 

If  the  insured  became  an  alien  enemy  after  effecting  the  policy  or  bringing 
the  action,  this  must  be  specially  pleaded;  if  alien  enemy  before,  it  may  be 
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proved  under  the  general  issue  (3  Camp.  1 52 ;  15  Ea.  260 ;  8  T.  R.  266 ;  6  T. 
R.  24).  The  plea  of  alien  enemy  will  not  be  allowed  to  be  pleaded  with  any 
other  (Treackenhod  v.  Payne,  12  East,  206 ;  1  B.  At  P.  223).  The  Statute 
of  Limitations  cannot  be  pleaded  when  the  loss  accrued  within  six  years  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action;  and,  if  a  master  barratriously  carries  the 
ship  out  of  her  course,  and  procures  her  to  be  condemned,  sells,  and  deliver* 
her  up  to  the  purchaser,  it  is  only  from  this  last  event  that  the  statute  begins 
to  run  (llibbert  v.  Martin,  1  Camp.  539).  The  bankruptcy  of  the  deft,  a 
tender,  or  bankruptcy  of  the  pit.,  occurring  after  the  action  brought,  must  be 
specially  pleaded  (Page  v.  Bouer,  4  B.  At  A.  345;  7  T.  R.  396;  B.  N.  P. 
153,  v. ;  3  Camp.  236).  A  sct-off  may  be  pleaded  in  case  either  of  the  par- 
tin  become  bankrupt  (post,  "  SET-OFF").  In  other  cases  a  set-ofl",  is  nor, 
in  general,  sustainable,  as  the  demand  upon  a  policy  is  for  unliquidated  dam* 
ages  (Grant  v.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company,  5  M.  &  S.  439). 

With  respcci  to  the  pleadings  in  actions  on  policies  of  insurance  on  /ire*, 
and  against  _/?/r,  the  observations  already  made  will,  for  the  most  part,  be 
applicable. 

The  precedents  will  be  found  in  Cb.  PI.  by  Pearson,  141,  336. 

Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

In  Action  on  Marine  Insurance.}  In  this  action  the  pit.  has  to  prove, 
1.  The  execution  of  the  policy;  2.  The  interest  in  the  ship  or  goods;  3.  The 
inception  of  risk  ;  4.  Compliance  with  warranties,  an<),  where  necessary,  the- 
license;  5.  The  loxs  and  damage*.  Hut,  if  the  action  be  in  covenant  or  debt, 
on  a  policy  under  seal,  the  pit.  will  have  to  prove  tli«»«o  facts  only  which  are 
specially  dcni<  d  by  the  deft.'s  pica*,  except  in  an  action  agnin*t  the  corporate 
companies,  \vlien  deft*,  need  not  j  l«-;id  specially  (atilf,  p.  234);  as  to  the 
eflect  of  payment  of  money  into  court,  see  pas/,  p.  24-'i. 

Proof  of  the  /WiV*y.]  The  policy,  if  the  execution  of  it  i<  denied,  must  be 
produced,  impressed  with  the  proper  stump,  and  the  deft.'s  subscription 
proved.  If  subscribed  by  an  agent,  tin?  handwriting  nnd  authority  of  that 
agent  must  be  proved ;  nnd,  if  the  authority  was  in  writing,  it  should  lie  pro- 
duced. Proof  tlmt  the  agent  has  b»-en  in  the  habit  of  subscribing  policies  in 
deft.'s  name,  and  with  his  knowledge  (Neale  v.  Irving,  1  E>p.  01),  or  that 
deft,  had  been  in  the  habit  of  paying  losses  upon  ]>olicies  so  subscribed  by 
the  agent  (Houghton  v.  Ewbank,  4  Camp,  £•* ;  see  Brocklebnnk  v.  Sugrue, 
5  C.  &i  P.  21),  is  sufficient  to  establish  his  authority;  and,  in  such  cases, 
though  the  agent  was  appointed  by  a  letter  of  attorney  under  seal,  it  need 
not  be  product  d.  Rut,  where  a  witness  proved  the  agent's  handwriting,  nnd 
that  he  had  often  seen  him  sign  policies  for  the  defr.,  but  had  not  seen  any 
general  power  of  attorney  from  deft,  to  the  agent,  nor  knew  of  any  authority 
to  sign  the  policy  in  question,  nor  was  acquainted  wi:h  any  instance  in  which 
deft,  had  paid  a  loss  upon  a  policy  so  suLscrilx-d,  Lord  Ellonborough  held 
that  the  *  proof  of  ngency  must  be  carried  furb«  r  (Courtern  v. 
Towse,  1  Cum  p.  43).  An  averment  that  the  policy  was  ellt-cted  [  *23C  ] 
for  the  pits,  by  A.,  B.,  and  ('.,  is  satisfied  by  proof  that  it  was 
effected  by  the  firm  of  A.  and  B.,  there  being  in  fact  two  firms,  which  hnd 
two  members  in  common  (Dickson  v.  Lodge,  1  Stark.  '-"JO;  ante,  p.  233). 
Another  j>olicy  between  the  same  parties  cannot  be  adduced  to  explain  the 
one  in  question  (Robertson  v.  French,  4  East,  137);  but,  as  to  the  eflect  of  a 
continuation-policy,  sec  10  East,  240).  Nor  is  parol  evidence  admitted  to 
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control  a  policy:  as,  to  prove  that  a  voyage,  stated  in  the  policy  to  begin 
from  Archangel,  was  to  begin  from  the  Downs  (Skin.  54;  2  Salk.  444);  or 
that  a  voyage  from  London  to  Berlin  was  to  begin  at  an  intermediate  place 
(5  Taunt.  462);  or  that  a  policy  on  ship  or  ships  was  not  to  extend  to  the 
ship  Woolton  (Weston  v.  Eames,  1  Taunt.  115;  1  Stra.  309);  or  that  a 
policy  at  and  from  A.,  on  goods,  was  to  extend  to  goods  laden  at  a  previous 
port  (Langham  v.  Hardy,  4  Taunt.  628).  But  usage  is  admitted  to  explain 
the  terms  of  a  mercantile  contract,  though  under  seal,  but  not  to  add  to,  or 
vary,  its  stipulations  (Gibbon  v.  Young,  8  Taunt.  261 ;  and  see  the  judgment 
in  the  case  of  Young  v.  Turing,  2  Sco.  N.  R.  752).  Thus,  usage  may  show 
that  a  warranty  to  sail  with  convoy  is  satisfied  by  sailing  with  convoy  from 
the  Downs  (2  Salk.  444) ;  or  that  a  port  in  Finland  is,  in  mercantile  language, 
a  port  in  the  Baltic  (Uhde  v.  Waters,  3  Camp.  16;  and  see  1  Bing.  447). 
Lord  Mansfield  in  one  case,  where  the  question  was  as  to  when  the  risk  de- 
termined, stated  the  rule  on  this  head  to  be  that  insurance  brokers  and  others 
might  be  examined  as  to  the  general  opinion  and  understanding  of  persons 
concerned  in  trade,  though  they  know  no  particular  instance  in  fact  upon 
which  such  opinion  was  founded  (Campden  v.  Covvley,  1  Bl.  R.  417);  but 
in  Campbell  v.  Richards  (5  B.  &  Ad.  840),  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  of 
underwriters  and  brokers  was  not  admissible  to  show  that,  in  their  opinion, 
certain  matters  not  communicated  were  material.  Witnesses  to  prove  usage 
must  state  facts,  not  their  opinions  (Syers  v.  Bridge,  Doug.  527).  Nor  is 
usage  admitted  to  contradict  a  policy:  as,  to  show  that  a  policy  on  a  ship 
from  A.  to  B.,  and  until  moored  at  anchor  for  twenty-four  hours  at  B.,  was 
to  continue  till  the  goods  on  board  were  discharged  (Parkinson  v.  Collier, 
Park.  Ins.  416;  3  Camp.  57;  B.  N.  P.  274;  8  Taunt.  92;  1  Gow.  74;  4 
Taunt.  846 ;  4  Camp.  22).  Representations  by  an  agent,  made  at  the  time 
of  effecting  a  policy,  are  evidence  against  his  principal,  as  part  of  the  res 
gestce.  But  letters  from  the  insured's  agent  abroad,  containing  an  account 
of  the  transactions  there,  are  not  evidence  against  the  principal  (Langhorn 
v.  Allnutt,  4  Taunt.  511,  519;  Kahl  v.  Janson,  ib.  565;  Reyncr  v.  Pearson, 
ib.  662  ;  Belham  v.  Benson,  Gow,  45).  A  letter  dated  abroad,  and  addressed 
to  J.  S.,  in  England,  with  the  English  ship-letter  post-mark  upon  it,  directing 
a  policy  to  be  effected,  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  J.  S.  was  the  person  residing 
in  Great  Britain  who  received  the  order  for,  and  effected  the  policy  (Arcan- 
gelo  v.Thompson,  2  Camp.  260;  see  further,  Hughes,  478). 

The  policy  not  only  proves  the  extent  and  nature  of  the  contract,  but  it 
also  establishes  another  allegation  in  the  declaration,  viz.  that  the  premium 
was  paid,  for  every  policy  contains  a  clause  to  this  effect:  "  We  the  assurers 
confessing  ourselves  paid  the  consideration  due  unto  us  for  this  assurance  by 
the  assured,'''  which  acknowledgment  is  conclusive  as  between  the  assured 
and  the  underwriter,  except  in  case  of  fraud  ;  and,  therefore,  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  brought  by  the  assured  against  the  underwriter, 
for  a  return  of  premium,  the  latter  will  not  be  permitted  to  say  that  the 

broker  who  effected  the  policy  on  behalf  of  the  pit.  had  not  paid 
[  *237  ]  *any  part  of  the  premium  (1  Park.  Ins.  38).  So  also  in  an  action 

by  the  underwriter  against  the  assured  (Dalzell  v.  Mair,  Camp. 
532).  But  as  between  the  underwriter  and  broker,  the  receipt  is  no  bar 
(Airy  v.  Bland,  Trin.  Sittings  at  Guildhall;  14  Geo.  III.,  cited  in  2  Park, 
Ins.  811.  But  where  it  appears  that  a  fraud  lias  been  practised  on  the 
underwriters,  in  collusion  between  the  broker  and  assured,  the  receipt  upon 
the  policy  is  not  conclusive  (Foy  v.  Bell,  3  Taunt.  493 ;  Mason  v.  Simeon, 
3  Taunt.  497). 
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Proof  of  Plaintijf  '*  Interest  in  the.  Ship  or  Goo-?*.]  The  interest  must 
be  proved  to  have  b  -en  in  the  persons  named  in  the  declaration  (Hughes, 
481  ;  antf,  p.  232).  The  interest  in  the  ship  is  proved  by  acts  of  ownership, 
as  loading  the  ship,  paying  the  people  employed,  providing  stores,  and  the 
like  (Amory  v.  Rogers,  1  Esp.  207  ;  Thomas  v.  Foyle,  5  E*p.  88;  ib.  98; 
4  Taunt.  652).  Thus,  when  the  insurance  was  on  a  ship  and  her  cargo, 
the  pit.  in  order  to  prove  insurance  produced  the  bill  of  lading,  and  the  cap- 
tain proved  that  it  was  his  bill  of  lading,  and  that  he  had  the  goods  specified 
in  it  on  board ;  it  was  held  sufficient  proof  of  insurance  (per  Lord  Ken yon, 
C.  J.,  M' Andrews  v.  Bell,  1  Esp.  373;  Lickbarrow  v.  Mason,  2  T.  R.  71). 
The  ordinary  mode  of  proof  is  to  call  the  captain  to  state  by  whom  he  was 
employed ;  and,  though  he  prove  that  the  pit.  claims  under  a  bill  of  sale, 
possession  is  still  sufficient  evidence  of  property,  (ill  the  contrary  b?  shown, 
and  the  bill  of  sale  need  not  be  produced  (Uobcrtson  v.  French,  4  East,  134 ; 
see  also  Thomas  v.  Foyle,  5  Esp.  88).  The  certificate  of  registry  is  not 
even  prima  fade  evidence  of  ownership  (Piric  v.  Anderson,  4  Taunt.  053  ; 
1  Stark.  180  n. ;  2  Taunt.  5;  S.  C.  2  Camp.  170);  yet  the  certificate 
affords  conclusive  evidence  that  a  person  not  named  therein  is  not  owner 
(Mnrsh  v.  Kobinson,  4  Esp.  28;  Cainden  v.  Anderson,  5  T.  R.  709;  6 
I)ow,  117).  An  averment,  that  A.  was  sole  owner  of  the  shiu  to  a  certain 
day,  is  not  disproved  by  evidence  that  he  executed  a  bill  of  sale  of  part 
before  that  dny,  and  that  on  the  day  lite  requisites  of  the  r»-»i*iry  acts  were 
complied  with  (Ritchcn  v.  St.  Barber,  4  Taunt.  708;  vi/fe  0  Geo.  IV.  c. 
110,  s.  37  ;  and  particularly  the  last  registry  act,  3  A:  4  Will.  IV.  c.  55). 
Nor  is  parol  evidence  of  ownership,  arising  from  possession  at  a  certain 
period,  disproved  by  showing  a  prior  register,  in  the  name  of  another  person, 
and  a  subsequent  register  to  that  |>ersou  (4  East,  130).  When  the  interest 
in  the  ship  is  claimed,  in  pursuance  of  a  bill  of  sale,  or  other  writing,  and 
the  insured  do  not  rely  upon  possession,  the  ownership  of  the  persons  from 
whom  the  plt.'s  claim  must  be  proved,  and  the  derivative  tide,  viz.  (he  bill 
of  sale,  or  other  document,  accompanied  with  proof  of  registration  (see  0 
Geo.  IV.  c.  110,  s.  43;  and  4  Camp.  90,  as  to  xecondary  evidence).  Tho 
purchase  of  a  ship  in  a  foreign  country  has  been  proved  by  a  co|»y  of  the 
bill  of  sale,  issued  by  n  public  otlic*  r,  whose  duty  was  to  record  the  ori- 
ginal, and  authenticate  the  copy  (Woodward  v.  Larking,  3  E*p.  2bG  ;  R.  Ac 
M.  GO;  0  Ksp.  47;  1  Moo.  174).  A  letter  from  an  agent,  describing  the 
ship  as  his  ship,  is  not  conclusive,  but  is  OJHMI  to  explanation  (Tulloch  v. 
Boyd,  1  Holt,  N.  P.  4£7).  Evidence  of  value  must  also  be  given,  except  in 
case  of  a  valued  policy,  where  it  is  only  necessary  to  prove  some  interest, 
to  obviate  the  objection  of  nn  insurance  without  interest  (2  Burr.  1171). 
The  interest  in  the  goods  may  be  proved,  like  the  interest  in  the  ship,  by 
evidence  of  possession  and  acts  of  ownership.  A  bill  of  lading  is  also  fre- 
quently produced  for  this  purpose. 

In  the  case  of  Caldwell  v.  Ball,  1  T.  R.  205,  it  was  held  that  a  bill  of 
lading  is  an  acknowledgment  under  the  hands  of  the  captain  that 
he  *has  received  such  goods,  which  he  undertakes  to  deliver  to  the  [  *233  ] 
person  named  in  the  hill  of  lading ;  that  it  is  assignable  in  its  nature, 
and  by  indorsement  the  property  is  vested  in  the  assignee.  That  when 
several  bills  of  lading  of  the  same  date,  but  of  different  import  have  been 
signed,  no  reference  is  to  be  had  to  the.  time  when  they  were  first  signed  by 
the  captain,  but  the  person  who  first  got  one  of  them  by  a  legal  title  from 
the  owner  or  shipper,  has  a  right  to  the  consignment.  And  when  such  bills 
of  lading,  though  different  upon  the  face  of  them,  are  constructively  the 
same,  and  the  captain  has  acted  LonaJiUf,  a  delivery  according  to  such  Icgul 
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title  will  discharge  him  from  them  all  (2  Park,  Ins.  p.  859 ;  and  see  Bryan 
v.  Nix,  4  M.  &  W.  775;  M'Andrew  v.  Bell,  1  Esp.  373  ;  Lickbarrow  v. 
Mason,  2  T.  R.  71).  But,  if  the  master  qualify  his  acknowledgment  by  the 
words,  "contents  unknown,"  the  bill  of  lading  will  not  be  evidence  (Haddow 
v.  Parry,  3  Taunt.  303).  The  signature  of  the  master  must  be  proved,  and 
also  the  indorsement  of  the  party  claiming  under  that.  If  the  master  be 
dead,  proof  of  his  death  and  handwriting  is  sufficient  evidence  of  interest 
(Ib.).  So,  the  master's  handwriting  is  evidence  of  property,  though  he  be 
alive,  but  not  evidence  of  the  shipment  of  the  goods  (Dickson  v.  Lodge,  1 
Stark.  226).  In  order  to  prove  the  shipment,  the  captain,  if  he  be  living,  or 
the  mate,  or  some  one  acquainted  with  the  fact  should  he  called  (Ib.).  By 
slat.  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  94,  s.  2,  any  person  (afier  1st  October,  1826)  intrusted 
with,  and  in  possession  of,  any  bill  of  lading,  dock-warrant,  die.,  shall  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  true  owner  of  the  goods,  so  as  to  give  validity  to 
any  contract  for  the  sale  or  pledge  thereof,  provided  there  be  no  notice,  by 
the  documents  themselves,  that  the  person  intrusted  therewith  is  not  the  true 
owner  (Wright  v.  Cambell,  4  Burr.  2047).  Where  the  pits,  averred  that 
they  were  interested  in  the  profits  arising  from  the  sale  of  goods  which  H. 
&  Co.  had  sold  to  them,  a  verbal  agreement  for  the  sale  to  the  pits.,  which 
was  not  capable  of  being  enforced  against  II.  and  Co.,  Avill  not  be  evidence 
of  such  averment  (Stockdale  v.  Dunlop,  6  M.  &  W.  224).  A  bill  of  lading, 
though  a  usual,  is  not  a  necessary  document  on  the  shipment  of  the  goods; 
and,  though  it  be  unstamped,  other  evidence  of  the  title  is  admissible  (Davis 
v.  Reynolds,  1  Stark.  115;  2  Stark.  277;  7  T.  R.  241  ;  1  East,  58;  3 
Esp.  213;  6  T.  R.  45;  2  R.  &  P.  118).  A  copy  of  an  official  paper,  con- 
taining an  account  of  the  cargo  of  a  ship  (the  original  having  been  made  in 
pursuance  of  an  act  of  parliament  by  an  officer  of  the  Customs,  and  lodged 
there  as  an  official  document),  appears  to  b:3  good  proof  that  the  property 
insured  was  put  on  board  (Johnson  v.  Ward,  6  Esp.  47  ;  1  R.  &  M.  66). 
When  the  policy  is  on  freight,  evidence  must  be  given  that  the  right  to 
freight  had  attached  by  reason  of  some  goods  having  been  put  on  board,  or 
that  there  was  an  inception  of  the  right  to  freight  under  the  charter-party, 
or  some  other  express  or  implied  contract  (1  M.  &  S.  313).  When  it  is 
averred  that  the  interest  is  in  a  single  person,  and  the  policy  on  his  account, 
and  it  is  proved  that  the  interest  is  in  several,  and  the  policy  on  their  joint 
account,  the  variance  is  fatal  (Bell  v.  Ansley,  16  East,  141  ;  see  Carru- 
thers  v.  Shcddon,  1  Marsh.  41  ;  6  Taunt.  14).  Where  a  policy  stated  the 
interest  to  be  in  A.  B.,  who  was  interested  at  the  time,  and  on  whose  account 
the  policy  was  effected  by  another  person,  not  the  agent  of  A.  B.,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  prove  an  adoption  of  the  policy  by  A.  B.  after  the  loss  (Hngedom 
v.  Oliverson,  2  M.  &  S.  485;  see  also  Rhind  v.  Wilkinson,  2  Taunt.  237; 
see  Abethol  v.  Bristow,  6  Taunt.  464;  Powles  v.  Innes,  11  M.  &  W.  10; 
Sutherland  v.  Pratt,  11  M.  &  W.  296).  A.  lets  his  ship  to  freight  and 

charter  to  B.  for  a  voyage,  the  probable  duration  of  *vvhich  is  eight 
[  *239  ]  months,  at  IOGI.  per  month;  and,  by  the  charter-party,  B.  is  to 

make  the  advances  for  sailing  charges  on  account  of  the  money 
payable  for  the  hire  of  the  ship,  miscalled  freight.  B.  insures  300/.  with  C. 
for  money  advanced  on  sailing  charges;  and  A.  at  the  same  time  insures 
with  C.  400/.  on  freight.  Upon  a  total  loss,  C.  is  not  entitled  to  consider 
A.'s  policy  as  effected  on  gross  freight,  and  that,  the  amount  being  800/.,  A. 
is  his  own  insurer  for  a  moiety  of  the  risk  (Etches  v.  Alden,  1  Moo.  &  R. 
157  ;  see  further,  Hughes,  483).  By  the  new  rules,  interest  may  be  averred 
in  A.,  B.,  C.,  and  D.,  or  some  or  one  of  them. 

A  shipowner  who  has  paid  a  sum  of  money  under  9  &  10  Viet.  c.  99,  in 
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order  to  release  the  ship  and  cargo  from  a  claim  (or  salvage,  has  a  lien  on 
the  cargo  for  the  proportion  of  those  expenses  payable  to  him  by  the  owners 
of  the  goods,  and  an  insurable  interest  in  the  cargo  in  respect  of  such  lien 
(Briggs  v.  Merchant 'Traders'  Ship  Loan  and  Assurance  Association,  ISJur. 
787;  18  LawJ.  178,  Q.  B.). 

Where  there  is  a  legnl  certainty  that  profit  will  be  made  on  goods  expected 
to  arrive  by  a  special  lime,  and  tliey  are  ready  to  be  shipped  under  a  valid 
contract,  the  party  entitled  to  such  profit  has  an  insurable  interest  in  respect 
of  which  he  may  recover  (M'Swincy  v.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance,  13  Jur. 
489;  18  Law  J.  193,  Q.  B.). 

The  pit.  having  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  6000  bags  of  rice,  to  arrive 
by  the  ship,  "  Edward  Hilton,"  from  Madras,  to  be  delivered  in  London,  in 
Buy,  at  11)5.  per  cut.,  to  be  paid  on  the  weight  being  ascertained,  and  also 
entered  into  another  contract  to  sell  6000  bags  of  rice,  «  "  Edward  Billon," 
to  be  delivered  in  May,  at  205.  6</.  per  cwt.,  payment  as  before,  entered  into 
a  policy  "at  and  from  Madras"  to  London,  "on  profits  on  rice,"  loadcn  or 
to  be  loadcn  on  board  the  "  Edward  Bilton,"  beginning  the  adventure  from 
and  immediately  following  the  loading  on  board  the  said  ship  at  Madras, 
When  the  ship  was  at  Madms,  ready,  according  to  her  charter-party,  to 
receive  the  6000  bags  on  board,  which  were  lying  ready  to  be  shipped,  and 
when  she  had  only  taken  1200  bigs  on  board,  »he  was  blown  out  to  sea, 
and  so  damaged  as  not  to  be  able  to  bring  any  of  the  rice  to  England :  held, 
that  the  pit.  had  a  good  insurable  interest  in  lite  profit,  which,  under  the 
terms  of  the  second  contract,  he  wns  certain  to  make,  if  iho  ship  and  rice 
arrived  safe  in  England  in  May  ;  and  that  he  might  insure  that  interest  under 
the  name  of  profits  (Ib.).  Held,  aUo,  that  the  ri»k  attached  when  the  ship 
was  at  Madras,  ready  to  receive  the  cargo,  and  when  the  cargo  was  at 
Madras  ready  to  be  loaded  on  board,  under  the  stipulations  of  a  binding  con- 
tract (Ib.). 

Proof  of  Incrption  of  the  Ri»k.]  In  case  of  loss,  there  must  be  some  evi- 
dence of  the  ship's  sailing  niton  the  voyage  mentioned  in  tin?  policy  (Kostei 
v.Jones,  1  R.  A:  M.  33.'J ;  Hughes,  4*4).  This  may  probably  be  proved 
by  some  of  the  crew;  or  proof  of  a  particular  d«  Minntion  by  charter-party 
would  afford  a  presumption  that  she  hailed  on  the  chartered  voyage;  so, 
proof  that  she  cleared  out  for  a  particular  port,  is  evidence  that  she  set  sail 
for  that  port  when  she  dropped  from  her  moorings  (per  Lord  Ellenborough, 
Cohen  v.  Hinckley,  2  Camp.  52;  Mor»h.  Ins.  715).  Proof  of  a  convoy, 
bond  for  a  particular  port,  signed  by  the  captain,  coupled  with  the  evidence 
of  custom-house  officers,  that  a  certificate,  and  other  papers  for  such  voyage, 
would,  in  the  regular  course  of  office,  be  delivered  to  the  captain  before  he 
sailed,  together  with  proof  of  the  sailing,  has  been  held  evidence  of  the  ship 
having  so  sailed  on  such  voyage  (Cohen  v.  Hinckley,  Camp.  51).  A  license 
for  the  port  mentioned  in  the  |>olicy  is  evidence  to  the  effect  (Marshall  v. 
Parker,  2  Camp.  69).  If  the  declaration  aver  that  the  ship  sailed  after  tho 
making  of  the  policy,  but  in  proof  she  is  found  to  have  sailed  before,  the 
variance  is  not  material  (Peppin  v.  Solomons,  5  T.  R.  4'JO).  A  policy  on  a 
ship,  "  at  and  from"  a  place  attaches  during  her  stay  before  she  sails  (Palmer 
v.  Marshall,  8  Bing.  79);  but  where  the  policy  is  on  freight,  "aland  from," 
&c.,  it  attaches  only  when  the  ship  is  at  the  place  in  a  condition  to  begin  to 
lake  in  her  cargo  (Williamson  v.  Jones,  ib.  81,  u.;  1  Moo.  At  R.  88). 

The  Sltipment  of  the  Coals.]  This  is  usually  proved  by  the  captain,  and, 
if  he  be  dead,  the  production  of  the  bill  of  lading,  and  proof  of  his  hand- 
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writing,  will  be  evidence  of  the  shipping,  as  well  as  of  the  interest  (Haddow 
v.  Parry,  3  Taunt.  305).  But,  where  the  bill  of  lading  was  offered  in  evi- 
dence, to  prove  that  the  goods  were  shipped  on  the  pit. 's  account,  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  rejected  it,  as  being  nothing  more  than  the  declaration  of  the  captain 
(Dickson  v.  Lodge,  1  Stark.  226).  So,  the  copy  of  an  official  paper,  made 
in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  parliament,  by  an  officer  of  the  customs,  contain- 
ing an  account  of  the  cargo,  and  a  report  of  the  goods  on  hand,  is  evidence 
to  prove  the  shipping  (Johnson  v.  Ward,  6  Esp.  49 ;  Hughes,  484). 

In  an  action  upon  a  policy  on  freight,  the  assured  must  show  that  some 
freight  would  have  been  earned,  either  by  proving  that  some  goods  were  put 
on  board,  or  that  there  was  some  contract  capable  of  being  enforced  fordoing 
so  (Flint  v.  Fleming,  1  B.  &  Ad.  48).  And  the  assured  cannot  recover  for 
the  whole  freight  even  under  a  valued  policy,  where  only  part  has  been  put 
on  board,  and  no  inchoate  right  to  freight  had  arisen  under  a  charter-party 
or  other  contract  (Devaux  v.  I'Anson,  7  Sco.  507  ;  5  Bing.  N.  C.  519). 

Proof  of  Compliance  with  Warranties.']  Where  a  policy  contains  a  war- 
ranty, a  strict  and  liberal  compliance  with  it  must  be  proved ;  and 
[  *240  ]  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  something  tantamount  to  a  performance 
*(Pa\vson  v.  Watson,  Cowp.  785;  2  Saund.  200  c,  n.;  Weir  v. 
Aberdeen,  2  B.  &  Ad.  320).  Where  a  broker  proposes  a  policy  to  an  under- 
writer, in  a  ship  at  and  from  a  certain  place,  it  imports  either  that  the  ship 
is  there  at  the  time,  or  shortly  will  be  there.  A  delay  in  the  arrival  of  the 
vessel  at  the  place  where  the  risk  is  to  attach  alters  the  risk  (per  Ellen- 
borough,  C.  J.,  Hull  v.  Cooper,  14  East,  479;  cited  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Mount 
v.  Larkins,  8  Bing.  123;  recognised  in  Freeman  v.  Taylor,  8  Bing.  139). 
To  prove  compliance  with  a  warranty,  that  a  ship  was  of  a  particular  nation, 
proof  of  her  carrying  the  flag  of  that  nation  when  she  was  free  from  all  dan- 
ger of  capture,  and  that  the  captain  addressed  himself  to  a  consul  of  that 
nation  in  a  foreign  port,  is  prima  facie  evidence  (Arcangelo  v.  Thompson,  2 
Camp.  262).  Under  a  warrant  of  neutrality  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
ships  were  neutral  when  the  risk  commenced  (Eden  v.  Parkinson,  2  Doug. 
732,  a).  When  the  warranty  was  to  sail  with  convoy,  compliance  will  be 
presumed,  if  convoy  was  required  by  law  (Thornton  v.  Lance,  4  Camp.  231). 
The  official  letter  of  a  commander  of  the  convoy  to  the  Admiralty,  at  the  end 
of  the  voyage,  seems  good  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated  respecting  the 
convoy  (Watson  v.  King,  4  Camp.  275).  The  log-book  of  a  ship  of  war 
seems,  also,  evidence  of  the  time  a  ship  under  convoy  sailed  (D'Israeli  v. 
Jamete,  1  Esp.  427);  see  as  to  inspection  of  log-book,  ante,  "  INSPECTION." 
In  a  policy  at  and  from  Hamburgh,  the  warranty  that  the  ship  was  in  port 
on  a  certain  day  antecedent,  means  in  the  port  of  Hamburg ;  and  evidence 
that  she  was  in  any  other  port  will  not  satisfy  the  warranty  (Colly  v.  Hun- 
ter, 1  M.  &  S.  81).  A  warranty  todepart  before  a  certain  day  means  to  be 
out  of  port ;  a  warranty  to  sail  is  satisfied  by  getting  under  weigh  (Moir  v. 
R.  A.  Comp.,  3  M.  &  S.  461  ;  6  Taunt.  241 ;  and  see  Long  v.  Anderdon,  3 
B.  &  C.  495).  But  unless  she  is  removed  it  will  not  be  sufficient  (Nelson 
v.  Salvador,  Moo.  &  M.  309).  So,  sailing  before  the  clearances  are  obtained 
will  not  be  a  sufficient  compliance  (Ridsdale  v.  Newman,  3  M.  &  S.  456). 
Nor  would  such  a  warranty  be  satisfied  by  the  ship  leaving  the  harbour  with- 
out her  full  crew,  though  the  remainder  were  engaged,  and  ready  to  sail 
(Graham  v.  Barras,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1011 ;  3  Nev.  &M.  125  ;  Pettigrew  v.  Prin- 
gle,  3  B.  &  Ad.  520).  As  to  what  would  be  a  sufficient  compliance;  see 
(Bond  v.  Mitt,  Cowp.  601 ;  Thelluson  v.  Fergusson,  1  Doug.  361 ;  Cochrane 
v.  Fisher,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  808  ;  5  Tyrw.  501,  502).  There  are  also  implied 
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warranties,  the  breach  of  which  will  prevent  the  pits,  recovering ;  as,  that 
the  vessel  is  sea-worthy ;  but  it  is  sufficient  if  she  is  sea-worthy  at  the  time 
of  sailing  (Annen  v.  Woodman,  3  Taunt.  299 ;  Hollingworth  v.  Brodrick,  7 
Ad.  &  E.  40).     A  ship  is  presumed  to  be  sea-worthy  (Parker  v.  Potts,  3 
Dow,  31);  but,  where  the  inability  of  the  ship  to  perform  the  voyage  becomes 
evident  soon  after  the  commencement,  the  presumption  is  that  the  ship  was 
not  sea-worthy  when  she  sailed  (Watson  v.  Clark,  1  Dow,  344;  Douglass 
v.  Scougall,  4  Dow,  269).    There  is  also  an  implied  warranty  that  the  ship 
is  equipped  and  manned  in  a  proper  manner  for  the  voyage ;  i.  e.  with  a 
crew  competent  for  the  voyage  considering  its  length,  and  the  circumstance* 
under  which  it  is  undertaken,  Lord  Tenterden  (Law  v.  Hollingworth,  7  T. 
R.  161 ;  Forsham  v.  Chabert,  3  B.  6t  B.  166 ;  fait  v.  Levi,  14  East,  481); 
but,  if  the  crew  were  once  sufficient,  their  negligence  at  the  time  of  the  loss 
is  no  breach  (Bush  v.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company,  2  B.  &  A.  73). 
It  seems  there  is  no  implied  warranty  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  goods  in- 
sured that  the  ship  shall  be  in  all  respects  properly  documented  (Carruthers 
v.  Gray,  3  Camp.  142).     Goods  must  be  properly  stowed,  but  lading  them 
on  deck  is  not  necessarily  improper  (Millard  v.  Hibbcrt,  3  Q.  B. 
130).     A  warranty  may  be  annulled  *by  a  memorandum  on  the  [  *241  ] 
policy  without  a  new  stamp  (Huliburd  v.  Jackson,  4  Taunt.  174 ; 
Wein  v.  Aberdeen,  2  B.  A:  A.  325).     It  is  immaterial  whether  the  warranty 
itself  is  expressed  in  the  margin  or  the  body  of  tlic  policy  (Bcvan  v.  Stupart, 
1  Doug.  11  ;  DC  Huhn  v.  Hartley,  1  T.  R.  343).     But  a  memorandum  con- 
tained on  a  separate  piece  of  paper,  and  inclosed  in  the  policy,  cannot  bo 
considered  a  warranty  (Pawson  v.  Barncvclt,  Doug.  1',',  n.).     Ship-builden, 
who  have  never  seen  tho  ship,  nny  Mate  their  opinion  of  sea- worthiness,  on 
examining  a  survey  taken  by  otlters  (Beck* 'ith  v.  Sydebotham,  l  Camp.  1 17 ; 
Thornton  v.  Royal   Exchungn   Assurance  Company,  Pea.  'JO),     li  may  be 
assumed  to  be  now  a  settled  rule  of  English  law,  that  all  wntences  of  foreign 
courts  of  competent  jurisdicti<  >n  to  decide  questions  of  prize,  are  to  be  received 
here  as  conclusive  evidence,  in  actions  upon  (mlicics  of  insurance,  upon  every 
subject  immediately  and  properly  within  the.  jurisdiction  of  such  foreign 
courts,  and  upon  which  they  have  professed  to  decide  judicially  (Lothinn  v. 
Henderson,  B.  &  P.  499;  Bolton  v.  Gladstone,  5  East,  155;  Skiffin  v.  Lee, 
a  N.  R.  4s<9 ;  and  see  2  Selw.  X.  P.  10th  ed.  1UU1  ;  ante,  p.  51).     Wheru 
the  warranty  is  dispensed  with,  by  an  admission  of  the  sea- worthiness  in  the- 
policy,  the  deft,  cannot  dispute  it  (Parlitt  v.  Thompson,  13  M.  &  W.  392). 

Proof  of  License.]  When  it  is  necessary  to  prove  a  license,  the  original 
document  must  be  produced,  if  in  existence;  if  proved  to  bo  lost,  secondary 
evidence  may  be  given  (Kensington  v.  Inglis,  8  Mast,  273;  Brews'.er  v. 
Scwell,  3  B.  &  A.  296).  The  secondary  evidence  may  be  by  un  examined 
copy,  if  there  be  one;  if  nono,  by  parol  testimony  (2  Atk.  71  ;  1  Esp.  409; 
1  Camp.  192,  501  ;  1  Star.  1(57*).  Hut,  if  the  "license  bo  granted  in  this 
country,  pursuant  to  the  stat.  48  Geo.  111.  c.  120,  th«-  next  \» si  evidence,  in 
case  of  loss,  is  the  register,  or  examined  copies  thereof,  together  with  copies 
of  the  order  in  council  from  the-  Secretary  of  State's  oilier  (Rhind  v.  Wil- 
kinson, 2  Taunt.  243;  Eyre  v.  Palsgrave,  2  Camp.  605).  Proof  that  a 
vessel  warranted  to  carry  a  French  license  remained  at  Bordeaux  a  month 
nfter  the  inspection  of  the  document  purporting  to  be  a  French  license,  and 
of  other  documents,  by  the  officers  of  the  French  government,  is  pritnu 
facie  evidence  that  the  document  is  genuine  (Eve ret h  v.  Tunno,  1  Stark. 
50^).  The  license  must  be  shown  to  apply  to  the  voyage  in  question  (Bar- 
low v.  M'Intosh,  12  East,  311).  If  the  license  be  not  granted  to  the  ph., 


241  INSURANCE,  POLICIES  OF. 

some  evidence  is  necessary  to  connect  him  therewith  (Robinson  v.  Morris,  5 
Taunt.  720;  1  Stark.  222;  and  see  Hageclom  v.  Reid,  3  Camp.  379).  But, 
with  regard  to  goods  prohibited  to  be  exported  without  license,  upon  proof 
that  they  were  entered  for  exportation  at  the  custom-house,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  they  were  duly  licensed  (Van  Omcrson  v.  Berwick,  2  Camp. 
44 ;  sec,  further,  Hughes,  485 j. 

Proof  of  Loss.]  The  proof  of  loss,  if  traversed,  must  correspond  with 
the  averments  in  the  declaration ;  and  evidence  of  a  loss  of  one  nature  can- 
not be  given  in  evidence  under  a  count  upon  a  loss  of  another  description 
(see  Hughes,  48  <;  Kulcn  Kempt  v.  Vigne,  1  T.  R.  304;  Abithol  v.  Bristow, 
2  Marsh.  157,  6  Taunt.  464).  The  captain's  protest  is  not  evidence,  nor 
will  the  deft,  be  permitted  to  read  it  in  evidence,  though  shown  to  him  by 
the  plt.'s  agent,  upon  demanding  payment  (Senet  v.  Porter,  7  T.  R.  158). 
A  loss  occasioned  by  the  expense  of  salvage  may  be  given  in  evidence, 
under  a  general  allegation  that  the  ship  sunk,  and  the  goods  were  spoiled 
(Carey  v.  King,  Rep.  t.  Hard.  304);  but  salvage,  payable  *under 
[ *242  ]  the  decree  of  a  court  of  Admiralty  must  be  proved  by  regular 
evidence  of  the  judgment  of  that  court  (Thelluson  v.  Sheddon,  2 
N.  R.  229).  In  case  the  ship  is  not  heard  of  for  a  considerable  time,  loss 
may  be  presumed  (Roster  v.  Innes,  1  R.  &  M.  333 ;  Koster  v.  Reid,  6  B. 
&  C.  19). 

To  constitute  a  loss  by  capture,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  ship  should 
be  condemned,  and  carried  into  any  port  or  fleet  of  the  enemy  (per  Lord 
Mansfield,  C.  J.  in  Goss  v.  Withers,  2  Burr.  694).  In  every  case  of  cap- 
ture the  insurer  is  answerable  to  the  extent  of  the  sum  insured  for  the  loss 
actually  sustained  (Marsh.  422).  An  entry  in  Lloyd's  books,  stating  the 
capture,  is  evidence  of  that  fact  against  subscribers  at  Lloyd's,  but  is  not 
notice,  within  the  meaning  of  the  clause,  requiring  payment  within  a  certain 
time  after  notice  (Abel  v.  Potts,  9  Esp.  242).  As  to  how  far  the  sentence 
of  a  foreign  court  of  Admiralty  is  evidence  of  capture,  see  Lothian  v.  Hen- 
derson, 3  B.  &  P.  49,  cited  aide,  Vol.  I.,  p.  54;  also,  Marshall  v.  Parker,  2 
Camp.  69.  A  vessel  driven  on  the  enemy's  coast,  and  then  taken,  is  lost 
by  capture  (Green  v.  Elmsie,  Pea.  202).  Proof  of  capture  by  collusion 
will  support  an  averment  of  loss  cither  by  capture  or  barratry  (2  Camp. 
621).  If,  after  capture,  a  ship  is  restored  in  a  condition  to  pursue  the  voy- 
age insured,  and  is  afterwards  lost  on  another  voyage,  it  is  not  a  loss  by 
capture  (Kulen  Kempt  v.  Vigne,  1  T.  R.  304).  To  support  an  averment 
that  the  ship,  with  the  goods  on  board,  was  arrested  by  persons  exercising 
the  powers  of  government,  and  the  goods  detained,  seized,  and  confiscated, 
it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  goods  were  forcibly  taken  from  on  board  the 
ship  by  persons  exercising  the  powers  of  government,  without  putting  in  any 
sentence  of  condemnation  (Carruthers  v.  Gray,  3  Camp.  142;  15  East,  35). 
As  to  proof  of  the  decree  of  a  foreign  court  (see  ante,  p.  55).  The  copy 
of  a  sentence  of  condemnation  of  a  foreign  court  is  not  made  evidence  for 
the  underwriters,  by  being  handed  over  to  them  by  the  insured  as  proof 
(Flindt  v.  Atkins,  2  Camp.  215).  . 

Loss  by  barratry  includes  all  loss  occasioned  to  the  owner  by  fraud  or 
knavery  of  the  master  of  the  ship;  and  smuggling  by  the  captain  on  his 
own  account  will  be  evidence  of  barratry  (Lockyer  v.  Ofilcg,  1  T.  R.  252  ; 
see  numerous  instances  given,  and  cases  cited  2  Selw.  N.  P.  10th  ed.  960); 
but  if,  by  the  gross  negligence  of  the  owner,  the  mariners  barratriliously 
carry  goods  on  board,  the  underwriters  are  not  liable  (Pisson  v.  Cape,  1 
Camp.  434).  Where  prisoners  of  war  rise,  and  confine  all  the  crew  except 
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one,  who  is  heard  on  deck  conversing  with  them,  it  U  evidence  of  barratry 
to  go  to  the  jury  (Bucks  v.  Thornton,  Holt,  20).  Where  the  whole  ship 
is  let,  the  freighter  is  owner  pro  /iac  vice  and  barratry  may  be  committed 
by  the  general  owner  (Vullys  v.  Wheeler,  Cowp.  143).  It  need  not  be 
proved  that  the  master  was  not  the  owner,  in  cases  of  barratry,  it  lying 
upon  the  underwriters  to  prove  that  he  was  (Ross  v.  Hunter,  4  T.  R.  09). 

It  has  been  held  to  be  a  loss  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  when  the  insurance 
was  on  living  cattle,  warranted  free  from  mortality,  which  in  the  course  of 
the  voyage  were  killed  by  the  rolling  of  the  ship,  and  other*,  from  the  samo 
cause,  received  such  injury  tint  they  died  belbre  the  termination  of  the  voy. 
«ge  (Lawrence  v.  Aberdeen,  5  B.  «Jc  A.  107;  Gabay  v.  Lloyd,  8  B.  At  C. 
703;  5  D.  At  R.  641).  If  one  vessel  run  foul  of  another  (Duller  v.  Fisher, 
3  lisp.  G7);  or  be  run  down  through  gross  negligence  (Smith  v.  Scott,  4 
Taunt.  1*0);  or  be  wrecked  through  th>.>  barratry  of  the  master  (Meyinan  v. 
Parish,  '2  Camp.  149);  or  if  a  transport,  insured  f>r  twelve  months,  be,  in 
a  dry  harbour,  damaged  by  Inking  ground  at  ebb-tid  (Fletcher  v. 
*Ingiis,  2  B.  &  Ad.  315).  So,  in  an  insurance  on  good*,  if  tho  [*243  ] 
ship  be  stranded  and  lost,  but,  while  lying  on  the  shoal,  be  seized, 
and  the  goods  confiscated  (Halm  v.  Corbott,  2  Bing.  205);  so  where  a  por- 
tion of  the  goods  was  saved  from  the  wreck,  but  never  came  to  tho  hands 
of  the  owners  (Bondictt  v.  Ilentig,  Holt,  149).  But,  whore  a  ship  was  hovo 
down  for  repair*  on  a  beach  within  tin-  tide-way,  pod,  »he  lido  rising,  was 
bilged,  it  wus  held  not  a  loss  by  the  perils  of  the  sea  (Thompson  v.  Whit- 
more,  3  Taunt  227;  and  sec  Phillip*  v.  Barber,  5  B.  &  A.  161);  neither 
where  tho  destruction  of  a  vessel  is  by  worms  at  sea  (Rohl  v.  Purr,  1  Ksp. 
445) ;  nor  where  the  ship  is  mistaken  for  on  enemy,  and  sunk  by  the  firing 
of  another  English  s hip  (Culleo  v.  Butler,  5  Moo.  &  S.  461);  are  thes<- 
losses  by  p«-ril»  of  the  v  a ;  nnd  tic-  loss  may  be*  within  the  policy  where  it 
was  remotely  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  rrew  (Walker  v.  Mail- 
land,  5  D.  &  A.  171  ;  and  see  Bishop  v.  P«  inland,  7  B.  &  ('.  219;  Short) 
v.  Hental,  ib.  798  n.);  or  by  negligent  loading  (Redman  v.  Wilton,  14  M. 
&i  W.  470);  or  the  mistake  of  the  master,  lie  being  a  person  of  coinj>e!ent 
skill  (Phillips  v.  H  ndlarn,  2  B.  &  Ad.  3rd).  Where  a  bhip  agreed  to  be 
sea-worthy  is  so  damaged  by  a  storm  ih.it  her  value  when  repair  d  would 
be  less  than  the  exjwnses  of  repairing  her,  it  is  a  total  loss  by  perils  of  tho 
sen  (Phillips  v.  Nuin.e,  4  C.  B.  313).  I;  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  de- 
termine whether  the  cause  of  the  loss  b::  a  p«-ril  of  the  sea  or  not  (p.-r  Ken- 
yon,  C.  J.,  in  Buller  v.  Fisher,  Ab.  JSh.  230).  A  ship  never  heard  of  in 
presumed  to  Irive  foundered  at  sea  ((Jreen  v.  Brown,  *J  S:ra.  1199).  It  is 
sufficient  if  the  ship  has  never  been,  heard  of  in  this  coun'ry,  without  calling 
witnesses  from  the  port  of  her  destination  (Irvemlow  v.  Oswin,  2  Camp. 
85).  In  Huustman  v.  Thornton,  Hoi;,  *J42,  a  ship  which  sailed  on  n  seven 
weeks'  voyage,  nnd  had  not  been  heard  of  for  eight  or  niny  months,  was 
presumed  to  be  lost. 

As  to  evidence  of  stranding,  sec  M'Dou^le  v.  Roynl  Kxelnnge  Assurance 
Company,  4  M.  &  S.  .r,03 ;  Baker  v.  Toiiry,  1  Stark.  430;  Harman  v. 
Yaux,  3*  Camp.  431  ;  Hotlman  v.  Marshall,  "2  Bing.  N.  C.  3-3;  Bi.-h.»p  v. 
Pentland,  7  B.  &  C.  2 .'4  ;  Ilayner  v.  Clodmen  i,  5  B.  »k;  A.  'J'J-'* ;  B-irrow  \. 
Ik-ll,  4  B.  &  C.  730;  Hearns  v.  Klmunds,  1  B.  6c  B.  368;  Wells  v.  Hop- 
woo.l,  3  B.  &  A.  34  ;  Kmgsfor.l  v.  Marshall,  8  Bing.  15S  ;  Uoux  v.  Salvader, 
1  Bm^.  N.  C'.  5-JG;  sec  ib.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  '-'GO. 

If  the  ship  is  destroyed  by  fire,  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  is  occasioned 
by  a  common  accident,  or  by  lightning,  or  by  an  net  done  in  duly  to  the 
state.  Proof,  therefore,  that  the  ship  was  burned,  to  prevent  her  fulling  into 
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the  hands  of  the  enemy,  is  proof  of  a  loss  by  fire  (Gordon  v.  Rimmington,  1 
Camp.  623) ;  so,  if  the  ship  be  burned  by  the  negligence  of  the  master  and 
mariners  (Bush  v.  Ray,  Ex.  As.  Co. ;  2  B.  &  A.  72) ;  but,  if  the  goods  be 
burned  in  consequence  of  being  put  on  board  in  bad  condition,  it  is  not  a  loss 
by  fire  (Boyd  v.  Dubois,  3  Camp.  133). 

Notwithstanding  a  policy  of  insurance  is  a  contract  of  indemnity,  it  \3  to 
be  taken  with  this  qualification,  that  the  parties  may  agree  beforehand  in 
estimating  the  value  of  the  subject  insured,  by  way  of  liquidated  damages 
(Irving  v.  Manning,  6  C.  B.  391). 

A  policy  was  elfectcd  on  a  ship  valued  at  17,500Z.  Upon  a  special  verdict 
it  was  found,  that  during  the  voyage  the  ship  was  so  much  damaged  by  perils 
of  the  sea,  as  to  be  incompetent  to  proceed  without  repair;  that  the  neces- 
sary expenditure  in  order  to  make  her  seaworthy  would  have  amounted  to 
10,500/.,  and  that  the  ship,  when  repaired,  would  have  been  worth  90007. 
only,  which  was  her  marketable  value,  as  well  at  the  period  of  effecting  the 
policy,  as  also  immediately  before  the  damage;  that  under  the  circumstances, 
a  prudent  owner,  uninsured,  would  not  have  repaired ;  and  that  the  vessel 
was  duly  abandoned  to  the  underwriters :  held,  by  the  House  of  Lords, 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  and  in  conformity  with  the  doc- 
trine laid  down  in  Allen  v.  Sugrue,  8  B.  C.  561,  and  Young  v.  Turing,  2 
M.  &  G.  593 ;  2  Scott,  N.  R.  752,  that  the  assured  were  entitled  to  recover, 
as  for  a  total  loss,  the  value  stated  in  the  policy  (Ib.). 

A  declaration  stated,  that  the  pit.  insured  the  goods,  body,  tackle,  &c.,  of 
the  ship  C.,  valued  at  5,000^;  that  the  ship  and  freight  were  warranted  free 
from  average  under  three  per  cent.,  unless  general,  or  the  ships  were  strand- 
ed; that  the  G.  M.  Insurance  Company  became  insurers  for  the  sum  of  1,500/. 
upon  a  policy,  which  provided  that  the  capital  stock  of  the  said  company 
should  alone  be  liable  to  make  good  all  claims  under  that  policy,  and  that 
no  proprietor  should  be  charged  beyond  the  amount  of  his  shares  in  the 
stock  of  the  company ;  that  the  defts.  were  directors,  who  executed  the 
policy,  and  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  the  premium,  at  their  request 
undertook  that  the  company  should  perform  the  policy.  The  declaration 
then  alleged  that  the  bower-anchor  and  kedge-anchor  were  left  in  the  sea 
and  lost  to  the  pit.,  whereby  he  sustained  a  general  average  loss;  and,  as  a 
second  breach,  that  the  ship,  being  strained  and  damaged,  the  pit.  sustained 
a  general  average  loss  on  the  said  ship,  her  masts,  ropes,  and  cables,  to  a 
larger  amount  than  3/.  per  cent,  on  all  the  moneys  insured  thereon,  to  wit, 
to  the  amount  of  50/.  upon  the  sum  in-,  red,  whereby  the  said  company 
became  liable  to  pay  the  pit.,  to  wit,  200/.,  being  their  proportion  of  the  said 
average  loss  in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of  1500/.,  and  that  the  company's 
funds  were  sufficient.  Third  plea,  that  the  said  anchors  and  cables  were  not 
left  in  the  sea  and  lost.  Fourth  plea,  that  the  pit.  had  not  suffered  an  average 
loss  on  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  her  masts,  ropes,  and  cables,  to  the  amount  of 
3/.  per  cent,  on  all  the  moneys  insured :  held,  first,  that  the  pleas  were  bad, 
the  traverses  being  too  large  (Dawson  v.  Wrench,  18  L.  J.,  Exch.,  229). 
Held,  secondly,  that  the  declaration  showed  a  personal  responsibility  of  the 
defts.,  the  funds  of  the  company  being  sufficient  (Ib.).  Held,  thirdly,  that 
the  second  breach  was  bad,  as  it  did  not  sufficiently  aver  that  the  loss  ex- 
ceeded 3/.  percent,  on  the  value  of  the  articles  insured  (Ib.).  Held,  fourthly, 
that  upon  demurrer  to  the  plea  to  the  second  breach,  although  the  plea  was 
bad,  the  deft.,  on  that  demurrer,  was  entitled  to  judgment  (Ib.). 

Goods  were  received  on  board  a  ship  at  P.,  on  freight  for  L. ;  whilst  pro- 
ceeding out  of  the  harbour  of  P.,  she,  by  perils  of  the  sea,  struck  on  a  rock 
and  a  bunk,  which  rendered  it  necessary  for  her  to  put  back  for  repair. 
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The  cargo  was  accordingly  landed,  and  the  ship  hove  down  and  surveyed, 
and  ultimately  the  rmster,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  merchants  to  whom 
whom  he  had  been  directed  by  the  owner  to  apply  for  a  cargo,  caused  her  to 
be  repaired;  the  costs  ofihe  repairs  exceeded  7,OOU/.,  which  was  more  than 
the  value  of  the  ship  when  repaired ;  being  so  repaired,  the  ship  took  on 
board  the  same  cargo,  and  duly  arrived  at  Liverpool.  The  master,  unable 
otherwise  to  raise  money  for  the  repairs,  pledged  the  ship,  freight  and  cargo, 
for  the  sum  expended,  with  bottomry  premium  of  20  per  cent.  As  soon  as 
the  owner  received  information  that  the  repairs  were  likely  to  exceed  the 
value  of  the  ship  when  repaired,  lie  gnve  notice  of  abandonment  to  the  several 
underwriters  on  ship  and  freight.  Upon  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  L.,  she 
was  seized,  and  sold  under  process  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  at  the  instance 
of  the  obligees  of  the  bottomry  bond,  to  whom  the  proceeds  of  the  ship 
(1,675A),  and  the  freight  ('<J,200/.)  were  paid  over.  These  facts  appearing 
upon  a  special  verdict,  upon  which  it  was  found  thnt,  in  respect  of  the  pre- 
mises, the  owner  and  the  several  other  parties  acted  bona  JiJr,  and  that,  the 
owner  acted  without  laches,  and  as  a  prudent  owner  of  ship  and  freight,  if 
uninsured,  would  have  acted :  held,  that  under  the  circumstances,  the  adven- 
ture was  not  in  point  of  fact  abandoned ;  and  that  it  was  not  found,  and 
could  not  be  inferred  that  a  prudent  owner,  if  uninsured,  would  not  have 
repaired,  the  underwriters  on  freight  were  not  liable  as  fur  a  to!al  loss  (Chap- 
man v.  Benson,  5  C.  B.  330).  Held,  also,  that  the  Court  was  not  at  liberty 
to  refer  to  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  another  issue,  tint  the  ship  was 
wholly  lost,  and  to  take  the  fact  as  found,  in  deciding  whether  the  freight 
was  wholly  lost,  and  lost  by  peril  insured  ogninst  (Ib.). 

A  vessel  was  insured  "  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  Quebec,  during  her  stay 
there,  and  from  thence  back  to  her  discharging  port  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
and  until  she  had  moored  at  anchor  twenty. four  hours  in  good  safely.  The 
vessel  was  to  take  timber  at  Quebec,  and  to  proceed  therewith  to  Wallasey 
Pool,  in  the  Mersey,  or  as  near  thereto  as  she  could  safely  get,  and  there 
discharge  her  cargo.  The  vessel  siiled  on  the  23d  July,  and  arrived  in  the 
Mersey  on  the  4ih  September,  and  anchored  nt  the  Bell  Buoy.  The  next 
morning  sho  was  towed  up  by  a  steam-boat  and  came  abreast  of  Wallasey 
Pool ;  but  being  unable  to  enter  the  pool  by  reason  of  her  loo  great  w^ift  of 
water,  the  captain  anchored,  and  proceeded  to  Liverpool  to  report  the  vessel, 
and  engaged  lumpers  to  discharge  the  cargo  at  a  fixed  rato  of  payment,  and 
to  raft  the  timber  into  Walhsey  Pool,  and  discharged  his  crew  as  was  usual 
on  a  ship's  arrival  at  Liverpool.  He  then  proceeded  tadischarge  the  deck 
cargo,  and  afterwards  a  considerable  portion  of  the  other  cargo  by  the  usual 
mode  at  the  stem  port;  and  after  occupying  in  this  way  several  dnys,  tho 
ship,  on  the  14lh  of  September,  (ell  over  and  sustained  danmge.  The  cap- 
tain always  intended  to  take  the  vessel  into  Wallasey  Pool,  with  as  much  of 
the  cargo  on  board  as  he  could  carry  with  safety  :  h.-ld,  that,  under  the 
above  circumstances,  the  underwriters  were  not  liable,  the  vessel  having 
been  moored  in  safety  twenty  four  hours  after  her  arrival  at  the  port  of  dis- 
charge (Whitwcll  v.  Harrison,  2  Kxch.  127). 

Insurance  on  ship  at  and  from  Livcr|>ool  to  ports  and  places  in  China  and 
Manilla,  all  or  any,  during  the  ship's  stay  there  for  any  purposes,  and  from 
thence  to  her  port  or  ports  of  calling  and  discharge  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
with  liberty  to  call  and  stay  at  all  or  any  ports  or  places  on  either  side  of 
and  at  the  ('ape  of  Good  Hope.  The  ship  sailed  from  Liverpool  direct  to  a 
port  in  China,  hiving  on  board  n cargo  for  that  port  and  Manilla  ;  and  from 
thence  she  proceeded  to  Manilla,  and  there  discharged  the  remainder  of  her 
outwnrd  cargo.  At  Manilla  the  captain  took  on  board,  on  freight,  231)  chests 
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of  opium,  for  Tongkoo,  another  port  in  China,  (not  being  thereby  a  tenth 
pnrt  laden,)  and  sailed  for  Tongkoo,  there  to  seek  a  freight  for  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  on  her  voyage  thither  was  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea.  Tongkoo 
is  quite  out  of  the  direct  course  from  Manilla  to  the  United  Kingdom :  held, 
on  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
ol  Exchequer,)  that  the  words  "  from  thence,"  in  the  policy,  meant  not 
"  from  Manilla"  only,  but  "  from  ports  or  places  in  China  and  Manilla,  all  or 
any,"  and  that  the  sailing  from  Manilla  to  Tongkoo  for  the  purpose  of  seek- 
ing a  homeward  cargo  was  not  a  deviation  (Pratt  v.  Ashley,  1  Exch.  Rep. 
257;  Ashley  v.  Pratt,  16  M.  &  W.  471,  in  the  Court  below;  17  L.  J., 
Exch.,  135). 

A  policy  contained  a  clause,  that  the  ship  wns  to  be  "  allowed  to  be  sea- 
worthy for  the  voyage."  In  the  course  of  the  voyage  she  met  with  a  violent 
storm,  by  which  she  was  much  damaged,  and  obliged  to  put  into  the  Mauri- 
tius. On  examination  there,  it  was  found  that  the  ship  would  require  very 
extensive  repairs  to  make  her  seaworthy,  the  cost  of  which  would  exceed 
her  value  when  repaired,  that  many  of  the  beams  were  broken,  and  many  of 
the  bolts  and  fastenings  loosened;  and  that,  the  vessel  being  old  and  in  many 
parts  decayed,  the  decayed  parts  could  not  be  again  made  use  of,  as  they 
would  not  bear  re-bolting,  but  would  require  to  be  replaced  with  new  timbers. 
In  an  action  upon  the  policy,  averring  the  total  loss  by  a  peril  insured 
against,  the  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  costs  of  the  repair 
of  the  damage  arising  from  the  perils  insured  against  would  have  been 
greater  than  the  value  of  the  ship  when  repaired  ;  telling  them,  that,  if  they 
were  of  that  opinion,  they  should  find  for  the  plaintiff;  which  they  did  :  held, 
that  this  was  a  correct  direction,  and  the  verdict  warranted  by  the  evidence  ; 
for  that  the  judge  was  not  bound  to  tell  the  jury,  that,  in  considering  the 
repairs  that  were  necessary,  they  must  exclude  from  their  estimate  all  such 
repairs  as  were  rendered  necessary  by  the  decayed  slate  of  the  ship  (Phillips 
v.  Nairne,  4  C.  B.  343). 

Other  Losses.]  Where  the  master  and  crew  of  a  British  ship  believing 
the  ship  insured  to  be  an  enemy's  ship  about  to  attack  them,  fired  at  and 
sunk  her  with  the  goods  on  board  :  it  was  held,  that  this  loss  fell  within  the 
general  and  comprehensive  words  contained  in  the  policy  : — "  All  other 
perils,  losses  and  misfortunes  which  had  or  could  come  to  the  damage  of  the 
goods  and  ship,  or  part  thereof"  (Cullen  v.  Butler,  5  M.  &  S.  461).  So, 
where  an  English  ship,  having  dollars  on  board,  was  on  her  voyage,  an 
armed  vessel  proceeded  from  an  enemy's  ship  in  order  to  attack  her,  and  the 
master,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  dollars  from  falling  *into 
[  *244  ]  their  hands,  threw  them  overboard  :  it  was  holden  to  be  a  loss 
within  the  general  words  of  the  policy  (Butler  v.  Welchman,  3  B. 
&  A.  398;  see  also  Phillips  v.  Barber,  5  B.  &  A.  161  ;  Devaux  v.  I'anson, 
5  Bing.  N.  C.  519). 

Proof  of  Amount  of  Loss  and  Damage.']  A  partial  loss  may  be  proved 
under  a  count  for  a  total  loss  (Gardiner  v.  Gro.sedule,  1  Bl.  R.  198;  Rucker 
v.  Palsgrave,  1  Camp.  557;  1  Taunt.  419).  An  adjustment  is  proved  by 
the  signature  of  the  underwriter,  or  of  his  agent,  and  authority  to  subscribe 
a  policy,  seems  evidence  of  authority  to  sign  an  adjustment  (Richardson  v. 
Anderson,  1  Camp.  43,  n.).  The  production  of  a  policy  of  insurance,  by 
the  assured,  with  the  adjustment  on  it,  and  the  name  of  the  deft,  struck  oii 
the  policy,  is  not  evidence  of  the  payment  to  the  assured  of  the  sum  adjusted 
(Adams  v.  Saunders,  Moo.  &  M.  373  ;  4  C.  &  P.  75).  Au  adjustment  i.s 
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only  prima  facit  evidence  against  the  underwriter,  and  does  not  bind  him 
unless  there  waa  a  full  disclosure  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case  (Sheppard 
T.  Charter,  1  Camp.  274;  Rodger*  v.  Mayly,  1  Saund.  101);  and  fraud 
opens  an  adjustment  (Christian  v.  Cornier,  2  Esp.  489) ;  an  adjustment  does 
not  require  a  stamp  (Wilde  v.  Simpson,  2  Sctw.  N.  P.  070).  Salvage, upon 
recapture,  must  be  proved  by  producing  the  proceedings  of  the  Admiralty 
Court,  ascertaining  the  amount  (Thelluson  v.  Sheddcn,  2  N.  R.  220).  In  open 
policies,  the  assured  must  prove  to  the  extent  of  his  loss ;  but,  in  valued  poli- 
cies, if  the  loss  be  a  total  one,  he  need  only  show  some  interest;  if  partial, 
he  must  show  the  amount  of  loss,  as  in  an  open  policy  (2  Saund.  201,  n. 
stat.  10  Goo.  II.  c.  37).  The  certificate  of  an  agent  of  Lloyd's  resident 
abroad,  is  not  admissible  to  prove  the  amount  of  the  damage,  though  «!>•• 
deft,  is  a  subscriber  at  Lloyd's  (Drake  v.  Marryutt,  1  U.  61  C.  473;  2  D.  Ac 
R.  606). 

Capture  or  the  necessary  desertion  of  the  ship  constitutes  a  total  loss  (per 
Bayley  J.,  Holdsworth  v.  Wise,  7  B.  <Sc  C.  709).  Before  the  pit.  can  recover 
for  a  total  loss,  it  is  necessary,  in  some  cases,  to  prove  an  abandonment. 
"The  late  cases  show  that,  a  mere  loss  of  the  adventure  by  retardation  of 
the  voyage,  without  lo«s  of  the  other  by  its  being  actually  taken  from  the 
ship  or  spoiled,  docs  not  constitute  a  total  loss  under  a  policy,  unless  by  the 
aid  and  effect  of  an  abandonment  (|«-r  Ixjrd  Tentcrdm,  Nay  lor  v.  Taylor,  0 
D.  &i  C.  723;  citing  Anderson  v.  Wallia,  2  M.  &  S.  240;  and  Holdworth 
v.  Wise,  7  B.  &  C.  704).  As  to  the  law  respecting  nronitructivt  total  loss 
•ee  Roux  v.  Salvador,  1  Bing.  N.  C. ;  overruled  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
3  Ring.  N.  C.  260 ;  and  MX-  Cambridge  v.  AndenJon,  1  C.  &  P.  215  ;  2  B. 
&C.  G01. 

The  notice  of  abandonment  may  be  by  pa  ml,  but  it  must  be  certain,  and 
not  left  to  inference-  (Parmater  v.  Todbunier,  1  Camp.  541);  and  it  must 
be  given  in  a  reasonable  time  (Hudson  v.  Harrison,  U  B.  A:  B.  106;  Read 
Y.  Bon  ham,  3  B.  «v  B.  147;  Hunt  v.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Com • 
pony,  5  M.  &  S.  47).  So,  the  underwriter  is  bound  to  say,  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  receiving  notice  of  abandonment,  uh<  th<-r  he  will  accept 
it  or  not  (I liaison  v.  Harrison,  3  B.  Ac.  B.  100).  A  party  jointly  interested 
in  the  subject-matter  of  (lie  insurance,  and  who  ha*  a  Heeled  the  insurance, 
may  give  notice  of  abandonment  fur  all  (Hunt  v.  Uoyul  Kxchangc  Assurance 
Company,  5  M.  &  S.  47).  Win -re  the  policy  is  on  the  ship  and  freight,  and 
there  is  such  a  constructive  total  loss  of  ilie  ship  as  wo  mints  on  abandonment, 
the  insured  may  recover  as  fora  to'al  Inn  of  freight,  although  the  ship  ia  fact 
completes  the  voyage  and  earns  freight  (Bansonv. Chapman, 6  Man.  A:  G. 782). 

*  Effect  of  Payment  of  Money  into  Court.]  If  money  be  paid 
into  court  generally,  it  is  an  admUsion  of  tin-  policy  slated  in  the  f  *2 15  ] 
special  counts,  and  deft,  may  not  show  a  subsequent  alteration, 
though  without  his  knowledge  (Andrews  v.  Palsgrove,  2  Kust,  325;  2  T.  R. 
275,  288;  3  H.  i  B.  537;  Dye  v.  Ashton,  1  B.  &  C.  3  ;  2  D.  &  R.  10). 
But,  where  the  pit.  had  led  the  dell,  to  sgp|>ose  the  <|ucstion  to  be  tried  wan 
fraud,  and  allowed  him  to  prepare  his  evidence  accordingly,  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  have  refused  to  sutler  the  pit.  to  avail  himself  of  payment  of 
mon»y  into  court  ns  an  admission  (Muller  v.  Hartshorne,  3  B.  &  P.  556). 
Nor  will  such  payment  preclude  the  insurer  from  showing,  in  n  policy  upon 
the  goods,  from  the  loading  thereof  at  A.  that  the  gooda  were  not  laden  at 
the  place  iiK-ntioncd  in  the  policy  (Mellish  v.  Allnut,  2  M.  «fc  S.  100).  Nor 
docs  it  admit  beyond  the  sum  paid  in,  as  where  a  total  loss  is  averred  (Ruchcn 
v.  PaNgrave,  1  Taunt.  419;  1  Camp.  557).  If  a  total  loss  and  u  stranding 
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be  averred,  the  payment  does  not  admit  the  various  causes  stated  ;  but  the 
pit.  must  still  prove  to  which  of  them  the  loss  was  owing  (Everett  v.  Bell,  7 
Taunt.  450  ;  Stafford  v.  Clark,  2  Bing.  377).  The  deft,  is  not  precluded, 
by  such  payment,  from  setting  up  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  or  the  illegality 
of  the  contract,  to  bar  the  residue  of  the  surn  claimed  (Long  v.  Greville,  3 

B.  &  C.  10 ;  4  D.  &  R.  632  ;  Cox  v.  Parry,  1  T.  R.  464  ;  Ribbans  v.  Cricket, 
1  B.  &  P.  264,  pod). 

In  Action  on  Life  Policy.']  The  evidence  in  an  action  on  a  life  policy 
will  consist,  in  general,  in  proof  of  the  policy,  the  interest  of  the  insurer,  the 
plt.'s  right  to  sue,  the  compliance  with  the  warranties  and  conditions  on  the 
policy,  and  the  death  of  the  person  whose  life  was  insured;  but,  on  an  aciion 
on  a  policy  under  seal,  as  the  deft,  must,  in  general,  plead  all  defences 
specially,  pit.  will  have  to  prove  only  the  issues  raised  by  the  pleas,  except 
in  action  against  the  two  incorporated  companies  (ante,  p.  234).  As  to 
effect  of  payment  of  money  into  court,  see  supra. 

Proof  of  Policy.']  What  has  been  already  said  as  to  the  proof  of  the 
policy  in  actions  on  marine  insurances  will  here  apply  (ante,  p.  2:J5). 

Proof  of  Interest,  and  Right  to  Sue.]  The  pit.  must  prove  an  interest  in 
the  life  insured  within  the  14  Geo.  III.  c.  48,  s.  1,  3,  &  4  ;  as,  that  the  pit. 
was  a  legal  creditor  (Park.  Ins.63a,  040;  9  E:ist,  344;  5  M.  &  S.  42:});  or 
a  truslce  (Pea.  151).  Marine  insurances  are  expressly  e.vcepted  from  this 
stat. ;  see  the  provision  in  the  4th  sect.  The  word  interest  in  the  foregoing 
statute  means  pecuniary  interest  in  the  life  or  event  insured  ;  hence  a  policy 
affected  by  a  father  in  his  own  name  on  the  life  of  his  son,  the  father  not 
having  any  pecuniary  interest  therein  is  void  (Halford  v.  Kymor,  10  B.  & 

C.  724).     If  the  action  be  by  the  party  to  the  policy,   the  plt.'s  right  to  suo 
will  be  proved  by  the  policy  and  other  facts.    If  the  action  be  by  an  assignee 
or  executor,  his  title  must  be  proved,  as  in  other  cases  (see  "  BANK.UUPT," 
"  EXKCCTOR"). 

Proof  of  Compliance  icith  Warranties  and  Condil.io-is.~]  Evidence  of 
this  must  be  adduced  according  to  the  averments  in  the  declaration.  The 
conditions  must  be  performed  according  to  the  terms  used,  and  the  apparent' 
ntent  of  the  paries;  and  they  are  not  satisfied  by  a  performance  c//  pres 
see  Want  v.  Blunt,  12  East,  183 ;  3  Camp.  137  ;  5  T.  R.  (iU5.)  Where  a 
policy  contained  an  express  stipulation,  that  the  declaration  as  to  health 
sbould  be  true,  and  *  where  this  is  denied  by  the  plea,  the  proof 
[  *246  J  lies  on  the  pit.,  nnd  he  must  be.gin  (Rawlins  v.  De.sborough,  2  Moo. 
&  R.  70;  Geach  v.  Jngall,  14  M.  &  W.  05,  sedqucere).  A  war- 
ranty  that  a  person  is  in  good  health,  means  that  ho  is  in  a  reasonable  good 
state  of  health;  it  cannot,  mean  that  lie  is  free  from  the  seeds  of  disorder; 
and,  though  he  may  have  laboured  under  a  particular  infirmity,  yet  if  it  be 
proved  by  medical  men,  that  it  did  not,  in  their  judgment  contr.bu'e  to  hw 
death,  this  warranty  is  complied  wilh.  Thus,  the  warranty  of  good  health,  is 
complied  with,  though  the  party  was  subject  to  various  fits  of  the  gout,  accom- 
panied  with  spasms  and  convulsions  (Willis  v.  Poole,  Park,  Ins.  (550  ;  and  seo 
Ross  v.  Bradshaw,  1  Bl.  R.  312).  And,  if  the  disorder  under  wh.cb  a  party 
labours  does  not  ha'vc  a  natural  tendency  to  shorten  life,  it  is  no  breach  of  the 
warranty  (Watson  v.  Manwaring,  4  Taunt.  703);  though,  indeed,  if  par  icular 
question  Lc  asked,  which  are  not  fairly  answered,  ibis  avoids  the  policy, 
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if  material,  though  the  death  happened  from  another  disorder,  and  the 
creditor,  for  whose  benefit  the  policy  wns  made,  was  in  no  wise  privy  to 
the  fraud  (Watson  v.  Bevern,  1  C.  At  P.  363 ;  Morrison  v.  Muspratt,  3  Bing. 
60). 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  assured  to  disclose  all  material  facts  within  their 
knowledge,  and  the  proper  question  for  the  jury  is  whether  in  their  opinion 
the  fncts  be  mnterial,  and  not  whether  the  party  believed  them  to  be  so  (Von 
Lindcneau  v.  Desborough,  8  B.  &  C.  586,  cited  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Wninwright 
T.  Bland,  1  Tyrw.  &  G.  420;  see  also  Morrison  v.  Muspruit,  4  Bing.  60; 
Willinms  v.  Duckctt,  cited  0  C.  &  P.  3 ;  Rawlins  v.  Desborough,  2  Moo.  & 
R.  326).  In  an  assurance  upon  the  life  of  another,  the  life  insured  if  applied 
to  for  information,  is  in  giving  such  information  implied  by  the  agent  of  the 
party  insuring,  who  is  bound  by  his  staicmcn's,  and  must  suffer  if  they  are 
false,  al  hough  he  is  not  acquainted  with  the  lile  insured,  and  although  the 
agent  of  the  insurance  office  undertakes  to  do  all  that  is  required  by  his 
office  (Everett  v.  Desborough,  5  Bin;;.  503) ;  as  to  non  communication  of 
former  insanity  (sec  Sweto  v.  Foirlic,  0  C.  At  P.  1);  intemperate  habits 
(Craig  v.  Fenn,  1  C.  &  M.  43;  Southcombe  v.  Mcrriman,  1  C.  At  M. 
280). 

The  statements  of  a  wife  made  to  an  acquaintance,  concerning  her  state 
of  health,  are  good  evidence  to  show  her  state  of  health  (Aveson  v.  Lord 
Kinnuird,  0  East,  188).  A  misrepresentation  or  concealment  do**s  not,  in 
general,  invalidate  a  policy,  unless  a  jury  can  find  it  to  have  born  made 
with  a  fraudulent  design;  and.  at  all  events,  a  concealnent  of  an  immateral 
fact  cannot  invalidate  it  (sec  Hughes,  501 ;  Slackpole  v.  Simeon,  Park,  Ins. 
648;  0  Taunt.  146). 

The  clause  avoiding  a  policy  on  the  ground  of  suicide,  includes  all  volun- 
tary self-de«»  ruction,  therefore  the  un«oundne<n  of  the  party's  mind  is  not 
material  ((  lift  v.  Schwadc,  3  C.  B.  437  ;  sec  Bjrradailo  v.  llanicr,  5  Man. 
Ac  G.  030}. 

Pfoof  of  Death.}  The  death  should  bo  proved  to  hove  taken  place  with- 
in the  period  mentioiud  in  thn  policy  (see  ante,  "  D»:ATII)".  When  a 
question  arises  whether  n  loss  took  place  within  tin-  tinv  »peciftod,  this  is  to 
be  determined  by  the  jury,  upon  the  evidence  (Park,  044;  2  Sulk.  025;  1 
Ld.  Kay  in.  480). 

In  Action  on  Fire  Po'ict/j  In  this  action,  the  pit.  must  prove,  if  raised 
by  deft.'s  pleas  (ante,  p.  234),  the  policy,  plt.'s  interest  and  title  to  sue,  the 
compliance  with  the  warranties  as  to  d-scripti-tii  of  property,  Arc.,  and  condi- 
tions precedent ;  the  loss  within  the  limited  time,  tlic  amount  of  such  loss, 
and  other  'subsequent  acts,  to  entitle  pit.  to  the  sum  insured.  As 
to  effect  of  payment  of  money  into  court,  sec  ante,  p.  245.  [  *247  ] 

Pfonf  of  Po'icy.]  Whit  has  been  already  said  in  actions  on  policies  of 
marine  insurance  will,  for  the  most  part,  here  apply  (ante,  p.  23ft).  The 
amount  of  the  slnmp  duty  on  insurances  against  fin-,  is  fixed  by  55  Geo.  III. 
c.  84,  schedule,  part  1  ;  see  also  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  13,  s.  1.  By  3  &  4  Will. 
IV.  c.  23,  insurances  on  farming  stock  were  exempted  from  stump  duties,  and 
the  duties  on  certuin  marine  insurances  were  reduced. 

Proof  nf  Plaintiff's  Interest  and  Tit 'e  to  sue.]  It  is  necessary  to  prove 
that  the  ph.  was  interested  in  the  properly  insured  (14  Geo.  III.  c.  48).  An 
assignee  of  a  policy  cannot  sue  unless  the  assignment  took  placo  with  the 
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consent  of  the  office  or  underwriters,  within  the  terms  of  the  policy;  there- 
fore such  consent  must  be  proved  (per  Lord  King,  C.  in  Lynch  v.  Dazell}  3 
Bro.  C.  C.  467,  but  see  Tomlin's  ed. ;  see  4  Bro.  P.  C.  431 ;  The  Sadlers' 
Company  v.  Badcock,  2  Atk.  554). 

Proof  of  Compliance  with  Warranties,  as  to  Description  of  Property,  fyc. 
and  Conditions  Precedent^  These  must  be  strictly  proved.  A  misrepre- 
sentation or  concealment  of  material  facts,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  an 
insurance  to  be  effected  at  a  low  premium,  will  vitiate  the  policy.  Where  the 
pit.  concealed  the  fact  of  a  fire  having,  just  before  entering  into  the  policy, 
taken  place  close  to  the  premises  insured,  and  the  fire  broke  out  again,  and  con- 
sumed such  premises,  the  policy  was  held  void  (2  Marsh.  46  ;  6  Taunt.  338). 
A  misdescription  avoids  the  policy ;  as,  if  a  building  be  described  as  of  the 
first  class  instead  of  the  second,  where  a  higher  premium  would  have  been 
required  for  the  second  than  the  first  (3  Dow,  255).  A  substantial  descrip- 
tion of  the  property  insured  will  suffice  (1  R.  &  M.  92).  A  coffee-house  is 
not  an  inn  (4  Camp.  7U).  Where  a  policy  was  effected  on  stock  in  trade, 
household  furniture,  linen,  wearing-apparel,  and  plate,  the  party  insured  not 
being  a  linendraper,  this  was  held  not  to  protect  linendrapery  goods  sub- 
sequently purchased  on  speculation;  the  word  linen  evidently  meaning  house- 
hold linen,  or  linen  used  as  apparel  (Watchorne  v.  Langford,  3  Camp.  422). 
In  a  stipulation  for  a  certain  rate  of  premium  for  premises  where  no  fire  is  kept, 
nor  hazardous  goods  deposited,  this  condition  must  be  understood  only  as  for- 
bidding the  habitual  use  of  fire  or  the  ordinary  deposit  of  hazardous  goods, 
not  their  occasional  introduction  for  a  purpose  connected  with  the  occupation 
of  the  premises  (Dobson  v.  Sotheby,  1  Ry.  &  M.  90  ;  Hughes,  507,  511). 
All  the  other  proposals  and  conditions  of  the  policy  must  be  proved  to  have 
been  strictly  complied  with ;  and  a  condition  requiring  the  churchwarden, 
&c.,  to  grant  a  certificate  that  the  lire  did  not  take  place  by  fraud,  &c., 
must  be  shown  to  have  been  fulfilled,  even  though  the  churchwarden,  &c., 
wrongfully  refuse  to  sign  such  certificate  (Worsley  v.  Wood,  6  T.  R.  110; 
Oldman  v.  Bewicke,  2  H.  Bl.  254,  574,  577).' 

Proof  of  Loss  ivithin  the  Time  limited  by  the  Policy.']  The  pit.  must 
establish  a  loss  by  fire  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy.  If  the  loss  was 
attributable  to  some  other  cause  than  fire,  as  from  heat  arising  from  the 
mismanagement  of  a  register-stove,  or  the  like,  pit.  cannot  recover  (Austin 
v.  Drew,  6  Taunt.  436 ;  2  Marsh,  130 ;  4  Camp.  300).  As  to  the  meaning 

of  the  terms  "  usurped  power,  see*Drinkwater  v.  London  Assur- 
[  *248  ]  ance  Company,  2  Wils.  363 ;  Park,  Ins.  657.  *The  loss  must  be 

proved  to  have  taken  place  within  the  time  limited  by  the  policy; 
as  to  which,  see  Tarleton  v.  Stainforth,  5  T.  R.  695 ;  1  B.  &  P.  471  ;  S.  C. 
affirmed  in  Exchequer  Chamber,  1  Dow,  263  ;  Park,  Ins.  661 ;  Hughes, 
508;  Salom  v.  James,  6  East,  571. 

It  seems  that  the  user  of  a  corn-kiln  for  a  different  purpose  from  that 
intended  at  the  time  of  making  the  policy,  would  not  avoid  the  policy,  nor 
would  the  office  be  entitled  to  notice,  although  such  user  might  increase  the 
risk;  and  the  fact  of  the  fire  having  been  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of 
the  assured  himself,  he  not  having  been  guilty  of  fraud,  would  not  prevent 
his  recovering  against  the  insurance  company  (Shaw  V.  Robberds,  1  Nev.  & 
P.  279  ;  6  Ad.  &  E.  75).  The  profits  of  a  business  may  be  insured,  qua 
but  not  under  a  general  description,  as  "  interest  in  the  inn  and  offices"  (In 
re  Wright  &  Pole,  1  Ad.  &  E.  621 ;  3  Nev.  &  M.  819). 
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Evidence  for  Defendant. 

The  matters  of  defence  are  numerous  :  as,  evidence  of  misrepresentation, 
fraud,  or  undue  concealment;  of  the  illegality  of  the  voyage,  of  the  want  of 
interest,  of  the  non-compliance  with  representations  or  with  warranties,  un- 
seaworthiness, and  deviation.  The  general  issue  shall  operate  as  a  denial 
only  of  the  subscription  to  the  alleged  policy  by  the  dell.,  and  not  of  the 
interest,  or  the  amount  of  the  risk,  or  the  loss,  or  of  the  alleged  compliance 
with  the  warranties  (R.  G.  II.  T.  4  Will.  IV.);  where  the  policy  contains 
the  usual  stipulations  against  capture,  deft,  under  non  attumptti  may  show 
a  temporary  agreement  that  it  should  extend  only  to  captures  in  war  (Heath 
v.  Durant,  19  If.  6»  W.  438).  Out  not  if  the  policy  had  been  varied  by  a 
subsequent  stipulation  (Ib.).  This  pica  puts  in  issue  the  fact  of  the  defL's 
having  underwritten  or  granted  tlie  policy  as  well  as  whether  the  policy  was 
jftfliH  on  pit's  behalf,  nnd  the  payment  of  the  premiums  by  him  (Suther- 
land v.  Pratt,  11  M.  &  W.  290;  Redmond  v.  Smith,  7  Man.  &  G.  457  ;  MO 
ante,  p.  234;  Hughes,  490). 

To  assist  the  insurer  in  making  his  defence,  it  is  enacted  by  the  10  Geo. 
II.  c.  37,  s.  4,  that,  in  all  actions  or  suits  brought  by  the  assured  upon  any 
policy  of  insurance,  the  pit.  or  his  attorney  shall,  within  fifteen  days  after 
he  shall  be  required  so  to  do  in  writing  by  the  deft,  or  his  attorney,  declare 
in  writing  what  sum  or  sums  he  hath  assured,  or  caused  to  be  assured  in 
the  whole,  and  what  Hums  he  hath  borrowed  at  rtspomlentia  or  bottomry  for 
the  voyage,  or  any  part  of  the  voyage  in  question,  in  such  suit  or  action. 
By  sect.  7  of  thin  statute,  the  insurer  might  pay  money  into  court,  but  in  one 
case  it  was  objected  that  this  statute  did  not  extend  to  insurances  against  loss  by 
(ire  ;  but  the  court  overruled  the  objection  on  the  ground  that  (he  statute  was 
not  necessarily  confined  to  marine  insurances;  that  it  ought  to  be  construed 
as  extensively  as  (lie  mischief,  and  that  there  was  as  much  reason  to  have 
money  paid  into  rourt  upon  a  firu  insurance  as  on  any  other  (Solomon  v. 
Bcwicke,  "2  Taunt.  317).  And,  iu  actions  of  this  nature,  a  judge  will  order 
the  insured  to  produce,  upon  affidavit,  for  the  inspection  of  the  underwriters, 
all  papers  in  possession  of  the  former,  relative  to  tho  matters  in  issue  (1 
Camp.  562  ;  sec  ante,  "iM 


Frawl,  Concealment,  anil  Misrepresentation.]  Where  the  assured  con. 
coals  any  material  fact  which  relates  to  the  ship,  it  will  vacate  the  policy 
(Carter  v.  Boehm,  3  Burr.  1905;  see  also  L)e  Costa  v.  Scondrett,2  P.  Wms. 
170;  Hodgson  v.  Richardson,  1  Bin.  463;  RutclilF  v.  Shoolbred, 
Pork,  180;  Willes  v.  Glover,  1  N.  R.  14);  •and  this  whether  the  [  »249  ] 
insurance  was  ellected  by  the  assured  himself  or  his  agent  (Filz- 
hcrbert  v.  Mathew,  1  T.  R.  12).  On  a  question  respecting  the  materiality 
of  concealment,  it  was  held,  by  Gibbs,  Ld.  C.  J.,  that  the  evidence  of  un- 
derwriters, who  were  called  to  give  their  opinion  of  the  materiality  of  certain 
rumours,  nnd  the  cflect  which  they  would  have  had  uj»on  the  premium,  ought 
not  to  be  admitted;  and  he  conceived  it  the  province  of  the  jury,  and  not  of 
individual  underwriters,  to  decide  what  facts  ought  to  be  communicated  (Dur- 
rcll  v.  Bedesley,  1  Holt,  N.  P.  283).  In  the  case  of  (Berthan  v.  Longham, 
2  Siark.  258),  a  witness  was  examined  as  to  whether  particular  facts,  if  dis- 
closed to  the  underwriter,  would,  in  his  opinion,  as  a  matter  of  judgment, 
make  a  difference  as  to  the  amount  of  the  premium,  though  he  was  not 
allowed  to  dispose  as  to  what  would  be  the  probable  course  of  his  conduct  in  a 
particular  case.  (Sec  also  Richards  v.  Murdock,  10  B.  &  C.  540  ;  Chapman 
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v.  Walton,  10  Bing.  57).  It  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  any  particular 
fact  is  or  is  not  material  (Lindonau  v.  Desborough,  8  B.  &  C.  856  ;  West- 
bury  v.  Aberdein,  2  M.  &  W.  267). 

The  assured  is  bound  to  communicate  all  the  information  he  has  received, 
though  he  is  not  certain  of  its  truth,  and  it  may  afterwards  turn  out  to  be 
false  (Lynch  v.  Hamilton,  3  Taunt.  37  ;  see  ante,  pp.  240,  245).  The  un- 
seaworthiness of  the  vessel  may  afford  a  sufficient  objectign  to  the  plt.'s  claim: 
this  should  be  proved  by  persons  who  have  examined  her  condition  ;  but 
experienced  shipwrights  may  be  called  upon  to  say  whether,  upon  the  facts 
sworn  to,  she  was,  in  their  opinion,  unseaworthy  or  not  (Bcckwith  v.  Syde- 
botham,  1  Camp.  117).  It  is  sufficient  if  a  representation  be  substantially 
performed,  arid  it  differs  from  a  warranty,  which  must  be  strictly  and  literally 
complied  with  (Pawson  v.  Watson,  Cowp.  785;  ante,  pp.  240,  245).  In 
actions  on  marine  insurances,  where  the  proceeding  is  against  the  second, 
or  subsequent  underwriter,  it  is  customary  to  admit  evidence  of  representa- 
tions to  the  first  underwriter,  as  it  will  be  presumed  that  credit  was  given  to 
such  representations  by  the  subsequent  underwriters  (Pawson  v.  Watson, 
Cowp.  789  ;  Marsden  v.  Reid,  3  East,  573).  But  the  time  and  circumstances 
under  which  the  communication  was  made,  arc  to  be  taken  into  consideration 
(1  M.  &  S.  9).  For  other  instances  relating  to  concealment,  see  numerous 
cases  cited  2  Selw.  N.  P.  10th  cd.  992,  n.  38. 

The  allegation  of  a  falsehood  (Skin.  327;  Roberts  v.  Fonnereau,  Park, 
Ins.  28),  or  misrepresentation,  though  by  mistake  (M'Dowall  v.  Fraser, 
Doug.  260),  will  vacate  the  policy. 

On  de  ir.juria  to  a  plea  of  concealment  of  a  material  fact,  the  deft,  must 
prove  the  fact,  the  plt.'s  knowledge,  and  that  he  did  not  communicate  it;  but 
slight  evidence  will  suffice,  even  the  subscription  of  the  policy,  where  the 
suppressed  fact  would  have  prevented  a  reasonable  man  from  subscribing  it 
(Elkin  v.  Janson,  13  M.  &  W.  655). 

As  to  deviation,  see  Hare  v.  Travis,  7  B.  &  C.  67. 

An  unreasonable  and  unjustifiable  delay  on  the  part  of  the  insured  before  the 
risk  attaches,  in  beginning  the  voyage,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  deviation  and 
amounts  to  such  an  alteration  of  the  riisk,  as  to  discharge  the  underwriters 
(Mount  v.  Larkins,  8  Bing.  108).  In  the  case  of  a  seeking-ship,  time  for 
seeking  adventure  must  be  allowed  (Phillips  v.  Irving,  7  Man.  &  G.  325). 
Unreasonable  delay  is  a  question  for  jury  (Palmer  v.  Marshall,  8  Bing.  318; 
Hamilton  v.  Sheddon,  3  M.  &  W.  49). 

Deft,  may  show  a  custom  that  credit  taken  between  the  insurance  broker 

and  underwriter  should  be  considered  as  payment  after  adjustment 

[  *250  ]   (Stewart  v.  Aberdein,  4  M.  &W.211);  and  the  deft,  cannot  *prove 

that  the  adjusted  amount  has  been  paid  by  showing  an  indorsement 

on  the  policy  of  such  adjustment,  with  deft.'s  name  struck  out  of  it  (Adams 

v.  Sanders,  Moo.  &  M.  373). 

Competency  of  Witnesses. 

The  competency  of  witnesses  is  now  determined  by  the  situation  of  the 
parties  on  the  record  (6  &  7  Viet.  c.  85).  Formerly  many  considerations* 
and  points  of  great  nicety,  arose  as  to  the  competency  or  incompetency  of 
witnesses. 

Thus  an  underwriter  was  held  to  be  a  competent  witness  for  the  deft, 
against  another,  though  he  had  subscribed  the  same  policy,  because  the  wit- 
ness could  not  receive  eiiher  benefit  or  prejudice  from  the  verdict  in  the 
action  (Bent  v.  Baker,  3  T.  R.  27  ;  Winter  v.  King,  4  B.  &  A.  209;  1  Bing. 
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858 ;  5  B.  &  C.  388 ;  8  D.  &  R.  142) ;  unless  he  had  entered  into  the  con- 
•olidat  ion-rule,  or  had  paid  the  loss,  upon  an  agreement  to  bn  repaid  in  case 
the  pit.  fails  (Forrester  v.  Pym,  1  M.  &  S.  14);  and  the  6  &  7  Viet.  c.  85, 
does  not  seem  to  effi-ct  this  objection ;  but  see  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  44.  The 
owner  of  a  ship  was  incompetent,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  on  goods,  to  prove, 
on  behalf  of  ihe  insured,  that  the  ship  was  seaworthy  (Proihero  v.  Elton, 
Pea.  117;  Morish  v.  For:e,  8  Taunt.  457),  as  he  was  interested  in  the  result 
of  the  action ;  and,  for  the  same  rcnson,  a  mas  er  or  part-owner  is  incom- 
petent (De  Symonds  v.  Do  La  Cour,  2  N.  R.  374).  The  master  could  not 
be  examined,  on  the  part  of  the  underwriter,  to  disprove  the  commission  of 
barratry,  by  showing  that  he  acted  with  the  owner's  consent ;  for,  if  ho  were 
guilty  of  barratry,  the  underwri  crs  would  hare  a  remedy  over  against  him 
lor  the  damages  sustained  (Bird  v.  Thompson,  1  E«p.  *30).  A  release  to 
the  captain  and  rest  of  the  crew  of  a  vessel  was  sufficient  in  one  stamp,  and, 
in  the  case  of  a  joint  tort,  the  captain's  name  standing  first,  and  the  release 
being  first  tendered  10  him  (P«-rry  v.  Bouehier,  4  Gimp.  80).  And  the  cap- 
tain's protest  was  not  admissible  evidence  of  the  (acts  there  stated,  but  might 
be  rend,  for  the  purpose  of  cor.trndicting  his  testimony  (Scnnt  v.  Potter,  7 
T.  R.  158).  The  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  4'.',  provided  a  mcuns  l.y  which  the 
incompctrncy  of  certain  wit  nesses  on  the  ground  of  interest  could  be  removed; 
i.  c.,  by  indorsing  the  name  of  the  witness  on  the  record,  in  which  case  the 
same  could  not  be  used  for  or  against  the  witness  in  any  o  her  proceeding*. 
The  object  of  this  proceeding  wns  to  supersede  the  necessity  and  save  the 
expense  of  a  release  (Ycomara  v  Lei»h,  2  M.  A:  W.  410;  see  also  Creevy 
T.  Bowman,  1  Moo.  At  R.  400  ;  Bowman  v.  Willes,  3  N.C.  650,  and  other 
cases  upon  this  statute,  cited  in  Rose.  Hv.  See  0  At  7  Viet.  c.  85,  pod, 
"  WITNESSES"). 

Inturanctagaintt  Firt.]  The  declarntion  stated  the  insurance  of  100/.  to 
have  been  on  the  stork  in  trade  in  the  oil  store  room  marked  No.  7,  and 
50/.  on  the  stock  in  trade  in  the  open  part  of  the  yard,  and  that  the  policy 
was  subject  to  a  condition,  that  if  any  ultcnrion  or  addition  were  made  to 
•ny  building  insured,  by  which  the  ri*k  of  fire  to  the  building  or  any  insured 
properly  was  increased, such  alteration  «.r  nddilion  must  be  immediately  noti- 
fied to  the  society,  in  order  to  its  bein^  allowed  by  indorsement  on  (lie  policy, 
otherwise  the  policy  would  be  void.  The  dec  I  a  rat  ion  llien  staled  a  waiver  by  the 
defts.  of  the  warranty  of  the  oil  store  room,  No.  7,  having  no  manufacturing 
process  carried  on  therein.  Plea,  first,  that  nn  alteration  had  been  made  in 
the  oil  store  room,  by  which  alteration  the  risk  of  fire  to  the  building,  and  the 
stock  in  trade,  was  increased,  and  that  the  a  lit  ration  was  not  notified  to  tho 
society.  Second  plea,  that  the  pits,  erected  the  two  boilers,  in  the  policies 
mentioned,  in  the  oil  store  room.  No.  7,  and  used  the  same  then  in,  by  which 
said  premises  the  risk  of  fire  to  the  room  and  stock  in  trade  was  increased, 
and  that  the  increase  of  risk  wns  not  notified  to  the  society.  Third  plea  to 
the  whole  declaration,  that  the  pit  carried  on  in  the  oil  store  room,  No.  7, 
the  hazardous  trade  of  a  varnish-maker,  whereby  the  ri>k  of  fire  to  the  room 
and  stock  in  trade  was  increased.  Averment  of  want  of  notice  to  the  society. 
Replication  de  injuria:  held,  that  the jud^c  misdirected  the  jury  in  desiring 
them  to  consider  whether  the  addition  und  alteration  increased  the  risk  of 
fire  in  ihe  case  of  the  oil  store  room,  No.  7,  the  question  being  whether  the 
use  of  the  boilers  in  the  ordinary  way  as  boilers,  and  not  for  boiling  varnish, 
would  have  increased  the  risk  (Barrett  v.  Jcrmy,  18  Law  J.,  Exch.  *-il5). 
y  that  in  the  second  and  third  picas  were  bad  (lb.). 
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On  Lives.']  To  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  effected  by  S.  on  his 
own  life,  subject  to  a  condition  that  the  policy  should  be  void  if  the  assured 
should  commit  suicide,  or  die  by  duelling  or  the  hands  of  justice,  the  deits. 
pleaded,  that  S.  did  commit  suicide.  It  was  proved  that  S.  died  by  reason 
of  having  taken  sulphuric  acid  voluntarily,  and  for  the  purpose  of  killing 
himself,  being  at  the  lime  of  unsound  mind.  The  judge  directed  the  jury, 
that,  to  find  for  the  defls.,  the  jury  must  be  satisfied  that  S.  died  by  his  own 
voluntary  act,  being  then  able  to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong,  and. 
to  appreciate  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  act,  so  as  to  be  a  responsible 
moral  agent.  On  a  bill  of  exceptions,  it  was  held,  in  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber  (by  Parke,  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Patteson,  J.,  and  Rolfe,  B.),  that  the  direc- 
tion, as  to  the  necessity  of  S.  being  a  responsible  moral  agent,  and  capable 
of  distinguishing  between  right  and  wrong,  was  erroneous,  the  terms  in  the 
policy,  "  commit  suicide,"  including  all  cases  of  voluntary  self-destruction, 
whether  felonious  or  not,  dissentientibus  Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Wightman,  J. 
(Clift  v.  Schawbe,  17  Law  J.,  C.  P.  2). 


INTEREST.(a) 
Form  of  Remedy  for,  and  Pleadings. 

ASSUMPSIT  lies  to  recover  interest  (1  Ch.  PI.  88 ;  Cro.  Eliz.  654) ;  so  does 
debt,  where  the  interest  is  for  the  loan,  or  forbearance  of  money  (5  T.  R. 
553).  It  may,  in  general,  be  recovered  under  the  common  indebitatus  count 
(13  East,  98);  but,  in  some  cases,  the  pit.  must  declare  specially:  thus,  in 
an  action  against  the  vendor  of  an  estate,  for  not  making  a  good  title  to,  or 
conveying  the  same,  if  the  purchaser  proceed  for  interest  and  expenses,  he 
must  declare  specially,  stating  such  expenses,  and  the  loss  arising  from  not 

having  *'the  use  of  the  deposit-money  (4  Esp.  223 ;  1  B.  &  P. 
[*251  ]  306;  3  Taunt.  157;  Gordon  v.  Swan,  12  East,  419;  2  Bing. 

4);  but,  if  the  jury  give  interest  and  expenses,  the  defect  is  cured 
(2  Bing.  4). 


Evidence. 

When  recoverable.']  The  general  rule  of  the  common  law  is  that  interest 
is  not  recoverable  unless  there  is  an  express  stipulation  that  interest  should 
be  paid,  except  such  be  the  usage  of  trade  (De  Havilland  v.  Bowerbank,  1 
Camp.  50;  and  see  Foster  v.  Wagton,  4  Moo.  &  P.  589;  6  Bing.  709). 
To  this  rule,  however,  bills  and  notes  always  formed  an  exception,  and  in 
most  cases  carried  interest ;  and  now,  by  a  statute  for  the  amendment  of  the 
law  (3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  ss.  28,  29),  interest  is  recoverable  on  all  debts 
payable  by  virtue  of  a  written  instrument,  and  on  all  other  debts  after  a 
written  demand,  and  notice  that  interest  will  be  claimed  from  the  date  of  the 
demand ;  but,  even  before  this  statute,  afler  a  considerable  lapse  of  time,  and 
repeated  demands,  and  wrongfully  withholding  the  debt,  a  jury  might  give 

(a)  2  U.S.  Dig.  p.  615;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  207;  1  Ann.' Dig.  p.  314;  2  Id.  p. 
228;  3  Id.  p.  286. 
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in'r-rest  upon  it  in  the  shape  of  damages  (Aroott  v.  Red  fern,  11  Moo.  209; 
9  Bin<r.  353 ;  2  C.  &  P.  88).  The  statute,  sect.  28,  provides  that  interest 
shall  be  payable  in  all  cases  in  which  it  is  now  payable  by  law,  and  interest 
is  recoverable  in  cases  where  the  party  has  used  the  money ;  as,  where 
an  agent  pays  the  money  of  his  principal  into  his  banker's  hands,  and  uses 
it  as  his  own  (Rogers  v.  Boehm,  2  Esp.  702;  0  Moo.  28;  2  Bing.  4).  In. 
terrst  may  be  recovered  whenever  it  appears,  from  the  circumstances,  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  it  should  be  paid  (see  Higgins  v.  Sar- 
gent, 2  B.  At  C.  349 ;  Page  v.  Newman,  9  B.  Ac  C.  381 ;  see  ante,  p.  499); 
as,  where  it  can  be  shown  that  it  was  allowed  on  former  balances  of  account 
(Nichol  v.  Thomson,  1  Camp.  52,  n.),  or  where  it  has  been  frequently 
charged  and  paid  without  objection  (Carlton  v.  Bragg,  15  East,  223;  3 
Camp.  476,  n.;  S.  P.  Shaw  v.  Picton,  7  D.  &  R.  201 ;  4  B.  At  C.  715). 
And  even  compound  interest  is  allowed,  when  in  conformity  to  tin?  known 
and  established  course  of  dealing  between  the  panics  (Dawcs  v.  Pinner,  2 
Camp.  486,  n. ;  2  Moo.  206).  Interest  is  recoverable  on  written  securities; 
a*,  where  a  bond,  bill  of  exchange,  or  note  has  been  given  (see  Orr  T. 
Churchill,  1  H.  Bl.  227;  Roff-y  v.  Grecnwcll,  10  Ad.  &  E.  222;  see  those 
titles)1;  it  is  not  recoverable,  however,  on  a  foreign  judgment  (Atkinson  v. 
Brny brook  (Lord),  4  Camp.  480 ;  and  see  Doron  v.  OKeilly,  3  Pri.  250, 
nom.  Anon.  7  Tnunt.  244;  Ilillhouse  v.  Davis,  1  M.  A*  S.  173);  or  on  a 
replevin. bond  (Anon.  4  Taunt.  30);  or  on  a  recognizance  of  bail  in  the  K. 
B.  (Ib.  722).  And  even  on  a  bill  or  note,  whem  the  delay  has  been  occa- 
sioned by  pit.,  a  jury  may  sometimes  refuse  it  (Du  Ik-Hois  v.  Waterpark,  1 
D.  At  R.  10).  To  entitle  the  pit.  to  interest  on  a  bill,  or  note,  the  pit.  should 
declare  on  it,  and  produce  the  instrument  itself  (Fryer  v.  Brown,  K.  &  M. 
145).  Thus,  where  a  sum  of  money  had  been  deposited  by  a  servant  with 
his  master,  and  on  an  action  being  brought  to  recover  the  balance  of  the 
deposit,  the  case  was  referred  to  arbitration  by  consent;  it  was  held  that  the 
arbitrators  were  at  liberty  to  allow  interest  on  thy  balance  (Bcahorn  v.  Wolfe, 
1  Ale.  At  Nap.  (Ir.)  233).  And  an  award  fur  even  compound  interest  would 
not  be  impcachable,  for  it  may  be  allowed  in  case  of  a  contract  for  it,  either 
express  or  to  bo  inferred  from  the  nature  of  :hc  dealings  between  the  parties 
(Morgan  v.  Mather,  2  Yes.  jun.  15).  On  an  award  directing  payment  of 


money  at  a  certain  tim-%  interest  from  that  time  till  payment  may 
be  *recovercd  by  action,  but  not  by  motion  for  an  attachment  [  *252 
(Churcher  v.  Stringer,  2  H.  At  Ad.  777;  nom.  In  re  Churcher,  1 
Dowl.  P.  C.  32;  S.  P.  Johnson  v.  Durrani,  4  C.  A:  P.  327  ;  2  B.  At  Ad.  295). 
Money  awarded  to  be  paid  on  a  particular  day  carries  interest  from  thai  day, 
if  duly  demanded  thereon  (3  Camp.  463).  On  a  demand  for  goods,  interest 
is  not  recoverable,  though  the  price  were  to  hove  bet  n  paid  on  a  certain  day 
(Gordon  v.  Swan,  12  Ea.  419;  13  East,  99);  nor  unless  under  the  3  At  4 
Will.  IV.  c.  45,  on  a  balance  struck  on  an  account  for  goods  sold  (('Italic  v. 
York  (Duke  of),  0  Esp.  40).  So,  on  a  debt  for  money  l<  nt  (Calton  v. 
Bragg,  15  East,  223), or  paid  for  the  deft.  (Carr  v.  Edwards,  3  S:ark.  132), 
or  had  and  received  by  him  (De  B<-rnalos  v.  Fuller,  3  Camp.  420)  for  work 
and  labour  (1  II.  Bl.  305;  see  9  Pri.  134).  Interest  has  been  allowed  in 
trover  for  a  bill,  though  no  mention  of  it  has  been  nvid  •  in  the  declaration 
(Paine  v.  Pritchard,  2  C.  A:  P.  55^).  By  3  At  4  W,||.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  2'J,  the 
jury,  on  the  trial  of  any  issue,  or  on  any  inquisition  of  damages,  may,  if 
they  think  fit,  give  damages  in  the  nature  of  interest  over  and  above  the  value 
of  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  conversion  or  seizure  in  actions  of  trover  or 
trespass  de  bonis  asportatis,  and  over  and  above  the  money  recoverable  in 
actions  on  policies  of  insurance  made  alter  the  passing  of  the  act ;  aud,  by 
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sect.  30,  it  is  enacted,  that  if  any  person  shall  sue  out  any  writ  of  error  upon 
any  judgment  whatever  given  in  any  court  in  any  action  personal,  and  the 
court  of  error  shall  give  judgment  for  the  deft,  thereon,  then  interest  shall 
be  allowed  by  the  court  of  error  for  such  time  as  execution  has  been  delayed 
by  such  writ  of  error  for  the  delaying  thereof.  See  also  s.  29  of  the  same 
statute  which  empowers  the  jury  to  give  damages  in  the  nature  of  interest  in 
certain  actions  respecting  goods,  &c.,  and  on  policies  of  assurance;  and  by 
the  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110,  s.  17,  every  judgment  debt  is  made  to  carry  interest 
at  the  rate  of  four  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the  time  of  entering  up  the 
judgment,  or  from  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  act,  in  cases  of 
judgment  then  entered  up  and  not  carrying  interest  until  the  same  shall  be 
satisfied,  and  such  interest  may  be  levied  under  a  writ  of  error  on  such  judg- 
ment. 

Amount  of  Jntere&t,  fyc.~\  The  rate  of  interest  allowed  in  this  country  is 
five  per  cent.  (5  Ves.  803;  Ch.  Bills,  76).  The  general  practice  of  the 
associates  in  taking  damages,  in  cases  where  the  debt  carries  interest,  used 
to  be  to  stop  at  the  commencement  of  the  action  (see  Robinson  v.  Poland,  2 
Burr.  1085) ;  but  now  it  is  carried  down  to  the  time  when  final  judgment  is 
signed  (lb.;  Jarold  v.  Rowe,  8  Taunt.  582  ;  3  Camp.  477).  Aftpr  a  tender 
and  wrongful  refusal,  interest  sometimes  ceases  thereon  (Dent  v.  Dunn,  3 
Camp.  290).  The  interest  is  calculated  from  the  time  it  was  agreed  to  be 
paid.  In  some  cases,  it  is  payable  from  the  date  of  a  note;  as,  whore  it 
appeared  on  the  face  of  it  to  be  for  money  lent  (Bay  1.  B.  158);  or  is  payable 
with  interest  (Kennerley  v.  Nash,  1  Stark.  452;  "R.  &  M.  381 ;  Ch.  Bills, 
422);  in  other  cases,  it  is  recoverable  only  from  the  time  when  the  bill  or 
note  became  due  (Barough  v.  White,  4  B.  &  C.  327;  3  Ves.  134;  5  Ves. 
803  ;  Lowndes  v.  Collins,  17  Ves.  27).  On  a  bill  or  note  payable  on  de- 
mand, it  runs  from  the  date  (Ib. ;  Blaney  v.  Bradley,  2  Bl.  R.  761;  Cotton 
v.  Horsman,  Prac.  Reg.  357).  But  the  drawer  or  indorser  of  a  bill,  or 
indorser  of  a  note,  is  only  liable  from  the  time  he  receives  notice  of  the  dis- 
honour (Walker  v.  Barnes,  5  Taunt.  240  ;  1  Marsh.  36).  If,  at  the  time  a 
bill  fall  clue,  there  be  no  person  legally  authorized  to  receive  it;  as,  if  the 

holder  be  dead,  intestate,  and  administration  be  not  taken  out,  even 
[  *253  ]  the  *acceptor  shall  be  charged  with  interest  only  from  the  time  the 

administrator  demands  payment  of  the  principal  (Murray  v.  East 
India  Company,  5  B.  &  A.  204).  Where  there  has  been  no  demand  except 
the  action,  interest  may  be  given  from  the  service  of  the  writ  of  summons 
(Pierce  v.  Fothergill,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  167;  see  further,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  501). 


INTOXICATION. 
See  "  DRUNKENNESS." 

INVOICE. 
See  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  70 a. 
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IRELAND. 
As  to  "  IRISH  MAKRIACE,"  see  "  CRIM.  Co*,**  "  IRISH  JTOGXEHT,"  ••  FOREIGN 

JUDGMENT." 


JOINT  TENANTS. 
Sc; «« PAmrsEms,"  ond  "  EJECT*  EJIT.** 

JUDGMENT,  Acno?t  o*. 
Form  of  Remedy ',  and  Pleading*  on. 

THB  peculiar  remedy  in  an  notion  on  a  judgment  in  the  superior  courts  of 
this  country,  is  by  an  action  of  debt,  and  it  mny  be  brought  within  or  after 
tho  year  after  the  recovery  (43  Edw.  111.  2  £>.).  It  lien  generally  n gainst 
an  executor  or  administrator,  suggesting  a  devastavit  (1  S-iund.  210,  218, 
219);  and,  though  the  judgment  were  erroneous,  yet  debt  lies  until  it  has 
been  reversed ;  and  the  circumstance  of  tho  deft,  having  born  rendered 
makes  no  difference,  urilesi  tho  pit.  has  made  his  election,  by  chirking  the 
deft,  in  execution  (1  C'h.  PI.  100;  0  Ves.  44fl).  Debt  at  common  law  was 
the  only  remedy  after  a  year  and  a  day  had  chp«cd  from  the  time  when  tho 
judgment  was  recovered,  though  ici.fa.  is  now  sustainable  (Gi!b.  Debt.  393). 
Debt  lies  for  damages  in  a  rcnl  ac'.iun,  fur  by  the  ju<igii>ent  iho  damages  are 
reduced  to  personally  as  for  d.imngr*  recover  d  in  an  action  of  wanic  (43 
E.  III.  2.  But  see  3  A:  4  Will.  IV.  c.  27,  s.  30).  Debt  on  judgment 
is,  however,  only  sustainable,  where  tho  judgment  remains  unsalUfiod.  It 
cannot  be  supported  uhero  the  deft,  has  been  taken  in  execution  on  :h  •  judg- 
mcnt,  and  discharged  wiih  llie  concurrence  of  the  pit.  (Vigers  v.  Aldir,  4 
Burr.  2442;  7  T.  R.  420;  recognised  in  Ja.ju.-s  v.  Withy,  1  T.  II.  557; 
see  M'Cornish  or  M'Cormick  v.  Melton,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  215;  I  C.  M.  &  R. 
525;  5  Tyrw.  147);  "imd  the  t:«king  oflhe  Uxly  in  execution  dmfs  not  ex- 
tinguish tho  debt;  it  bars  the  remedy  n^ninst  the  debtor''  per  Lord  Ellcn- 
borough,  Taylor  v.  Waters,  f5  M.  &i  S.  103,  104);  nnd  debt  is 
not  suslainnble  on  the  judgment,  if  deft.  Iris  IrH-n  discharged  [  *254  1 
under  the  Lords'  Act.  Debt  ulso  lies  on  the  judgments  of  inferior 
courts  of  record,  and  that  although  the  original  action  could  not  have  lx*cn 
brought  in  the  suj»erior  courts  ;  but  the  declaration  must  allege  ilm!  (lie  rniiso 
of  action  in  tin-  original  suit  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  inferior 
court;  and  it  is  not  enough  to  allege  that  the  pit.  recovered  his  damages 
within  that  jurisdiction  (Read  v.  Pope,  1  C.  M.  A:  R.  302;  4  Tyrw.  403). 
It  lies  also  upon  a  judgment  recovered  in  one  of  the  courts  of  ilio  city  of 
London,  by  special  custom  (M.ison  v.  Nicholls,  1  Rol.  Abr.  GOU).  Debt 
also  lies  upon  n  judgment  of  nonsuit  for  costs  in  an  inferior  court. 

Since  43  u'eo.  Hi.  c.  40,  s.  4,  which  deprives  the  pit.  of  cos's  in  an  net  ion  on 
a  judgment,  unless  the  court, or  one  of  the  judges,  shall  otherwise  direct,  ac- 
tions on  judgments  are  less  frequently  resorted  to  (5  Ta'int.  20 1).  The  vc:ju) 
in  this  action  should  be  laid  in  the  county  where  tho  judgment  was  given,  anJ 
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not  in  the  county  where  the  original  cause  of  action  arose  (Ib.  196;  Tidd, 
Pr.  1175  ;  5  East,  461 ;  Hall  v.  Winchfield,  Hob.  196).  In  pleading  a  judg- 
ment, it  is  unnecessary  and  improper  to  set  forth  all  the  proceedings  in  the 

cause ;  it  should  be  shortly  stated,  that  the  pit.  in term,  impleaded  the 

deft,  in  the  court  of,  &c.,  and  that  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had ; 

that   afterwards,  in  term,  the  pit.,  by  the  consideration  of  the  said 

court,  recovered  his  said  debt  (1  Saund.  92  a,  2).  In  debt,  upon  a  judg- 
ment in  the  courts  at  Westminister,  it  is  necessary  to  show  with  certainty 
the  term  and  parties,  and  the  sum  recovered ;  and,  where  the  judgment  is  in' 
C.  P.,  it  is  said  that  it  is  proper  to  state  before  what  judges  it  was  recovered 
(Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  W,  12);  and  this  is  frequently  necessary  in  debt,  on 
a  judgment  in  an  inferior  court;  but  the  omission  is  aided  by  verdict  (Ib. ; 
Garth.  86).  In  setting  out  the  judgment,  attention  must  be  paid  to  avoid  a 
variance,  as  it  will  be  fatal  (11  East,  516;  1  Moo.  19;  post,  "  RECORDS'''). 
Where  the  judgment  was  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  obtained  on  only  one  of 
the  counts,  stating  it  to  be  concerning  certain  "  promises  and  undertakings" 
in  the  plural  number,  would  be  a  variance  (Stra.  892;  2  Stark.  7).  So,  if 
the  names  of  the  parties  be  misplaced  (7  Taunt.  271).  Where  there  was  a 
judgment  for  38s/.  05.  Id.,  and  debt  was  brought  on  it  as  for  388/.  re- 
covered, omitting  to  state  the  penny,  it  was  held  to  be  a  variance,  and  that 
it  could  not  be  cured  by  a  rcmittitur  of  the  penny  (2  Stra.  1171) ;  and  so, 
where  it  was  stated,  in  a  plea  of  judgment  recovered,  to  be  in  an  action  on 
the  case  on  promises  to  the  damage  of  the  deft.,  it  was  held  bad  on  general 
demurrer  (Mill  v.  Pollor,  7  Taunt.  271).  In  debt  on  judgment,  as  in  other 
matters  of  record,  declarations  should  state  a  pront.  patct  per  rccordum 
(Co.  Lit.  303  a;  1  Ld.  Raym.  35;  3  Salk.  565).  However,  the  omission 
is  only  cause  of  special  demurrer  (11  East,  565).  Pit.  usually  alleges 
that  the  judgment  remains  in  force,  and  that  he  has  not  obtained  execution  ; 
but  these  allegations  are  not  essential  (1  Saund.  330,  n.  4).  But  the  judg- 
ment must  be  an  actual  subsisting  judgment  at  the  time  of  the  action 
brought;  for  if  by  any  means  discharged  this  action  will  not  lie  (Fish  v. 
Horner,  7  Mod.  62 ;  Adamson  v.  Tomlinson,  Sid.  236). 

As  to  the  power  of  the  judge  at  nisi  prius  to  amend  the  record,  the  amend- 
ment does  not  affect  the  merits  of  the  cause  (see  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  15,  and  3  & 
4  Will.  IV.  c.  47). 

The  deft,  cannot  plead  nil  dibit,  because  the  judgment  is  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  debt  (Glib.,  Debt;  and  see  new  rules,  II.  T.  4  Will.  IV.).  A 
plea  of  judgment  is  not  good  at  common  law,  as  *such  payment 
[  *255  ]  is  matter  in  pais,  and  not  of  rcco.-i  ;  but,  where  the  whole  of  the 
judgment  has  been  satisfied,  the  debtor  may,  by  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s. 
12,  plead  juJgment  to  actions  on  records;  but,  to  come  within  the  statute, 
he  must  have  paid  all  the  money  due  on  the  judgment,  or  the  plea  will  be 
bad  (4  Moo.  165);  but  accord  and  satisfaction  cannot  be  pleaded  under 
this  act  (Ib.).  Where  there  is  no  such  judgment  as  the  pit.  hath  declared 
on,  the  deft,  must  plead  mil  ticl  record  also,  if  there  be  a  variance  in  the 
statement  of  it  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  W,  13).  which  issue  is  tried  by  pro- 
ducing the  record  itself,  if  it  be  a  record  of  that  court  where  the  action  KS 
brought  (Tidd,  Pr.  801).  But.  by  the  new  rule  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  R.  G.  8, 
where  a  deft,  should  plead  a  pica  of  judgment  recovered  in  another  court,  ho 
shall  in  the  margin  of  such  plea  state  the  date  of  such  judgment,  and  if  such 
judgment  shall  be  in  a  court  of  record,  the  number  of  the  roll  on  which  such 
proceedings  are  entered,  if  any ;  and  in  default  of  his  so  doing,  the  pit.  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  sign  judgment  as  Cor  want  of  a  plea;  and  in  case  the  sain*; 
be  falsely  stated  by  the  deft.,  the  pit.  on  producing  a  certificate  from  th-.> 
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proper  officer  or  person,  having  the  custody  of  the  records  or  proceedings  of 
the  court  where  such  judgment  is  alleged  to  have  been  recovered,  that  there 
M  no  such  record  or  entry  of  a  judgment  as  therein  stated,  shall  be  at 
liberty  to  sign  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea  by  leave  of  the  court  or  a 
judge.  This  rule  does  not  apply  to  a  plea  by  an  executor  of  a  judgment 
against  himself  in  an  action  by  another  creditor,  which  is  in  effect  only  a 
plea  that  he  has  not  assets  sufficient  to  answer  the  plt.'s  demands  (Pown  v. 
Izod,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  304;  1  Sco.  119;  nom.  Pown  v.  Fry,  3  Dowl.  P.  C. 
140) ;  and  it  would  seem  that  the  new  rules  of  pleading  do  not  apply  to 
debt  on  record,  as  they  relate  only  to  such  actions  of  debt  in  which  tho  plea 
of  nil  dfbit  had  been  prior  to  their  promulgation  allowed  (R.  G.  4  Will.  IV. 
r.  4;  post  "RECORDS").  As  it  is  a  maxim  in  law,  that  th'-ro  can  be  no 
averment  in  pleading  against  tho  validity  of  a  record,  though  there  may  be 
against  its  operation,  therefore,  no  mat!cr  of  defence  can  be  pleaded  which 
existed  anterior  to  the  recovery  of  the  judgment,  and  the  original  deft,  him- 
•elf,  or  his  bail  or  sureties,  cannot  plead  that  the  judgment  wns  obtained 
against  him  by  fraud  (Moore  v.  Bowmakcr,  4  Taunt.  370;  2  Marsh.  392); 
though  it  may  be  pleaded,  that  a  judgment  against  a  third  person  was  so  ob- 
tained (Ib.;  1  Ch.  PI.  427). 

To  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record,  in  a  debt  on  a  judgment,  the  replication  must 
state  that  there  is  such  record,  and  conclude  prout  p  ttrt  per  rrro/v/«ij»,  with 
a  prayer  that  it  may  be  inspected,  Ate.  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  W.  13);  and, 
if  it  should  appear  that  the  judgment  was  recovered  in  a  term  different  from 
that  stated,  lite  variance  will  be  fatal,  because  tho  judgment  is  tho  gist  of  the 
action  (Rastall  v.  Straton,  1  II.  Bl.  49).  As  the  plea  of  MM/  lid  record 
only  traverses  the  existence  of  the  reconl,  the  deft,  must  plead  payment,  or 
any  other  matter  in  discharge  of  the  action  tptciaJ/ij,  and  a  plea  of  nul  lift 
rtcord  pleaded  to  an  action  of  debt  on  an  Irish  judgment  ought,  it  would 
seem,  to  conelude  to  the  country,  for  it  is  only  provable  by  an  examined 
copy  on  oath,  the  veracity  of  which  is  only  triable  by  a  jury  (Collins  v. 
Matthew  (Lord),  5  Kusl,  473;  but  see  Hnrris  v.  Sa under*,  4  B.  At  C.  411). 

Debt  will  lie  upon  a  judgment  of  a  foreign  court,  such  as  a  judgment  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Jamacia,  but  it  cannot  be  declared  on  a  matter  of  re- 
cord,  us  in  Kn^land ;  it  is  but  in  the  nature  of  a  simple  contract  debt 
(Walker  v.  Witter,  Douj^.  1);  and  it  seems  that  assumpsit  would  lie  upon  it 
(Crawford  v.  \Vhiital,and  Sinclair  v.  Fraser,  Doug.  4  ;  Duplein  v.  De  Roven, 
2  Vcrn.  540).  *But,  where  an  action  was  brought  on  a  judgment 
from  Tobngo,  where  deft,  had  not  appeared,  and  the  judgment  was  [  *250  ] 
given  after  a  summons  to  appear  had  been  nailed  up  on  the  court- 
house door  of  the  island,  and  it  did  not  nppenr  that  the  deft,  was  then  in  the 
island,  or  subject  to  the  jurisdietion  of  that  court,  it  was  decided  that  th<- 
judgment  gave  no  legal  cause  of  action  (Buchanan  v.  Rueker,  9  lv««t,  102). 

To  debt  on  a  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Newfoundland,  d*  It.  pleaded 
that  the  decree  was  made  in  respect  of  an  amended  bill ;  and  tint  before  the. 
Tiling  thereof  deft,  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  has  so  con- 
tinned;  that  he  was  not  served  with  a  copy  of  such  bill,  and  hul  no  notice 
of  any  process  therein,  and  that  the  proceedings  were  takrn  in  his  absence 
nnd  ex  jxirte.  Replication,  that  ut  the  coinmi-neemcnt  of  th«-  sui;  deft,  was 
within  the  jurisdiction,  and  wns  duly  served  with  process  in  resj>ect  of  the 
original  hi!l  in  the  suit,  anJ  appeared  and  appointed  II.  L£.  to  be  attorney  for 
him,  the  deft,  in  the  suit,  who  became  his  attorney  and  conducted  thedclonco 
in  the  suit,  and  had  no* ice  of  the  amended  bill.  Rr joinder  traversed  that  II. 
E.  had  notice  of  the  amended  bill  in  manner  and  form,  A:c.  Isspe  thereon  : 
held,  after  verdict  for  ilu*  plaintiff,  that  defendant,  by  merely  tra \ursin"  the 
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notice,  admitted  that  H.  E.  had  authority  from  deft,  to  act  as  attorney  for 
him,  as  well  in  respect  of  the  amended  as  of  the  original  bill :  and  that  such 
authority  given  by  deft,  about  to  leave  the  jurisdiction  would  support  the 
decree  (Henderson  v.  Henderson,  12  Jur.  773;  17  Law  J.  209,  Q.  B.). 

To  an  action  upon  a  foreign  judgment  obtained  in  France,  the  deft,  pleaded 
that  he  was  not  during  the  accruing  of  the  cause  of  action  resident  in  France 
or  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  subject  to  the  laws  of  France;  that 
he  hud  not  any  notice  of  the  proceedings,  which  were  taken  behind  his  back, 
without  his  knowledge,  &c.  Replication,  that  the  deft,  had  bought  shares 
in  a  company  in  France,  and  that  it  became  necessary,  by  the  laws  of  France 
for  him  to  elect  a  domicile  in  France,  where  the  directors  might  notify  to 
him  the  proceedings  of  the  company;  that  the  deft,  elected  a  domicile  in 
Paris;  that  the  assets  of  the  company  being  insufficient  to  discharge  the  debts, 
the  deft,  as  one  of  the  shareholders  became  liable  to  be  sued  by  the  pits,  for 
his  share;  that  a  summons  for  that  purpose  was  left  at  his  elected  domicile, 
but  that  he  did  not  appear,  but  made  default,  and  that  by  the  law  of  France 
the  pits,  recovered  judgment  against  him:  held,  that  the  word  "notice"  in 
the  plea  meant  actual  notice,  and  that  the  replication  did  not  amount  to  an 
argumentative  denial  of  the  notice  stated  in  the  plea  (Vallie  v.  Dumergue, 
18  Law  J.  898,  Ex.).  Qu&fc,  whether  the  plea  was  bad  in  omitting  to  state 
that  the  deft,  was  not  a  native  of  France  and  had  no  property  there  (Ib.). 

Evidence  in. 

The  evidence  in  an  action  on  a  judgment  must  necessarily  depend  on  the 
plea  pleaded.  On  nul  tiel  record  pleaded,  the  pit.  will  only  have  to  prove 
the  judgment;  as  to  which,  see  fully,  pout,  "  RKCORD."  A  judgment,  like 
other  matters  of  record,  mny  be  proved,  by  giving  in  evidence  an  examined 
copy  (post,  "  RECORD").  The  judgment-book  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
is  not  evidence  of  a  judgment  therein  entered,  though  the  record  have  been 
made  up,  and  the  person  interested  in  proving  the  judgment  be  no  party  to 
it  (Ayrey  v.  Davenport,  2  N.  R.  474).  A  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords 
may  be  proved  by  means  of  a  copy  of  the  minute-book  of  the  House  of 
Lords,  for  the  minutes  of  the  judgment  are  the  solemn  judgment  itself  (Jones 
v.  Randall,  Co\vp.  17;  1  Stark.  Ev.  245).  To  prove  a  verdict,  an  examined 
copy  of  the  whole  record,  including  the  judgment,  must  be  given  in  evidence 
(B.  N.  P.  234);  for  otherwise  it  would  not  appear  but  that  judgment  had  been 
arrcs:ed,  or  a  new  trial  granted  (Ib.;  1  Str.  162).  This  is  not,  however, 
applicable  in  the  case  of  a  verdict  on  an  issue  out  of  chancery,  as  it  is  not 
usual  to  enter  up  judgment  in  such  a  case,  and  the  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  is  equally  proof  that  the  verdict  was  conclusive  (Ib.).  If  it  be  re- 
quired merely  to  prove  what  was  had  between  the  parties  (Barnes,  449),  or 
the  amount  of  damages  given,  the  nisi  prius  record,  with  the  posted  indorsed 
on  it,  and  regularly  stamped  and  marked,  is  sufficient  evidence  for  that  pur- 
pose (Foster  v.  Compton,  2  Stark.  364). 
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Pleadings  as  to.]  A  judgment  before  recovered  by  the  pit.  for  the  cause 
might  formerly  have  I.C.MI  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  in  as- 
sumpsit,  debt  on  a  simple  contract,  trespass,  or  case,  &c.  (2  Stra.  733 ;  1 
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Saund.  92,  n. ;  1  Ch.  PI.  432);  but  unless  pleaded,  it  was  not  an  estoppel  (Out- 
ram  v.  Morewood,  3  East,  365 ;  Stafford  v.  Clarke,  381 ;  Vooght  v.  Waich,  2 
B.  &  Ad.  662 ;  per  cur.  in  Doe  v.  Huddart  (Sir  James),  2  C.  M.  &  R.  310, 
320 ;  sec  also  Magrath  v.  Hardy,  4  B.  &  C.  782).  In  debt  on  a  specialty, 
or  record,  or  in  covenant,  it  was  always  required  to  be  pleaded  specially; 
and  now,  by  the  new  rules  of  pleading,  any  defence  which  goes  in  discharge 
of  the  action,  in  order  to  be  made  available  must  be  put  upon  the  record  (U. 
G.  H.  T.  4  Will  IV.).  We  have  already  seen  how  to  state  toe  judgment 
(ante,  p.  254).  The  usual  replication  to  a  plea  of  judgment  recovered,  is 
nul  tie. I  record,  under  which  pit.  may  dispute  the  obtaining  judgment,  or  take 
advantage  of  a  variance ;  as  to  which  see  ante,  p.  254.  The  ordinary  rcpli- 
cation  of  nul  tul  record,  to  a  plea  of  a  former  judgment  recovered,  in  respect 
of  the  same  causes  of  action  against  joint  contractor  with  the  deft,  is  a  proper 
form  of  pleading,  where  such  judgment  has  been  reversed  in  error,  although 
the  former  action  and  judgment  were  against  a  different  deft.,  and 
it  appears  from  the  record  that  such  'reversal  had  been  by  consent  [  *257  ] 
of  the  parties  (Bailey  v.  Turner,  18  Law  J.  282,  Q.  B.).  If  there 
was  a  judgment  really  recovered  in  ossumpsit,  the  pit.  may  new  assign  that 
his  action  is  for  the  breach  of  different  promises  (see  3  Ch.  PI.  503);  or  reply 
that  the  promises,  Ate.,  were  not  the  same  (6  T.  R.  607 ;  3  B.  At  C.  235). 
If  the  deft,  plead  a  judgment  recovered  in  an  inferior  court,  not  stating  that 
the  contract  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  (hat  court,  the  pit.  may  reply 
that  the  cause  of  action  arose  out  of  the  jurisdiction  (Briscoo  v.  Stephens,  2 
Bing.  213). 

By  R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  8,  where  a  deft,  .shall  plead  a  plea  of  judg. 
ment  recovered  in  another  court,  he  shall,  in  the  margin  of  such  plea,  state 
the  date  of  such  judgment ;  and  if  such  judgment  shall  be  in  a  court  of 
record,  the  number  of  the  roll  on  which  such  proceedings  are  entered,  if 
any,  and  in  default  of  his  so  doing,  the  pit.  shall  be  at  liberty  to  sign  judg- 
ment as  for  want  of  a  plea;  and  in  case  the  same  bo  falsely  staled  by  the 
deft.,  the  pit.,  on  producing  a  certificate  from  the  proper  officer  or  person 
having  the  custody  of  the  records  or  proceedings  of  the  court  where  such 
judgment  is  alleged  to  have  been  recovered,  that  there  in  no  such  record  or 
entry  of  judgment  as  therein  stated,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  sign  judgment  as 
for  want  of  a  plea  by  leave  of  the  court  or  a  judge.  The  rule  does  not 
apply  to  a  plea  by  an  executor  or  administrator  of  a  judgment  n  covered 
agninst  him  by  another  creditor  (Power  v.  Izod,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  304  ;  Power 
v.  Fry,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  140).  Nor  where,  to  an  action  of  assumpsit  for 
money  lent,  the  deft,  pleads  that  in  an  action  in  which  the  now  deft,  was 
pit.,  and  the  now  pit.  was  deft.,  tl»c  now  pit.  set  off*  the  some  debt  for  which 
the  present  action  was  brought,  and  in  that  action  the  now  deft,  obtained  u 
verdict  (Brokcnshir  v.  Morgan,  9  M.  &  W.  111). 

Fffcct  of  Judgments  in  Superior  Courts  icith  respect  to  Parties  to  Judg. 
mmt.]  Transactions  between  two  parties  in  a  suit  are  not  binding  upon  a 
third;  and,  therefore,  the  judgment  of  a  court  on  facts  found,  although  evi- 
dence against  the  parties,  and  all  claiming  under  them,  will  not  lie  generally 
admissible  against  strangers  (Kingston's  (Duke  of)  case,  20  St.  Tr.  538; 
see  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  GO,  61).  And,  in  order  to  bind  the  party  to  a  judg- 
ment, he  must  have  sued  or  been  sued  in  the  same  character  in  both  suits. 
Thus,  in  an  action  by  an  executor  on  a  bond,  he  will  not  be  estopped  by  a 
judgment  in  an  action  brought  by  him  (Robinson's  case,  5  R»-p.  34  £). 
When  a  judgment  has  already  been  obtained  by  the  pit.  against  the  deft,  for 
n  demand,  the  simple  contract,  or  other  obligation,  upon  which  such  demand 
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accrued,  is  merged  by  the  superiority  of  such  judgment:  transit  in  remju- 
dicatam.  And,  if  the  pit.  sue  on  the  original  promise  deft,  may  plead  the 
judgment  in  bar  (3  Ch.  PI.  6th  ed.  929).  Where  the  party  gives  a  collate- 
ral and  concurrent  security,  which  in  itself  would  not  operate  as  an  extin- 
guishment of  the  original  demand,  it  cannot  operate  as  such  by  being  pur- 
sued to  judgment  (3  East,  251). 

A  former  judgment  in  ejectment  is  evidence  on  another  ejectment  when 
the  lessor  of  the  pit.  and  the  deft,  are  the  same  (Doe  v.  Seaton,  2  C.  M.  & 
R.  728;  B.  N.  P.  232;  4  Bac.  Abr.  Evidence,  F;  see  also  Doe  d.  Tatham  v. 
Wright).  So,  a  verdict  against  one  deft,  in  case  on  a  nuisance  is  evidence 
of  the  plt.'s  right  in  a  second  action  against  the  same  and  other  defts.  if  the 
latter  claim  under  the  first  deft.  (Strutt  v.  Bovington,  5  Esp.  58).  On  a  plea 
of  usury  to  an  action  on  a  bond,  a  verdict  of  acquittal  in  an  action  for  pen- 
alties for  usury  upon  the  same  bond  between  the  same  parties  is  admissible 
for  the  pit.  (Cleve  v.  Powell,  1  Moo.  &  R.  228).  In  ejectment  by  mortga- 
gee a  verdict  and  recovery  in  a  former  ejectment  brought  by  *the 
[  *258  ]  deft,  against  mortgagor,  since  mortgagee,  is  not  evidence  against 
the  pit.  (Doe  v.  Webber,  1  Ad.  &  E.  119). 

Privies  are  similarly  situated  as  those  to  whom  they  are  privy,  whether 
they  be  privies  by  estate  or  in  law  (ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  60,  61).  A  judgment 
against  an  ancestor  will  be  evidence  in  an  action  against  his  heir  (Locke  v. 
Norborne,  3  Mod.  141 ;  Outram  v.  Morewood,  3  East,  355).  So,  of  privies 
in  estate.  Where  several  remainders  are  limited  by  the  same  deed,  a  ver- 
dict for  one  in  remainder  may  be  evidence  for  the  next  in  remainder  (Pyke 
v.  Crouch,  1  Ld.  Raym.  730;  B.  N.  P.  232  ;  Doe  v.  Tyler,  6  Bing.  390  ; 
Doe  v.  Harlow,  12  Ad.  &  E.  42,  n.  (d) );  and  it  has  been  considered  that  a 
verdict,  for  or  against  a  lessee,  will  be  evidence  in  like  manner  as  to  him  in 
reversion  (Com.  Dig.  Evidence,  A,  5;  B.  N.  P.  232;  1  Ph.  Ev.  8th  ed.  519). 
But  on  the  other  hand  it  has  been  held,  that  a  verdict  against  a  tenant  for  life 
will  not  bind  a  reversioner,  unless  where  the  reversioner  in  certain  ancient 
forms  of  suit  had  been  made  a  party  to  the  proceeding  upon  aid-prayer  (B. 
N.  P.  232;  Hardr.  436;  Bac.  Abr.  Evidence,  617;  12  Vin.  Abr.  132). 
And  it  seems  that  a  verdict  for  or  against  A.  is  admissible  against  a  party 
claiming  under  A.  only  where  the  claim  originated  since  the  verdict  (per  Lit- 
tledale,  J.,  in  Doe  v.  Derby  (Earl  of),  1  Ad.  &  E.  790).  A.  and  B.  sued 
deft,  for  diverting  water  from  the  works ;  they  were  allowed  a  former  reco- 
very by  A.  alone  against  the  same  deft,  for  a  similar  injury,  although  B.  had 
been  a  witness  for  A.  in  the  first  action ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  possession 
by  A.  and  B.  of  the  same  works  was  evidence  of  privity  of  estate  (Blake- 
more  v.  Glamorgan  Canal  Company,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  133). 

Privity  in  law  is  sufficient,  thus  a  representative  will  be  bound  by  a  verdict 
against  his  testator  or  intestate  (Rex  v.  Hebden,  And.  389) ;  and  a  judgment 
against  the  schoolmaster  of  an  hospital  has  been  held  to  be  evidence  against 
his  successor,  when  the  point  in  issue  concerned  the  rights  of  his  office 
(Travis  v.  Chaloner,  3  Gwill.  1237).  On  a  quo  warranto  against  deft.,  as 
bailiff,  where  he  made  title  under  the  bailiffship  of  two  parties,  a  record  of 
a  judgment  of  ouster  against  them  was  admitted  as  evidence  (Rex  v.  Hebden, 
2  Stra.  1109;  B.  N.P.  231 ;  Rex  v.  Grimes,  5  Burr.  2601).  See  this  sub- 
ject fully  discussed,  2  Selw.  N.  P.  10th  ed.  1168. 

Effects  of  Judgments  as  respects  Strangers.]  There  are  exceptions  to  the 
general  rule  that  judgments  bind  only  parties  or  privies.  Thus,  in  the  case 
of  customs  or  tolls,  verdicts,  whether  recent  or  ancient,  respecting  the  same 
custom  or  toll,  are  admissible  when  other  parties  are  concerned  (London 
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(City  of)  v.  Clerk,  Carth.  181 ;  B.  N.  P.  233).  So,  in  the  case  of  custom- 
ary  commoners  (a*tf,  Vol.  I.,  p.  800);  and  thus,  a  verdict  with  regard  to  a 
public  right  of  way  is  evidence  for  or  against  another  claiming  in  the  same 
right ;  and  it  seems  that  in  all  cases  where  general  reputation  n  evidence,  a 
verdict  upon  the  right  claimed  will  also  bo  evidence,  even  an  between  stran- 
gers to  the  former  record  (Reed  v.  Jackson,  1  East,  357  ;  Richards  v.  Baa* 
sett,  10  B.  dc  C.  663).  The  verdict,  however,  in  such  case  is  not  conclu- 
sive (Biddulph  v.  At  her,  2  Wils.  23).  The  decree  of  an  incompetent  court 
unknown  to  the  law  of  the  realm  is  inadmissible,  except  where  the  voluntary 
submission  of  the  parties  gives  it  the  effect  of  an  award  (Rogers  v.  Wood, 
2  B.  At  Ad.  245).  And  a  prosecution  by  the  crown  for  usurping  tolls,  which 
was  resisted  and  not  carried  on  to  judgment,  is  not  admissible  on  a  trial  of 
the  same  right  (per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Laucum  v.  Lovell,  6  C.  As  P.  437).  Where 
a  judgment  is  offered  in  evidence,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  fact 
that  such  judgment  has  been  obtained  "and  not  with  a  view  to 
prove  the  facts  upon  which  the  judgment  was  founded,  it  may  be  [  *250  ] 
evidence  for  or  against  a  stranger.  Thus,  a  verdict  against  a  mas- 
ter, in  an  action  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant,  is  evidence,  in  an  action 
by  a  master  against  the  servant,  to  prove  the  amount  of  damages  (Green  v. 
New  River  Company,  4  T.  R.  500).  A  recovery  against  one  of  several 
parties  to  a  joint  tort  frequently  precludes  tho  pit.  from  proceeding  against 
any  other  party  not  included  in  such  action  (Cro.  Jac.  74 ;  Ydv.  69  ;  B.  N. 
P.  20).  But,  where  the  evidence  and  the  damages  in  the  two  actions  might 
be  different,  as  where  two  persons,  on  different  occasions,  have  published 
the  same  libel,  separate  actions  may  be  supported  against  each  (2  B.  At  P. 
60);  and  the  recovery  against  one  party  in  an  action  for  criminal  conversa- 
tion is  no  bar  to  an  action  against  another  party  for  a  similar  injury  (1 
Camp.  415).  In  an  action  for  debt  on  the  statute  for  fishing  in  plt.'a  fishery, 
a  judgment  in  an  action  of  trespass  against  a  different  party  by  the  same 
pit.  was  allowed  in  evidence,  the  deft*,  in  the  two  actions  being  both  ser- 
vants, and  acting  under  the  authority  of  a  third  party,  one  of  whom,  in  the 
action  of  trespass,  had  justified  as  his  servant  (Kinnersley  v.  Orpe,  2  Doug. 
517 ;  but  see  Outrom  v.  Morewood,  3  East,  300,  where  such  a  judgment 
was  held  not  to  bo  conclusive);  where,  however,  it  was  also  held,  an  action 
against  husband  and  wife  was  sufficiently  barred  by  a  judgment  in  a  former 
action  on  the  same  point,  in  which  the  wife  was  deft.  (Ib.).  A  judgment  for 
a  lord  of  a  manor  on  a  quo  tcarranto  for  usurping  a  franchise  is  evidence  of 
the  right,  even  against  copyhold  tenants  (Carnarvon  v.  Villcbois,  13  M.  At 
W.  313).  In  trespass  quart  clausum  fregit,  plea,  lib.  ten.  in  P.,  and  it 
appeared  that  P.  had  sold  to  pit.  and  afterwards  conveyed,  without  a  cove- 
nnnt  of  title  to  deft.,  who  hnd  mortgaged  to  P.:  held,  that  P.  was  competent 
for  the  deft,  because  the  verdict  would  not  be  evidence  for  him  as  between 
him  and  the  pit.  (Simpson  v.  Pickering,  1  C.  M.  A:  K.  527).  The  effect  of 
a  judgment  will  be  the  same,  though  one  only  of  the  defts.  in  the  suit  was 
a  party  in  the  former  action ;  as,  where  a  question  of  right  of  wntcr  has 
been  tried,  the  record  of  that  trial  was  held  to  be  evidence  in  a  second  action 
agninst  the  same  deft,  joined  with  others,  if  they  all  claim  under  him  (Sirutt 
v.  Bnrringdon,  5  Esp.  58 ;  see  further,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  02 — 65).  A  record 
of  a  former  action  in  the  common  form  for  work  and  labour  by  on  officer, 
coupled  with  parol  proof  of  the  point  in  issue,  is  evidence  of  the  right  to  a 
public  office  (Lay burn  v.  Crisp,  4  M.  At  W.  320). 

A  judgment  of  condemnation  of  goods  in  the  Exchequer,  upon  a  proceed- 
ing in  irm,  is  conclusive  as  to  all  the  world  ;  and  therefore,  after  such 
judgment  trespass  will  not  lie  against  the  officer  who  seized  the  goods  to  try 
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the  point  again  (Scott  v.  Shearman,  2  Bl.  R.  977).  But  if  the  proceedings 
were  in  personam  only,  as  a  conviction  for  penalties,  the  judgment  is  only 
evidence  of  the  conviction  in  any  case  in  which  the  parties  are  different 
(Hart  v.  Maenamara,  4  Pri.  154,  n.).  It  has  been  said  that  an  acquittal  in 
the  Exchequer,  upon  a  seizure  made  for  want  of  a  permit,  is  conclusive  evi- 
dence in  an  action  of  trespass  that  the  permit  was  regular  (Cooke  v.  Sholl, 
2  T.  R.  255;  Vin.  Abr.  Evidence,  A  b,  23 ;  but  see  1  Ph.  Ev.  338). 
Where  this  ruling  is  questioned,  the  judgment  of  the  Commissioners  of  Ex- 
cise on  an  information  for  an  offence  against  the  excise  laws  is  conclusive 
and  binds  a  stranger  (Fuller  v.  Fotch,  Garth.  346;  Roberts  v.  Fortune, 
Harg.  L.  Tracts,  468,  n. ;  but  see  Henshaw  v.  Pleasance,  2  Bl.  R.  1174). 
A  conviction  in  rem  is  evidence  as  between  strangers,  though  obtained 
by  the  evidence  of  the  very  party  who  uses  it  (Davis  v.  Nest,  6  C.  &  P. 
167). 

*  Effect  of  Judgments  as  to  Subject-matter  of  the  Suit,]  Where 
[  *260  ]  the  cause  of  action  is  the  same,  a  judgment  between  the  same  par- 
ties is  binding  on  each,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  form  of  action  is 
different,  if  the  cause  of  action  be  the  same  (Hitchin  v.  Campbell,  2  Bl.  R. 
827).  Thus,  a  judgment  in  debt  is  a  bar  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  on  the 
same  contract  (4  Rep.  94).  So,  a  judgment  in  trespass,  in  which  the  right 
of  property  is  determined,  is  a  bar  in  trover  for  the  same  taking  (Com.  Dig. 
Action,  K.  3).  As  to  the  necessity  of  pleading  the  judgment  by  way  of 
estoppel,  see  ante,  p.  256.  Where  the  party  mistakes  his  form  of  action, 
and  thereby  fails,  he  will  not  be  concluded  in  such  case  by  the  judgment 
(Ferrars  v.  Arden,  Cro.  Eliz.  668;  2  Saund.  47  p,  n. ;  Godson  v.  Smith, 
2  Moo.  157).  So,  where  he  omitted  to  give  any  evidence  of  a  demand 
which  he  might  have  received  in  a  former  action  (Sedden  v.  Tutop,  6  T.  R. 
607;  see  Eastmore  v.  Laws,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  526).  Although  an  order  of 
removal  quashed  at  the  sessions  is  evidence  between  the  same  parishes  that 
there  is  no  settlement  in  the  appellant  parish,  yet  a  subsequent  cause  of 
removal  may  be  shown  (R.  v.  Wick  (St.  Lawrence),  5  B.  &  Ad.  526), 
Where,  in  a  second  action,  the  declaration  is  framed  in  such  a  manner,  that 
the  causes  of  action  may  be  the  same  as  those  in  the  first  suit,  the  party  who 
brings  the  second  action  is  bound  to  show  that  they  are  different  (Bagot 
(Lord)  v.  Williams,  3  B.  &  C.  239 ;  5  D.  &  R.  87). 

But  a  judgment  is  merely  evidence  where  it  is  directly  upon  the  point  in 
question,  and  is  not  evidence  of  any  matter  which  comes  collaterally  in  ques- 
tion, nor  of  any  matter  incidentally  cognizable,  nor  of  matter  of  inference 
(1  Salk.  290 ;  Kingston's  (Duke  of)  case,  20  ;  St.  Tr.  533),  nor  is  a  ver- 
dict with  judgment  evidence  of  an  immaterial  allegation,  although  included 
in  a  general  traverse  (Shearm  v.  Barnard,  10  Ad.  &  E.  593). 

Proof  of  a  Judgment  recovered.]  Under  a  plea  of  judgment  recovered, 
the  deft,  must  give  in  evidence  an  examined  copy  of  the  judgment  in  the 
first  action  (ante,  p.  256,  and  post,  "RECORD");  and  he  must  then  proceed 
to  show  that  the  cause  of  action  was  the  same.  This  may  be  done  by  call- 
ing persons  as  witnesses  who  were  present  at  the  first  trial  and  heard  the 
evidence  given  at  the  second  trial  (Hitchin  v.  Campbell,  3  Wils.  240;  2  Bl. 
R.  827)  ;  also,  by  producing  and  proving  the  particulars  of  demand,  if  any 
(sec post,  "PARTICULARS  OF  DEMAND"). 

The  judgment  was  alleged  to  have  been  recovered  "  in  the  Court  of  our 
Lady  the  Queen  of  the  Bench  here  at  Westminster,  in  the  county  of  Middle- 
sex." The  deft,  pleaded,  "that  there  was  not  any  record  of  the  said  sup- 
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posed  recovery  remaining  in  the  said  Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  before 
the  Queen  herself  at  Westminster  (named  in  the  declaration  the  Court  of  our 
Lady  the  Queen  of  the  Bench  at  Westminster),  in  manner,"  &c.  The  pit. 
replied,  "  that  there  was  such  a  record  of  the  said  recovery  remaining  in 
the  said  Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  of  the  Bench  here  in  manner,"  &c. : 
held,  that  the  pit.  proved  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  by  the  production  of  * 
record  of  a  judgment  recovered  in  this  court  (Bradley  v.  Gray,  3  C.  B.  720). 

It  is  necessary,  in  order  to  try  the  issue  joined  on  a  plea  of  null  d  record^ 
that  the  issue  roll  should  be  made  up  and  carried  in,  notwithstanding  tbo 
R.  G.  H.  T.  4  W.  IV.  pt.  2,  r.  15  (Jackson  v.  Gates,  5  D.  At  L.  231,  B. 
C.,  Patteson).  Qt«*/r,  whether  a  party  may  proceed  by  plaint  in  a  county 
court  und«r  the  9  At  ID  Viet.  c.  95,  founded  on  a  judgment  obtained  in  one 
of  the  superior  courts  at  Westminster  (Ranee  v.  James,  12  Jur.  02). 

Debt  for  400/. ;  viz.,  200/.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  2UO/.  on  an 
account  stated.  Pleas,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  cause  of  action  (after  picas 
as  to  43/.  0*.  OJM  parcel,  Ate.),  first,  that  pit.  impleaded  dcA.  in  respect  of 
the  said  residue  in  assumpsit  to  plt.'s  damage  of  400/.,  end  pit.  recovered 
31 4/.  8*.,  as  well  for  his  damages,  and  in  respect  whereof  plaintiff*  had 
imp  coded  deft.,  as  for  his  costs  and  charges,  whereof  deft,  was  convicted,  as 
by  the  record,  Ate.,  and  which  judgment  had  not  been  reversed.  Secondly, 
as  before,  adding  that  de-It,  before  pit.  had  declared  in  the  present  action, 
paid  and  satisfied  pit.  the  amount  recovered,  and  pit.  acknowledged  himself 
to  bo  satisfied  the  damages,  costs  and  charges  so  recovered  as  by  tbo 
record,  dec.  Replication,  to  each  plea,  that  the  said  residue  was  not,  nor 
was  any  port  thereof,  the  causes  of  action  in  respect  of  which  the  judgment 
was  recovered.  Verdict  on  these  issues  for  deft. :  held,  by  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  reversing  the  jugdmcnt  in  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  pleas  were 
good  after  verdict,  and  deft,  entitled  to  judgment.  That,  assuming  thy  picas 
to  mean  that  as  to  part  of  the  claim  in  (he  first  action  pit.  recovered,  and  as 
to  the  residue  of  such  claim  it  was  found  no  moru  was  due,  the  objection 
that  this  should  have  been  pleaded  by  way  of  estoppel  was  formal  only,  and 
could  not  be  mode  after  venlict.  Hut  assuming  llic  meaning  to  be  be  (and 
icm'-le  this  was  so)  (licit  pit.  having  once  had  a  judgment,  could  not  haw  a 
judgment  again  for  the  same  debt,  the  pleas  were  substantially  good ;  and 
that,  after  (he  finding  of  (he  jury,  (lie  pit.  could  not  contend  (hat  (he  part 
now  claimed  of  the  debt  might  have  become  duo  since  the  recovery  in  the 
first  action  (Todd  v.  Stewart,  9  Q.  H.  75U).  iSemUe,  lliat,  on  special 
demurrer,  the  pleas  would  have  been  bad,  for  not  averring  that  the  recovery, 
as  well  us  the  impleading.  was  in  respect  of  the  residue  (Ib.). 

A  declaration  on  a  replevin  bond  for  not  prosecuting  a  suit  with  effect, 
according  to  the  condition,  stated  (after  setting  out  the  bond)  that  pit.  made 
his  plaint  at  the  Whitcchapcl  county  court,  and  that  it  was  adjudged  by  the 
said  Court  that  pit.  should  tnkc  nothing  by  his  suid  plaint.  Plea,  nul  tiei 
record.  Replication,  there  is  such  a  record.  The  order  made  in  the  minuto 
book  of  the  county  court  was  struck  out  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  a  disputed 
title  having  been  sworn  to:  held,  that  the  above  entry  did  not  support  tho 
allegation  in  the  declaration  of  a  judgment  against  pit.  in  the  county  court, 
nnd  that  deft,  was  entitled  to  judgment  (Tubby  v.  Stanhope,  17  Law  J.  190, 
C.  P.;  12  Jur.  357). 


JUDICIAL  DOCUMENTS. 

SeC  "  RCCOKD,"  "  Jl-DOJIE.NT,''    "  VniJUICT,"    "  WHIT,"  "  RfLE  OF  CoUBT." 


260  JUSTICES  OF  PEACE,  ACTIONS  AGAINST. 

JURISDICTION. 
See  Pleas  to,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  1. 


[  *261  ]       JUSTICES  OF  PEACE,  ACTIONS  AGAINST,  (a). 

FORM  OF  REMEDY,  AND  WHEN  LIABLE,  p.  261. — Costs,  p.  263. 
FORM  OF  PLEADINGS,  p.  263. 
PRECEDENTS,  p.  264. 

EVIDENCE  FOR  PLAINTIFF  IN  GENERAL,  p.  264. — Notice  of  Action,  when 
necessary,  p.  264. — Service  of  Form  of  Notice,  p.  265. — Form  of,  266 — 
Commencement  of  Action  within  due  Time,  p.  267, — Malice  and  Want 
of  probable  Cause,  where  Conviction  has  been  quashed,  p.  268. — Damages, 
p.  268. 

EVIDENCE  FOR  DEFENDANT  IN  GENERAL,  p.  269. — When  Protected  by  Con- 
viction, 269. —  Tender  of  Amends,  p.  270. 


Form  of  Remedy,  and  when  liable. 

IN  general,  no  action  can  be  supported  against  a  judge  or  justice  of  the 
peace,  acting  judicially,  and  who  has  not  exceeded  his  jurisdiction,  however 
erroneous  his  decision  or  malicious  his  motive  (1  Salk.  306 ;  Morgan  v. 
Hughes,  2  T.  R.  225  ;  5  T.  R.  186  ;  Ld.  Raym.  466 ;  6  T.  R.  449  ;  3  M.  & 
S.  325) ;  and  no  action  lies,  although  the  magistrate  was  not  duly  qualified 
to  act  (Margate  Pier  Company  v.  Hannam,  3  B.  &  A.  266) ;  and  there  must 
have  been  an  entire  want  of  jurisdiction  to  render  a  magistrate  liable  under  a 
conviction  (Fawcett  v.  Foulis  (Bt.),  7  B.  &  C.  394;  1  M.  &  R.  102).  And, 
before  any  action  can  be  brought  against  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  anything 
done  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  it  must  be  proved  that  his  attention  was 
called  to  all  the  facts  necessary  to  enable  him  to  form  a  judgment  as  to  the 
course  he  ought  to  have  pursued  (Pike  v.  Carter,  3  Bing.  85  ;  Lowther  v. 
Radnor  (Earl),  8  East,  113).  And,  in  the  case  last  cited,  it  was  held,  that 
magistrates  would  not  be  affected  as  trespassers,  if  facts  stated  to  them  on 
oath,  by  a  complainant,  were  such  whereof  they  had  jurisdiction  to  inquire,  and 
nothing  appeared  in  answer  to  contradict  the  first  statement.  But  they 
would  be  liable  in  trespass  if  they  committed  a  person  for  disobedience  to  an 
order  which  turns  out  to  be  invalid  (Wilkins  v.  Hemsworth,  3  Nev.  &  P. 
55;  2  Jur.  94,  301) ;  and  in  general,  where  there  has  been  an  excess  of 
jurisdiction,  trespass  may  be  supported  for  anything  done  thereunder ;  and, 
therefore,  where  a  justice  of  the  peace  maliciously  and  irregularly  granted 
a  warrant  to  apprehend  a  person  for  felony,  without  any  information  on  oath, 
it  was  held,  that  the  party  had  a  remedy  against  the  justice,  by  action  of 
trespass  (Morgan  v.  Hughes,  2  T.  R.  225;  2  Chit.  Rep.  304;  1  D.  &  R. 
97).  Even  in  cases  where  justices  have  the  jurisdiction,  if  their  proceedings 
are  bad  upon  the  face  of  them,  they  cannot  justify  under  them  (Cripps  v. 

(a)  2  U.  S.  Dig.  699  ;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.  264 ;  1  Ann.  Dig.  329;  2  Ann.  Dig-.  240 ;  3  Id. 
298. 
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Durdcn,  Cowp.  640).  Therefore,  where  the  conviction  and  commitment 
thus  appeared  on  the  face  of  them  not  to  be  warranted  by  the  act  of  parliu- 
mcnt  on  which  they  were  framed,  they  were  holden  to  be  no  justification  for 
the  magistrate  in  an  action  for  trespass  and  false  imprisonment  against  him 
by  the  party  convicted  and  committed  (Hardy  v.  Ryle,  9  B.  At  C.  603 ;  and 
see  Goss  v.  Jackson,  3  Esp.  108).  And  the  same  where  the  conviction, 
&c.,  is  bad  in  part  (Groom  v.  Forrester,  5  M.  &  S.  320).  So,  where  a 
distress  warrant  is  founded  on  a  bad  conviction,  and  a  levy  has  been  made 
under  it,  the  justice  is  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass  (Newman  v.  I  lard  wick 
(Earl),  8  Ad.  &  E.  124).  So,  where  a  commitment  is  bad  on  the  face  of 
it,  a  good  conviction  will  not  it  seems  aid  it  (Wickes  v.  Clutlerbuck,  2  Bing. 
493),  unless  there  be  a  provision  to  that  effect  in  the  statute  on  which  it  is 
framed.  Sec  further,  fully  on  'this  subject,  2  Arch.  Pr.  2nd.  ed. 
36  tt  seq.  Although  a  magistrate  who  commits  a  party  in  a  case  [  *263  ] 
where  be  has  no  jurisdiction,  is  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass,  yet, 
when  supposing  the  facts  alleged  to  be  true,  the  magistrate  would  have  juris, 
diction,  his  liability  to  be  sued,  or  his  exemptions  from  such  liability,  on  the 
ground  of  jurisdiction,  cannot  be  affected  by  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  those 
facts,  or  by  the  sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of  the  evidence  adduced  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  them  (Cave  v.  Mountain,  1  Man.  At  G.  257.  N.  B. 
This  case  may  bo  referred  to  usefully  for  the  general  law  upon  this  subject). 
Where  a  magistrate  commits  a  person  for  re-examination  for  an  unreasonable 
time,  he  is  answerable  in  trespass,  the  continuance  of  a  person  in  custody 
aflcr  a  reasonable  time  being  a  new  trespass  (Davis  v.  Capper,  10  B.  At  C. 
28).  But  in  a  case  where  the  period  for  which  a  party  had  been  committed 
for  further  examination  appeared  to  the  court  above  to  be  too  long,  yet  the 
jurors  having,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judges  at  nisi  prius,  found  that  the 
detention  was  not  excessive,  a  rule  nisi  fur  a  new  trial  was  refused  (Cave  v. 
Mountain,  1  Man.  &  G.  357).  An  action  for  false  imprisonment  lies  against 
a  justice  who  imprisons  a  party  on  a  conviction  founded  on  a  commitment 
differing  therefrom  in  suiting  the  offence  (Rogers  v.  Jones,  3  B.  Ac  C.  409 ; 
5  D.  &i  R.  464).  And,  w  hen  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject, 
matter,  trespass  or  trover,  where  good*  have  IKXMI  taken,  is  the  proper  form 
of  remedy  against  him  (Hardr.  4$3 ;  1  B.  A:  H.  43'J).  But  it  ha*  been  held 
that  if  u  magistrate  1m*  reasonable  grounds  fur  what  hr  doc*,  although  the 
act  may  be  ilk-gal,  he  is  justified  in  law,  and  trespass  will  not  lie  (Wedge  v. 
Berkley,  1  Ncv.  A;  P.  G65  ;  NCO/XU/,  "Tat*  PAS*").  If  a  justice  improperly 
refuse  to  ucl  when  he  should  do  so,  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  nonieasunco 
lies  against  him  (3  B.  A;  P.  551  ;  1  Leon.  3'.'3  ;  Cro.  Eliz.  100;  3  Wils. 
342}. 

Every  action  (after  2nd  October,  1846),  to  be  brought  against  any  justice 
of  the  peace,  fur  any  act  done  by  him  in  the  execution  of  hi*  duly  as  such 
justice,  with  respect  to  any  matter  within  his  jurisdiction  a*  such  justice,  shall 
be  an  action  on  tl»c  case  as  for  a  tort  (11  At  12  Viet.  c.  44,  s.  1),  and  the 
declaration  shall  expressly  allege  that  such  act  was  done  maliciously,  and 
without  reasonable  and  probable  cause  (Ib.).  Fur  any  act  done  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace  in  a  matter  of  which  by  law  he  has  not  jurisdiction,  or  in  which 
he  shall  have  exceeded  his  jurisdiction,  any  person  injured  thereby,  or  by 
an  act  done  under  any  conviction,  or  order  made,  or  warrant  issued  by  such 
justice  in  any  such  matter,  may  maintain  an  action  against  such  justice  in 
the  same  form,  and  in  the  same  case  as  ho  might  have  dune  before  the  pass* 
ing  of  this  act,  without  any  allegation  that  the  act  complained  of  was  done 
maliciously,  or  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause.  But,  before  bringing 
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the  action,  such  conviction  or  order  must  be  quashed,  either  upon  an  appeal, 
or  application  to  the  Queen's  Bench;  and  where  the  action  is  brought  for 
anything  done  under  such  warrant,  which  shall  have  been  issued  by  such 
justice,  to  procure  the  appearance  of  such  party,  and  which  shall  have. been 
followed  by  a  conviction,  or  order  in  the  same  matter,  the  conviction  or  order 
must  first  be  quashed  as  aforesaid,  and  if  such  warrant  shall  not  have  been 
followed  by  such  conviction  or  order,  or  if  it  be  a  warrant  upon  an  informa- 
tion for  an  alleged  indictable  offence,  nevertheless,  if  a  summons  were  issued 
previously  to  such  warrant,  and  was  served  personally,  or  by  leaving  the 
same  for  such  person  with  some  one  at  his  last  or  most  usual  place  of  abode, 
and  he  did  not  appear  in  such  case,  no  action  shall  be  maintained  against 
such  justice  for  anything  done  under  such  warrant  (11  &  12  Viet.  c.  41,  s. 
2) ;  where  a  conviction  or  order  is  made  by  one  or  more  justice  or  justices, 
and  a  warrant  of  distrcsss  or  of  commitment  shall  *be  granted 
[  *263  ]  thereon  by  some  other  justice  of  the  peace,  bona  fitle,  and  without 
collusion.  No  action  shall  be  brought  against  the  justice  who  so 
granted  such  warrant  by  reason  of  any  defect  in  such  conviction  or  order, 
or  for  any  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  justice  or  justices  who  made  the  same; 
but  the  action  (if  any)  shall  be  brought  against  the  justice  or  justices  who 
made  such  conviction  or  order  (see  11  &  12  Viet.  c.  44,  s.  3).  Where  any 
poor-rate  shall  be  made,  allowed,  and  published,  and  a  warrant  of  distress 
shall  issue  against  any  person  named  and  rated  therein,  no  action  shall  be 
brought  against  the  justice  or  justices  who  shall  have  granted  such  warrant 
by  reason  of  any  irregularity  or  defect  in  the  said  rate,  or  by  reason  of  such 
person  not  being  liable  to  be  rated  therein ;  and  that  in  all  cases  where  a 
discretionary  power  shall  be  given  to  a  justice  of  the  peace  by  any  act  or 
acts  of  parliament,  no  action  shall  be  brought  against  any  such  justice  for 
or  by  reason  of  the  manner  in  which  he  shall  have  exercised  his  discretion 
in  the  execution  of  any  such  power  (11  &  12  Viet.  c.  44,  s.  4).  If  a  justice 
refuse  to  do  an  act  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  may,  by  rule,  order  him  to 
do  it,  and  no  action  shall  be  brought  against  him  for  doing  it  (11  &  12  Viet. 
c.  44,  s.  5;  see  R.  v.  Oxfordshire,  18  Law  J. ;  M'Clc.  222).  Where  a  war,- 
rant  of  distress  or  commitment  is  granted  upon  any  conviction  or  order  which 
shall  be  confirmed  upon  appeal,  no  action  shall  be  brought  against  the  justice 
of  the  peace  granting  such  warrant  for  any  thing  done  under  it  by  reason  of 
any  defect  in  the  order  or  conviction  (11  &  12  Viet.  c.  44,  s.  6).  If  any 
action  be  brought  where  by  this  act  it  is  prohibited,  a  judge  may  set  aside 
the  proceedings  (11  &  12  Viet.  c.  44,  s.  7). 

The  duty  of  a  magistrate  in  respect  of  admitting  to  bail  is  judicial,  ho  is 
not  liable  therefore  for  refusing  to  admit  to  bail  a  person  chargc-d  with  a  mis- 
d'^meanor,  and  entitled  to  be  bailed  without  proof  of  malice  (Lawford  v. 
Fitzroy,  13  Jur.  303  ;  18  Law  J.  108,  M.  C.). 

Where  a  person  had  been  convicted  under  stat.  7  &  8  Gco.  IV.  c.  29,  s. 
34,  and  committed  to  prison  by  justices  of  the  peace,  and  they  had  drawn  up 
two  convictions,  one  of  which  had  been  returned  to  the  sessions  but  the  other 
not:  held,  that  in  an  action  of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment  brought 
against  them  by  such  person,  they  might  rely  on  both  the  convictions  (Ful- 
ler v.  Brown,  3  New  Sess.  Gas.  603,  Q.  B.). 

The  first  conviction  negatived  that  the  water  ran  through  land  adjoining 
or  belonging  to  the  dwelling  house  of  the  complainant :  held  sufficient,  and 
that  it  need  not  negative  that  the  water  ran  through  land  adjoining  or  belong- 
ing to  the  dwelling  house  of  any  other  person,  being  the  owner  or  having  the 
right  of  fishing  therein  (Ib.). 

Where  a  woman  was  committed  to  prison  by  a  warrant  of  commitment, 
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dated  20th  February,  1847,  and  was  brought  up  by  habeas  corpus  on  tho 
17th  of  March,  but  remanded,  and  one  conviction  was  filed  at  the  next 
Easter  sessions,  and  another  at  tho  Midsummer  sessions  following:  held, 
that,  in  an  action  of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment  brought  by  her  against 
the  justices,  they  might  give  in  evidence  the  conviction  which  wns  filed  at 
Ihe  Midsummer  sessions  as  well  as  that  filed  at  ihc  Eistrr  sessions  (Charter 
v.  Greame,  3  New  Scss.  Cos.  33.J;  13  Jur.  2o8;  18  Law  J.  73,  M.  C\, 
Q.B.) 

Cotts.]  If  tho  pit.  shall  recover  a  verdict,  or  tho  deft,  slnll  allow  judg- 
ment to  pass  by  default,  pit.  shall  be  entitled  to  costs  in  such  rmnnor  as  if 
this  act  had  not  be  n  passed ;  or  if,  in  such  case,  it  be  staled  in  the  decUrn- 
tion,  or  in  the  summons  or  particulars  in  the  county  court,  if  ho  sue  in  that 
court,  that  the  act  complained  of  was  done  maliciously  and  without  reason- 
able  and  probible  cause,  the  pit.,  if  he  recover  a  verdict  for  any  dnnnys,  or 
if  the  deft,  allow  judgment  to  pass  against  him  by  default,  sh  ill  bo  entitled 
to  his  full  costs  of  suit,  to  be  taxed  at  between  attorney  nnd  client;  and  in 
every  action  against  a  justice  of  the  pence  for  any  thing  done  bv  him  in  the 
execution  of  his  office,  the  deft.,  if  he  obtain  judgment  upon  verdict  or  other- 
wise, shall,  in  all  cases,  be  entitled  to  his  full  costs  in  th  i'  behalf,  to  be  taxed 
as  between  attorney  and  client  (11  &  12  Viet.  c.  41,  s.  14). 

form  of  Plcadingt. 

There  is  nothing,  in  general,  peculiarly  relating  to  the  form  of  the  plead- 
ing! in  actions  aguinst  justices.  The  trm/r  thall  bo  laid  in  the  county  wltcro 
tho  act  comphined  of  was  committed  (11  A:  12  Vin.  c.  44,  s.  10),  and  in 
the  county  court  the  action  HUM  be  brought  in  the  court  within  (he  district 
of  which  the  act  complained  of  was  committed  (II  \  12  Viet.  c.  44,  s.  10) ; 
but  the  deft,  may  object  to  be  sued  in  a  county  court  (!b.). 

In  an  action  against  a  magi*' rale  for  acts  done  under  a  quashed  convic- 
tion, it  must  be  averred,  lh:it  such  acts  Mere  d»ne  maliciously,  and  without 
probable  cause,  or  pit.  will  not  gel  more  than  2//.  damages  (/»*/,  p.  20*). 

By  21  J.ic.  1.  c.  12,  ».  5,  in  actions  against  j,;->'i.  •  s,  fur  any  thing  done 
by  them  by  virtue  or  reason  of  their  office,  th'.*  general  issue-  may  be.  pleaded, 
and  th<:  sjicciul  matter  given  in  evidence.  And  this  is  not  a  flit:  ted  by  the 
recent  rules  as  to  pleading  framed  under  3  i;  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  1 ,  except  that 
the  words  "  By  Statute,"  *must  be  inserted  in  the  margin  of  the 
pica  (R.  G.  T."  T.  1  Viet.;  sec  post,  11  A:  12  Viet.  c.  44,  s.  10;.  [  *204  ] 


Precedent*. 

S?e  pica  offender  of  amends  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  3  Ch.  PI.  310. 


Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

In  general.]  We  have  already  seen  as  to  when  an  aclion  lies,  or  not, 
against  n  justice  of  the.  peace,  nnd  the  pit. 's  evidence  must  be  formed  accord- 
ingly, nnd  according  to  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  notice  of  action. 
Where  the  deft,  committed  his  servant  for  insolent  disobedience,  it  was  held 
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that  the  venue  should  have  been  laid  in  the  county  where  the  wrong  was 
committed,  because  he  supposed  he  had  a  right  to  commit  as  justice  (Holton 
v.  Boldero,  cited  per  cur.  5  Bing.  339).  Independently  of  the  cause  of 
action,  it  is  also  necessary  to  prove  such  notice  of  action,  and  the  service 
thereof,  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  that  it  is  within 
the  time  limited,  and  that  the  act  complained  of  took  place  within  the  county 
laid  in  the  declaration  ;  and  the  pit.  is  restricted  in  his  proof  of  a  cause  of 
action  by  this  notice,  in  the  same  manner  as  he  is  by  a  bill  of  particulars 
(Stringer  v.  Martyr,  6  Esp.  134).  It  must  also  be  proved,  in  an  action 
against  a  magistrate,  for  an  act  done  under  a  quashed  conviction,  that  he 
acted  maliciously,  and  with  a  want  of  probable  cause,  or  pit.  will  get  only 
2d.  damages  (see  post,  p.  268). 

Where  there  is  an  imprisonment  under  a  justice's  warrant,  in  order  to 
connect  the  justice  with  the  act,  pit.  should  serve  a  notice  on  the  deft,  to 
produce  the  warrant,  if  the  warrant  be  in  his  possession,  so  as  to  enable  the 
pit.  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents.  But,  where  the  warrant 
remains  in  the  hands  of  the  officer,  the  latter  must  be  served  with  a  subpoena 
duces  tecum.  The  connection  between  the  justice  and  the  officer  may  like- 
wise be  proved,  by  showing  that  the  former  has  recognised  the  acts  of  the 
latter. 

If  at  the  trial  the  pit.  shall  not  prove  that  the  action  was  brought  within 
six  calendar  months  after  the  act  complained  of,  or  that  such  notice  as  in 
sect.  1,  was  given,  or  if  he  shall  not  prove  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the 
notice,  or  that  it  arose  in  the  county  or  place  laid  as  venue,  then  the  pit. 
shall  be  nonsuited,  or  the  jury  shall  give  a  verdict  for  the  deft.  (11  &  12 
Viet.  c.  44,  s.  12). 

The  Highway  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50,  requires  twenty-one  days' 
notice  of  action,  yet,  if  a  justice  act  under  it  as  such,  he  is  entitled  to  a 
month's  notice  (Rix  v.  Borton,  12  A.  &  E.  470). 

• 

Notice,  ivlien  necessary  to  prove  it.]  By  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  1,  it  is 
enacted,  that  "No  writ  shall  be  sued  against,  nor  any  copy  of  any  process, 
at  the  suit  of  a  subject,  shall  be  served  on  any  justice  of  the  peace,  for  any 
thing  by  him  done  in  the  execution  of  his  office,  until  notice  in  writing  of 
such  intended  writ  shall  have  been  delivered  to  him,  or  left  at  the  usual  place 
of  his  abode,  by  the  attorney  or  agent  of  the  party  who  intends  to  sue,  or 
cause  the  same  to  be  sued  out  or  served,  at  least  one  calendar  month  before 
the  suing-out  or  serving  the  same ;  in  which  notice  shall  be  clearly  and 
explicitly  contained  the  cause  of  action  which  such  party  hath,  or  claimeth 
to  have,  against  such  justice  of  the  peace:  on  the  back  of  which  notice  shall 
be  indorsed  the  name  of  such  attorney  or  *agent,  together  with  the 
[  *265  ]  place  of  his  abode;  who  shall  be  entitled  to  have  the  fee  of  twenty 
shillings  for  the  preparing  and  serving  such  notice,  and  no  more." 
See  also  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29,  and  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  30. 

The  above  act  is  repealed  by  11  &  12  Viet.  c.  44,  s.  9,  by  which  no 
action  shall  be  commenced  against  any  justice  for  anything  done  by  him  iti 
the  execution  of  his  office  until  one  calendar  month  at  least  after  notice  in 
writing  of  the  intended  action  shall  have  been  delivered  to  him,  or  left  for 
him  at  his  usual  place  of  abode  by  the  party  intending  to  bring  it,  or  by  his 
attorney  or  agent,  in  which  the  cause  of 'action  and  the  ccfart  in  which  the 
action  will  be  brought  shall  be  stated.  On  the  back  of  it  shall  be  indorsed 
the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  party  suing,  and  also  the  name  and  place 
of  abode  or  business  of  the  attorney  or  agent,  if  served  by  such  attorney  or 
agent. 
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It  is  necessary  to  prove  this  notice  in  all  case*  where  a  justice  of  the 
peace  acted  in  the  character  of  a  magistrate,  though  erroneously,  and  though 
he  exceed  his  jurisdiction  (Prestridge  v.  Woodman,  1  B.&C.'  12):  and  even 
when  not  in  the  regular  execution  of  bis  office,  if  he  conceived  himself  to  bo 
so  ( Wheller  v.  Toke,  9  East,  304 ;  3  Camp.  242 ;  3  If.  &  8.  580 ;  2  Pri. 
126;  2  Chit.  Rep.  459;  Beechey  v.  Sides,  9  B.  &  C.  809);  and,  where  a 
lord  of  the  manor,  being  a  justice  of  the  peace,  took  away  an  unqualified 
person's  gun,  he  was  presumed  to  have  acted  quasi  justice  of  the  peace  (2 
II.  Bl.  114);  and  so,  if  a  justice  of  the  peace  acts  alone  in  a  case  where  tew 
ought  to  act  (2  Camp.  199,  n.;  Wheller  v.  Tokc,  9  East,  364);  as  he  in- 
tended  to  act  as  a  magistrate  at  the  time,  however  erroneously  (Ib.).  Where 
a  statute  justifies  the  making  of  an  order  upon  complaint,  the  absence  of  such 
previous  complaint  does  not  disentitle  the  deft,  to  notice  (Norris  v.  Smith,  10 
Ad.  &  E.  186).  And,  where  a  justice  does  an  act  under  the  colour  of  his 
office,  though  he  exceed  his  jurisdiction,  he  is  entitled  to  notice  before  action 
brought  (Prestridge  v.  Woodman,  1  B.  Ac  C.  12;  2  D.  At  R.  43).  But, 
where  a  disturbance  having  taken  place  on  the  liberation  of  a  prisoner,  the 
deft.,  a  magistrate,  seized  the  pit,  saying  "  you  are  one  of  the  rascals,**  the 
pit.  being  in  no  way  connected  with  the  disturbance,  and  the  place  where  bo 
was  seized  being  out  of  sight  of  the  disturbance,  the  deft,  was  held  not  en- 
titled to  notice  (James  v.  Saunders,  10  Bing.  429);  if  the  act  complained  of 
has  not  been  done  in  the  capacity  of  a  justice,  notice  is  not  requisite.  And 
thus,  where  a  justice  took  a  fee  for  granting  a  license  to  a  publican,  it  was 
held  that  such  fee  could  not  have  been  taken  by  him  in  bis  character  of  jus- 
tice, and  that  he  was  not  within  the  benefit  of  the  act,  though  bo  had  been 
in  the  habit  of  taking  a  fee  for  many  years  (Morgon  v.  Palmer,  2  B.  &  C. 
729;  4  D.  6t  R.  283).  And  no  notice  is  necessary  in  an  action  for  tho 
penalty  given  by  18  Geo.  II.  c.  10,  for  acting  as  a  justice  of  the  peace  with- 
out a  proper  qualification  (Wright  v.  Norton,  Holt,  N.  P.  458 ;  Charlesworth 
v.  Rudgard,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  505).  It  seems  the  statute  extended  to  an  action 
brought  for  a  supposed  libel  in  a  notice  given  by  the  deft,  under  a  statute 
(Norris  v.  Smith,  10  Ad.  &  E.  1**). 

Whether  deft,  acted  in  the  belief  that  ho  was  executing  his  office  it  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  (Wedge  v.  Bcrkely,  6  Ad.  &.  E.  003).  But  if  the  judge 
decide  it,  nnd  nonsuit  the  pit.,  the  plt.'s  counsel  must  request  him  to  leave  it 
to  the  jury,  otherwise  ho  cannot  set  aside  tho  nonsuit  unless  the  evidence 
shows  that  his  direction  was  not  warranted  (Hazcldine  v.  Grove,  3  Q.  B. 
997). 

In  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering,  and  seizing  pli.'s  goods, 
it  appeared  that  the  notice  stated  that  a  writ  would  be  issued  against  the  deft., 
for  that  he  had  on,  &c.,  at  &c.,  caused  a  distress  to  be  levied  at  ph.'*  office 
of  business,  is  sufficient  (Hollingworth  v.  Palmer,  IS  Law  J.  409,  Exch.). 
It  is  no  objection  that  the  notice  wag  indorsed  by  the  attorneys  in  their  part- 
nership name,  which  was  dissolved  before  the  action  was  commenced  (Ib.). 

JVoftrr,  Service  of.]    It  must  be  shown  that  a  copy,  or  duplicate  original, 
of  the  requisite  notice  of  action  has  been  delivered  to  the  *justice, 
or  left  at  the  usual  place  of  his  abode,  at  least  one  calendar  month  [  *200  ] 
before  the  suing  out  or  serving  of  the  writ.     The   month   begins 
with  and  includes  the  day  on  which  notice  was  served  (Castle  v.  Burdett,  3 
T.  R.  G'J3);  but  in  Young  v.  Higgin,  it  was  held  to  exclude  the  day  of  ser- 
vice, and  of  issuing  the  writ  (Young  v.  Higgin,  6  M.  &  W.  49 ;  see  the  new 
act,  11  &  12  Viet.  c.  44,  s.  9).     The  notice  may  be  proved  by  a  duplicate 
original  without  giving  a  notice  to  produce.     If  notice  be  given  by  the  attor- 
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ney,  service  of  his  clerk  suffices  (Morgan  v.  Lamb,  10  M.  &  W.  558);  and 
the  justice  of  the  peace  should  have  notice  to  produce  the  original,  if  there  is 
no  duplicate,  at  the  trial ;  and  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  party  to  prove  the 
precise  day  on  which  he  served  such  duplicate  original. 

Notice,  Form  of.]  A  defect  in  the  notice  will  be  a  fatal  ground  of  nonsuit 
on  the  trial,  as  no  cause  of  action  not  therein  expressed  can  be  given  in  evi- 
dence (Stringer  v.  Martyr,  6  Esp.  134).  As  to  the  requisites  of  the  notice: 
first,  it  must  be  in  writing,  and  express  the  nature  of  the  writ  or  process  in- 
tended to  be  sued  out,  as  well  as  the  cause  of  action ;  if,  therefore,  notice  of 
an  action  on  the  case  for  false  imprisonment  be  given,  and  trespass  for  an 
assault  be  afterwards  brought,  it  will  be  fatal  (Lovelace  v.  Currie,  7  T.  R. 
631  ;  Strickland  v.  Ward,  i'b.  n.;  Breese  v.  Jerdein,  4  Q.  B.  585).  But  it 
seems  unnecessary  to  name  all  the  parties  to  be  included  in  the  action,  or  to 
express  whether  it  will  bo  joint  or  several  (Box  v.  Jones,  5  Pri.  178).  So, 
a  notice  to  a  magistrate  is  sufficient  to  warrant  a  writ  and  proceedings  against 
the  magistrate  and  a  constable  conjointly;  and  where  such  a  notice  was 
given,  and  the  ph.,  after  a  month  had  expired,  sued  out  a  writ  against  the 
magistrate  alone,  and  afterwards  abandoned  that  writ,  and  sued  out  another 
against  the  magistrate  and  constable  jointly,  the  notice  was  held  sufficient 
(Jones  v.  Simpson,  1  Cr.  &  J.  174).  Secondly,  it  must  be  indorsed  with  the 
Christian  and  surname  of  plt.'s  attorney,  and  his  place  of  abode;  but  the 
attorney  need  not  set  out  his  Christian  name  at  length,  his  initials  will  be 
sufficient,  ns,  «  T.  &  W.  A.  Williams"  (James  v.  Swift,  4  B.  &  C.  681  ;  6 
D.  &  R.  625;  Mayhew  v.  Locke,  7  Taunt.  63).  As  to  the  abode,  it  is  suffi- 
cient for  the  attorney  to  describe  himself  of  such  a  place,  as,  "  of  Birming- 
ham" (Osborn  v.  Gough,  3  B.  &  P.  550);  but  it  was  said  by  Thompson,  B., 
that  to  say  of  London,  Manchester,  or  such  other  large  town,  would  be  in- 
sufficient (Cooke  v.  Currie,  Tidd,  Pr.  28,  n.);  and  it  is  bad  to  say,  "given 
under  my  hand  at  Durham,"  as  it  does  not  indicate  that  his  place  of  abode 
is  there  (Taylor  v.  Fenwick,  7  T.  R.  635;  3  B.  &  P.  551);  it  must  not  be 
vague  or  incorrect,  ex.  gr.  where  the  attorney  was  described  of  "New  Inn, 
London,"  instead  of  Westminster,  it  being,  in  fact,  in  that  place:  it  was  held 
to  be  insufficient  (Stears  v.  Smith,  6  Esp.  138  ;  sed  qucere,  the  soundness  of 
this  decision,  see  Mills  v.  Collett,  6  Bing.  90).  It  is  enough  to  indorse  the 
attorney's  place  of  business,  though  he  does  not  reside  there,  and  the  attorney 
employed  to  give  the  proper  nolice  need  not  be  the  attorney  on  the  record 
(Roberts  v.  Williams,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  561  ;  but  see  Johnson  v.  Lord,  1  Moo. 
&  M.  444).  Where  the  attorney's  name  and  place  of  abode  is  stated  in  the 
body,  instead  of  the  back  of  the  notice,  it  is  immaterial  (Crooke  v.  Curry, 
Tidd,  Pr.  27,  n.).  A  notice  indorsed  by  the  attorney,  though  signed  by  the 
party,  is  sufficient  (Morgan  v.  Leach,  10  M.  &  W.  558).  It  appears  not  to 
be  essential  ihat  the  notice  should  specify  the  form  of  action,  but  that  it  is 
sufficient  if  it  state  the  writ  and  process,  and  the  cause  of  action  (Jabin 
v.  De  Burgh,  2  Camp.  196).  The  11  &  12  Viet.  c.  44,  does  not  require 
notice  of  the  writ  or  process,  but  only  of  the  intended  action  (sect. 
[  *267  ]  9).  It  would  seem,  however,  *that  if  it  is  specified,  the  declara- 
tion must  agree  with  it  (Strickland  v.  Ward,  7  T.  R.  633,  n.;  see 
also  4  Bing.  511,  512).  And,  where  the  notice  stated  that  a  latilat  would 
be  issued  against  the  deft.  "  for  the  said  imprisonment  and  sum  of  money," 
and  the  declaration  was  for  assault,  battery,  and  imprisonment,  the  notice 
was  held  good,  being  sufficient  to  apprize  the  magistrate  of  the  nature  of  the 
action  about  to  be  brought  against  him,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  tender  amends; 
and  that  the  only  effect  which  the  omission  of  any  mention  of  battery  in  the 
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notice  could  produce,  would  be  to  exclude  evidence  of  a  battery  at  the  trial 
(Robson  v.  Spearman,  3  B.  Ac  A.  493).  The  notice  must  state  substantially 
the  ground  or  complaint,  but  it  need  not  state  the  mode  or  manner  in  which 
the  injury  has  been  sustained  (Jones  v.Bird,  5  B.  <5c  A.  844).  It  seems  that 
the  time  and  place  of  doing  the  act  complained  of  should  be  stated  (Martins 
v.  Upcher,  3  Q.  B.  662;  Jacklin  v.  Fytche,  14  M.  Ac  W.  886;  Breese  v. 
Jerdein,  4  Q.  B.  535;  Jones  v.  Nicbolls,  13  M.  Ac  W.  381 ;  PritchtU  v. 
Gratrex,  8  Q.  B.  1020.  The  notice  must  not  be  in  the  name  of  a  party 
who  is  dead  (Pilkington  v.  Rilev,  18  Law  J.  323,  Exch.)  In  an  action 
against  two  justices  of  the  peace,  for  illegally  convicting  the  pit.,  and  issuing 
a  warrant  of  distress  against  his  goods,  the  notice  of  action  stated  the  war* 
rant  to  be  directed  to  A.  B.,  and,  when  produced  at  the  trial,  it  was  found  to 
have  been  directed  to  C.  D.,  constable  of  U.;  it  was  held  to  be  a  fatal  vari- 
ance, although  A.  B.  executed  the  warrant  (Aked  v.  Stocks,  1  Moo.  At  P. 
346).  Nor  will  the  notice  be  defective,  though  it  is  drawn  up  in  the  form 
of  a  declaration,  if  otherwise  sufficient  (Brown  v.  Tanner,  M'Cle.  Ac  Yo.  469). 
As  to  notice  of  action  by  an  attorney  for  an  infant,  see  DoGouboin  v.  Lewis, 
2  P.  At  D.  283. 

Where  the  action  is  brought  against  a  magistrate,  under  43  Goo.  III.  c. 
141,  under  a  conviction  that  has  been  quashed,  the  notice  must  state  that  it 
was  done  maliciously. 

A  threat  to  "take  proceedings"  unless  the  justice  complies  with  a  request 
of  the  pit.  to  give  certain  names,  is  not  a  notice  (Norris  v.  Smith,  10 
Ad.  At  E.  188).  The  notice  is  not  dispensed  with  by  a  tender  of  amends, 
nor  by  a  plea  of  tender  (Martins  v.  Upcher,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  555 ;  3  Q.  B. 
662). 

Proof  of  Commencement  of  Action.]  By  24  Gco.  II.  c.  44,  s.  8,  it  is 
enacted,  that  "  No  action  shall  bo  brought  against  any  justice  of  peace  for 
anything  done  in  the  execution  of  his  office,  or  against  any  constable,  head- 
borough,  or  other  officer,  or  person  acting  ax  aforetaiJ,  unless  commenced 
within  six  calendar  months  after  the  act  committed"  (11  &  12  Viet.  c.  44, 
s.  8).  It  will,  therefore,  be  incumbent  on  the  pit.  to  show  that  his  action 
has  been  commenced  within  the  time  above  prescribed.  The  six  months 
arc  to  be  calculated  inclusive  of  the  day  of  committing  the  act  (Clarke  v. 
Davey,  4  Moo.  465).  Where  there  is  a  continuing  imprisonment,  a  justice 
is  liable  to  answer  for  such  part  of  it,  suffered  under  his  warrant,  as  was 
within  six  calendar  months  before  action  commenced  (Masscy  v.  Johnson, 
12  Hnst,  67).  If  the  imprisonment  ends  on  the  14th  of  December,  it  is  a 
sufficient  commencement  of  the  action  if  the  writ  issues  on  the  I4:h  of  June 
(Hardy  v.  Ryle,  9  B.  &  C.  003;  and  post,  "OFFICER").  It  must  be  shown 
the  action  was  not  commenced  within  the  month  after  notice  given  (ante,  p. 
264).  The  time  begins  on  the  dny  on  which  the  notice  is  given  (Castle  v. 
Burdett,  3  T.  R.  623).  As  to  proof  of  commencement  of  action,  see  ante, 
Vol.  I.,  p.  260. 

The  pit.  must  show  that   he   proceeded  on  a  writ   sued   out  within  six 
months  alter  the  notice,  though  then-  be  n  continuing  cause  of  action ;  for 
the  notice  fixes  him  to  the  trespass  of  which  he  complains;  •there- 
fore a  second  writ  issued  out  of  time  must  be  connected  by  con-    [  *2G3  ] 
tinuance  with  one  within  time  (Weston  v.  Fournier,   14   East, 
491). 

The  suing  out  the  process  is  the  commencement  of  the  action  (Willes, 
257  ;  2  Bl.  R.  925  ;  Johnson  v.  Smith,  2  Burr.  964) ;  and,  by  producing 
the  writ  at  the  trial,  it  will  obviate  any  dispute  as  to  its  commencement.  By 
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the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  2  Will.  IV.  c.  39,  s.  12,  every  writ  is  to 
bear  date  on  the  day  on  which  the  same  shall  be  issued,  and  the  nisi  prius 
record  now  specifies  the  date  of  the  issuing  of  the  writ.  When  it  is  mate- 
rial to  distinguish  the  day  the  writ  was  taken  out,  that  fact  may  be  proved, 
in  opposition  to  the  teste  (2  Burr.  962). 

The  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  21,  empowers  justices  of  the  county  of  Lancaster  to 
make  rates  on  the  division  of  Manchester  for  the  purposes  of  the  act ;  and 
sect.  21  enacts,  that  all  the  provisions  of  any  subsisting  act,  relating  to  the 
enforcing  of  county  rates,  should  be  taken  to  apply  to  rates  made  under  this 
act.  The  55  Geo.  III.  c.  51  (a  county  rate  act),  by  sect.  23,  enacts,  that 
all  actions  against  any  person,  for  anything  done  by  virtue  of  that  act,  shall 
be  brought  within  three  months  after  the  fact  committed.  The  5  &  6  Viet. 
c.  97,  s.  5,  provides,  that  actions  for  anything  done  under  the  authority  of 
any  local  or  personal  act  shall  be  brought  within  two  years :  held,  that  an 
action  of  trespass  against  the  justices,  for  issuing  a  warrant  of  distress 
against  the  goods  of  an  overseer  for  not  collecting  and  paying  over  a  rate 
made  under  the  provisions  of  the  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  21,  ought  to  have  been 
brought  within  three  months,  as  sect.  21  of  the  latter  act  incorporates  sect. 
23  of  55  Geo.  III.,  c.  51  (Boden  v.  Smith,  13  Jur.  428 ;  18  Law  J.  121,  C. 
P.) :  held,  also,  that  even  supposing  the  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  21,  to  be  a  local  act, 
it  repealed  the  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  97,  so  far  as  regarded  the  period  of  limitation 
for  bringing  this  action  (Ib.). 

The  time  limited  for  bringing  actions  against  justices  of  a  metropolitan 
police  district,  in  respect  of  a  conviction  under  stat.  2  &  3  Viet.  c.  47,  s.  18, 
made  in  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  given  them  by  stat.  3  &  4  Viet.  c.  84, 
s.  6,  is  three  calendar  months,  the  period  prescribed  by  stat.  2  &  3  Viet.  c. 
71,  s.  53,  and  not  six  calendar  months,  the  period  given  by  stat.  10  Geo.  IV. 
c.  44,  s.  41  (Barnett  v.  Cox,  9  Q.B.  617). 

A.  being  indebted  in  17/.  19s.  6d.  for  poor  rate,  application  was  made  to 
B.  and  C.,  two  justices  of  Sussex,  who  issued  a  warrant  to  levy  that  sum 
and  6s.  for  costs,  making  in  all  181.  5s.  6d.  No  goods  being  found  in  Sus- 
sex, and  A.  having  removed  to  London,  B.  and  D.  issued  their  warrant,  re- 
citing the  former  warrant,  and  the  fact  that  it  was  impossible  to  levy  "  the 
said  sum,"  and  commanding  E.,  the  constable  of  Sussex,  to  apprehend  A. 
and  take  him  to  Petvvorth  gaol,  there  to  remain,  without  bail  or  mainprise, 
till  he  should  pay  the  said  sum.  This  warrant  was  backed  by  the  Lord 
Mayor,  and  A.  being  thereupon  taken  by  E.  in  London,  was  detained  till  he 
paid  the  said  sum  of  18/.  5s.  6d.  While  he  was  in  custody,  the  clerk  of  his 
attorney  requested  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  and,  after  some  demur,  he  obtained 
it.  After  the  discharge  of  A.,  the  clerk  served  on  E.  a  formal  written  de- 
mand lor  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  which  was  signed  by  the  attorney  of  A., 
but  no  copy  was  given.  In  an  action  of  trespass  against  B.,  D.,  and  E. 
jointly:  held,  first,  that  the  warrant  was  bad  in  respect  of  the  costs;  and 
was,  therefore,  bad  in  toto,  being  indivisible  (Clark  v.  Woods,  3  New  Sess. 
Cas.  253;  17  Law  J.  189,  M.  C.,  Exch. ;  2  Exch.  355):  held,  secondly, 
that  B.  and  D.  were  liable  on  it  afier  it  was  backed,  the  act  of  backing  being 
purely  ministerial  (Ib.) :  held,  thirdly,  that  the  damages  could  not  be  reduced 
to  the  amount  of  the  costs  merely,  but  that  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover 
the  rate,  which,  though  a  just  debt,  had  been  extorted  for  him  by  illegal 
means  (Ib.)  :  held,  fourthly,  that  the  formal  written  demand  must  be  com- 
plied with,  though  a  copy  may  have  been  previously  given  on  a  parol  demand 
by  the  clerk  of  the  plt.'s  attorney  (Ib.) :  held,  fifthly,  that  a  demand  signed 
by  the  pit.,  his  attorney  or  agent,  and  served  or  left  by  any  person,  is  a  good 
demand,  within  the  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  6  (Ib.). 
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Proof  thai  Cause  of  Action  accrued  in  County  if  here  the  Venue  it  laid.] 
This  must  be  established  as  required  by  11  &  12  Viet  c.  44,  s.  10,  as  ante, 
Vol.  I.  p.  614,  which  may  be  done  by  calling  parties  well  acquainted  with 
the  place  and  county. 

Proof  of  Malice,  where  Action  if  brought  after  Conviction  qiuuheJ.]  1C 
on  the  general  issue  the  pit.  shall  fail  to  prove  that  the  act  was  done  mali- 
ciously,  and  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause  he  shall  be  nonsuited,  or 
a  verdict  shall  be  given  for  deft.  (11  At  12  Viet.  c.  44,  s.  1 ;  see  the  cases 
where  such  evidence  is  not  required,  antt,  p.  262 ;  ib.  sect.  2).  It  is  not 
sufficient  for  the  pit.  to  show,  under  this  act,  that  he  was  innocent  of  the 
offence  of  which  ho  was  convicted,  but  he  must  also  prove,  from  what  passed 
before  the  magistrate,  that  there  was  malice  and  a  want  of  probable  cause. 
The  magistrate  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  offender, 
except  as  they  appear  from  the  evidence  laid  before  him  (per  Gibbs,  C.  J., 
Burluy  v.  Bcthune,  5  Taunt.  583 ;  1  Marsh.  220).  As  to  proof  of  malice, 
pott,  "  MALICIOUS  ARHKST."  This  statute  extends  only  to  those  cases 
where  the  conviction  has  been  quashed ;  but  an  informal  one  is  enough, 
as  where  the  warrant  of  commitment  falsely  recited  an  information  on 
oath  by  T.  S.,  which  was  in  fact  laid  by  T.  O.  (Massey  v.  Johnson,  12 
East,  67). 

And,  in  an  action  against  a  magistrate  for  false  imprisonment,  the  pit. 
proved  a  commitment  for  a  certain  alleged  offence,  the  deft,  proved  a  con- 
viction of  the  pit.  for  an  offence  differing  from  that  recited  in  the  commit, 
ment;  it  was  held  that  this  conviction  was  no  justification  of  the  imprison' 
mcnt.  The  deft.,  in  order  to  deprive  pit.  of  his  costs  under  43  Geo.  III.  c. 
141,  tendered  evidence  to  show  that  the  offence  mentioned  in  the  conviction 
had  actually  been  committed  by  the  pit. ;  it  was  held,  however,  that  that 
statute  applied  only  to  cases  where  convictions  had  been  quashed ;  and, 
therefore,  that  the  evidence  was  not  admissible  for  that  purpose  (Rogers  v. 
Jones,  SB.  At  C.  4UU).  This  statute  does  not  extend  to  protect  justices 
in  the  execution  of  tlicir  office,  against  actions  for  acts  of  trespass  or 
imprisonment,  unless  dune  on  account  of  some  conviction  made  by  them 
of  the  pits,  in  such  actions,  by  virtue  of  any  statute  (Massey  v.  John, 
son,  12  East,  07).  It  also  seems  that,  if  a  conviction  be  good  upon  the 
face  of  it,  the  production  and  proof  of  it  at  the  trial  will  justify  the  con- 
victing magistrate  under  the  general  issue,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  as  well 
as  in  respect  of  such  facts  stated  therein  as  arc  necessary  to  give  them 
jurisdiction,  as  upon  thu  merits  of  the  queslion  (Brillain  v.  Kinnaird,  1  B. 
At  B.  43;!). 

Damages.]  Where  the  pit.  shall  be  entitled  to  recover,  and  ho  sliall 
prove  the  levying  or  payment  of  u  penalty  or  stun  of  money,  under  a  con- 
viction or  order,  as  part  of  the  damages  he  seeks  to  recover,  or  proves  an 
imprisonment  under  it,  and  seeks  to  recover  "damages  for  it,  he 
shall  not  recover  the  amount  of  such  penalty  or  sum,  or  more.  [  *'209  ] 
than  W/.  as  damages  for  the  imprisonment,  or  any  costs,  if  it  shall 
l*e  proved  that  he  was  guilty  of  the  offence  for  \vhich  he  was  convicted,  or 
liable  to  pay  the  sum  which  he  was  ordered  to  pay,  and  had  undergone  no 
greater  punishment  by  imprisonment  than  that  assigned  by  law  for  the  said 
offence,  or  for  the  non-payment  of  the  sum  so  ordered  to  lr_>  paid  (11  At  12 
Viet.  c.  44,  s.  13). 


269  JUSTICES  OF  PEACE,  ACTIONS  AGAINST. 


Evidence  for  Defendant. 

We  have  already  seen  as  to  when  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  liable  ;  and 
deft,  should  be  prepared  to  rebut  the  plt.'s  proofs  accordingly. 

The  deft,  shall  be  allowed  to  plead  the  general  issue,  and  give  any  special 
matter  of  defence,  excuse,  or  justification  in  evidence  (11  &  12  Vic.  c.  44, 
s.  10). 

W/ien  protected  ly  Evidence  of  Conviction.']  Where  there  is  a  subsisting 
conviction,  and  the  deft,  has  been  convicted  under  a  statute,  before  the  deft, 
as  a  justice,  and  the  punishment  is  imprisonment,  the  production  of  that 
conviction  is  sufficient  evidence  for  such  justice,  when  good  on  the  face  of  it 
(Gray  v.  Cookson,  16  East,  13);  or  whether  the  action  be  for  imprisoning 
the  pit.,  under  5  Geo.  IV.  c.  18,  for  not  paying  a  penalty  given  by  statute 
(Brittain  v.  Kinnard,  1  B.  &  B.  432;a?zfc,  Vol.  I.,  p.  828).  Where,  how- 
ever,  the  subject-matter  of  the  conviction  is  not  within  the  justice's  jurisdic- 
tion, the  conviction  will  afford  him  no  defence,  as  it  is  void  (Crepps  v.  Dur- 
den,  Cowp.  640;  Gray  v.  Cookson,  16  East,  21).  Thus,  where  the  deft, 
had  convicted  the  pit.  in  destroying  game,  and  though  the  pit.  had  effects 
sufficient  to  answer  the  penalty,  which  might  have  been  distrained,  yet  he 
sent  him  to  Bridewell,  it  was  held  that  trespass  could  not  be  supported,  and 
that  the  conviction  could  not  avail  deft.  (Hill  v.  Bateman,  2  Stra.  710). 

And  when  the  conviction  and  commitment  appear  upon  the  face  of  them 
not  to  be  warranted  by  the  act  of  parliament  on  which  they  were  framed, 
they  were  holden  to  be  no  justification  to  the  magistrate  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pass and  false  imprisonment  by  the  party  convicted  and  committed  (Hardy 
v.  Ryle,  9  B.  &  C.  603).  But  ic  seems,  that  mere  irregularity  in  the  process 
will  not  make  the  magistrate  a  trespasser  (Goss  v.  Jackson,  3  Esp.  198. 
But  see  upon  this  point,  Painter  v.  Liverpool  Gas  Company,  3  Ad.  &  E. 
433). 

And  where  the  commitment  made  in  pursuance  of  an  adjudication,  as  well 
as  the  adjudication  in  respect  to  the  imprisonment  of  the  pit.,  was  an  excess 
of  jurisdiction,  and  the  imprisonment  thereunder  a  trespass,  it  was  held,  that 
the  justices  were  liable,  although  the  conviction  had  not  been  quashed 
(Groome  v.  Forrester,  5  M.  &  S.  3  14).  Where,  in  trespass  against  two 
magistrates,  for  giving  plt.'s  landlord  possession  of  a  farm  as  a  descried  farm, 
they  produced  in  evidence  a  record  of  their  proceedings  under  that  acl, 
which  set  forth  all  such  circumstances  as  were  necessary  to  give  them  juris- 
diction, and  by  which  it  appeared  that  they  had  pursued  the  directions  of  the 
statute,  it  was  held  conclusive,  as  an  answer  to  the  action  (Bastcn  v. 
Carew,  3  B.  &  C.  G49).  Where,  in  trespass  against  magistrates,  for  break- 
ing, entering,  &c.,  the  plt.'s  close,  in  the  parish  of,  &c.,  and  seizing  his 
sheep,  it  appeared  that  the  defts.,  upon  the  complaint  of  the  surveyor  of  the 
highways,  appointed  (or  the  whole  parish,  convicted  the  pit.  of  neglecting  to 
do  statute-duty,  and  issued  a  warrant  to  levy  the  penally  under  which  the 
act  complained  of  was  done,  it  was  held,  that  the  conviction  being  good  upon 
the  lace  of  it  was  a  sufficient  defence,  and  that  the  pit.  could  not,  in  this 
action,  try  the  question  whether  the  land  which  he  occupied 
[  *270  ]  *was  exempt  from  the  burden  of  repairing  the  road  in  other  parts 
of  the  parish  (Fuwcett  v.  Fowlis,  7  B.  &  C.  394).  The  want  of 
jurisdiction  must  appear  from  the  conviction  itself,  as  pit.  cannot  show,  by 
extrinsic  evidence,  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  conviction  was  not  within 
deft.'s  jurisdiction  (Gray  v.  Cookson,  16  East,  23  ;  1  B.  &  B.  432),  though 
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this  was  formerly  doubted  (Terry  v.  Huntingdon,  Hardr.  480  ;  1  Stra.  710). 
But  as  observed  by  Lord  Ellcnborough,  with  regard  to  an  order  of  justice* 
for  diverting  a  highway,  justices  cannot  make  facts  by  their  determination, 
in  order  to  give  themselves  jurisdiction  contrary  to  the  truth  of  the  case 
(Welsh  v.  Nash,  8  East,  402;  1  B.  &  B.  439).  To  render  the  conviction  * 
sufficient  defence,  it  must  be  connected  with  the  commitment,  and,  if  it  be  a 
conviction  for  an  offence  differing  from  that  recited  in  the  commitment,  it 
will  afford  no  defence  (Rogers  v.  Jones,  3  B.  &  C.  409;  5  D.  &  R.  484). 
And,  if  the  warrant  of  commitment  does  not  show  an  offence  over  which  tba 
justices  had  no  jurisdiction,  a  previous  regular  conviction  will  bo  no  defence 
(Wickcs  v.  Clutterbuck,  2  Ding.  483).  But  the  warrant  of  commitment  must 
bo  substantially  defective,  and  not  merely  in  stating  some  immaterial  fact, 
which  may  be  rejected  ( Masse y  v.  Johnson,  12  East,  67).  It  is  not  essen- 
tial to  the  validity  of  the  conviction,  that  it  should  actually  have  been  drawn 
up  at  the  time  when  it  takes  place.  It  may  be  drawn  up  in  regular  form  at 
any  time  before  it  is  returned  to  the  sessions  (R.  v.  Barker,  1  East,  186  ;  R. 
v.  Allen,  15  East,  332  ;  Gray  v.  Cookson,  16  East,  20 ;  M'Clc.  &  Yo.  478). 
But  an  order  (R.  v.  Cheshire,  (Justices  of),  5  B.  &  Ad.  439);  or  warrant  of 
commitment  (Hutchinson  v.  Lowndcs,  4  B.  &  Ad.  11 8),  cannot.  See  further, 
as  to  the  effect  and  proof  of  conviction,  ante,  "  COMVICTIOX  ." 

The  above  cases  and  numerous  others,  collected  in  Rose.  Ev.  639,  641, 
were  decided  before  11  &  12  Viet.  c.  44,  by  the  second  section  of  which, 
ante,  p.  262,  the  conviction  or  order  would  seem  to  be  a  protection  until 
quashed.  So,  by  sect  6,  if  the  conviction  bo  defective,  but  is  confirmed  on 
appeal,  no  action  lies  against  a  justice  for  granting  a  warrant  on  it. 

Tender  of  Amtnib.]  After  notice  and  before  action  commenced,  the  deft, 
may  tender  to  the  pit.  or  to  his  attorney  or  agent  amends,  and  afier  action 
commenced  and  before  issue  joined  he  may  pay  money  into  court,  and  may 
give  such  tender  and  payment  or  cither  of  them,  in  issue  under  not  guilty, 
and  if  the  jury  shall  be  of  opinion  that  he  is  entitled  to  damages  beyond  the 
sum  so  tendered  or  paid  or  tendered  and  paid  into  court,  the  verdict  shall  be 
for  the  deft.,  and  the  pit.  shall  not  be  allowed  to  elect  to  be  nonsuited,  and 
the  money  paid  into  court  shall  bo  applied  to  the  discharge  of  plt.'s  costs, 
and  if  pit.  shall  elect  to  take  such  amends,  he  m/iy  obtain  an  order  for  the 
money  being  paid  out  to  him,  and  that  deft,  shall  pay  his  costs,  and  such 
order  shall  be  a  bar  to  any  other  ac'ion  for  the  same  cause  (11  &  12 
Viet.  c.  44,  s.  11).  Where  the  deft,  pleaded  a  tender  of  amends  to  I  ho 
amount  of  forty  shillings,  which  was  admitted  by  the  replication,  and  the 
notice  of  action  was  for  seizing  and  carrying  away  goods  to  the  value  of 
forty  shillings,  it  was  held  that  the  pit.  could  claim  no  more  than  forty  shil- 
lings, which,  being  covered  by  the  tender,  he  was  nonsuited  (Stringer  f. 
Martyr,  6  Esp.  134).  It  should  always  be  borne  in  mind,  thnt  when  a 
magistrate,  acting  within  his  jurisdiction,  docs  an  act  which,  under  the  circum- 
stances is  not  justifiable,  still,  as  he  is  bound  to  cxerci-x;  a  judgment  on  the 
case,  a  mere  error  of  judgment  is  excusable  (Mills  v.  Collett,  0  liing.  80). 

Limitation  of  Action.]  See  ante,  p.  207. 
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LEASE  BY  COPYHOLDER. 
See  Doe  v.  Bousfield,  14  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  42. 

LEASE,  ACTIONS  ON. 

FOEM  OF  REMEDY  ON,  p.  271. 

FOEM  OF  PLEADINGS,  p.  274. — Declaration,  p.  274. — Statement  of  Title, 
p.  275. — Of  Lease,  p.  275. — Of  Premises,  p.  276. — Of  Covenants,  p. 
277. — Reference  to  Lease,  p.  277. — Statement  of  Lessee's  Entry,  p. 
Ill  .—Of  Defendants  Title  ichen  he  Assigned,?,  278. — Of  Plaintiff's 
Performance  of  Covenants  Precedent,  p.  278. — Breach,  p.  278. — Pica, 
p.  279. 

PRECEDENTS,  p.  280. 

EVIDENCE. — Under  non  est  factum,  p.  280. — Under  nil  delet,  p.  281. — 
Under  Plea  traversing  Plaintiff"1 s  Title,  p.  281. — Under  Plea  denying 
Assignment,  fyc.,  to  Defendant,  p.  282. — Under  Plea  that  Defendant 
assigned  his  Interest  before  Breach,?.  283. —  Under  Plea  denying  Per- 
formance of  Conditions  Precedent,  p.  283. — Denying  Rent  in  Arrear, 
p.  284. — Denying  Breach  of  Repairs,  p.  284.— -Denying  Breach  of 
Quiet  Enjoyment,  p.  286. — Denying  Breach  of  Defendant's  having 
assigned  Premises,  p.  287. — Denying  Breach  of  excusing  a  Particular 
Trade,  p.  288. 


Form  of  Remedy. 

Covenant  lies,  and  is  the  most  usual  remedy,  on  leases,  at  the  suit  of  the 
lessor,  or  his  assignee,  or  against  the  lessee,  or  his  assignee  (1  Saund.  241, 
c ;  3  Rep.  22  b ;  Stevenson  v.  Lambard,  2  East,  580)  ;  and  it  is  the  only 
remedy  where  the  action  is  not  for  a  liquidated  demand.  An  action  of  cove- 
nant lies  for  rent  accruing  before  a  re-entry  for  a  forfeiture,  although  the 
indenture  of  lease  provides  that  the  lessor  is  to  have  the  premises  again, 
"  as  if  the  indenture  had  never  been  made"  (Hartshorne  v.  Watson,  4  Bing. 
N.  C.  178  ;  5  Sco.  506).  It  is  a  general  rule  that  assumpsit  will  not  lie 
where  there  is  a  remedy  of  a  higher  nature  (Bulstrode  v.  Gilburn,  Stra. 
1027  ;  Baber  v.  Harmer,  9  Ad.  &  E.  532;  1  P.  &  D.  369).  But  there  are 
some  exceptions  to  this  rule  (Foster  v.  Allanson,  2  T.  R.  479 ;  Rackstraw 
v.  Imfer,  Holt,  N.  P.  368;  Fromont  v.  Coupland,  2  Bing.  170;  and  see 
particularly,  Nurse  v.  Craig,  2  N.  R.  148).  An  assignee  of  part  of  the 
premises  may  be  sued  in  covenant  (Jon.  (W.)  215;  Stevenson  v.  Lambard, 
2  East,  580) ;  and  covenant  lies  for  an  apportionment  against  the  assignee 
of  the  lessee,  in  case  of  a  partial  eviction  by  a  stranger,  though  it  does  not 
in  "such  case  lie  against  the  lessee  (Stevenson  v.  Lambard,  2  East,  575). 
Covenant  alone  lies  against  the  lessee,  after  he  has  assigned  the  lease,  and 
the  lessor  has  accepted  the  assignee  as  his  tenant,  and  then  only  on  an 
express  covenant,  and  not  upon  a  covenant  in  law(l  Saund.  241,  n.  5  ,•  Lud- 
ford  v.  Barber,  1  T.  R.  92;  Brett  v.  Cumberland,  Cro.  Jac.  523;  Cullen, 
392,  393;  see  Adams  v.  Tapling,  4  Mod.  88).  Covenant  does 
[  *272  ]  *not  lie  against  the  lessee  for  rent,  after  there  has  been  an  eviction 
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from  a  part  of  the  land,  even  by  a  stranger ;  the  only  remedy  in  that  case 
being  by  debt  or  distress  (Stevenson  v.  Lambard,  2  East,  575 ;  Doe  v.  Mey. 
Icr,  2  M.  &  S.  77).  It  seems  that  covenant  does  not  lie  by  the  lessee  against 
his  assignee  (by  deed-poll,  where  there  was  no  covenant  to  repair)  for  not 
repairing  (Burnett  v.  Lynch,  5  B.  &  C.  589  ;  8  D.  Ac  R.  368 ;  recognized 
by  Parke  and  Gaselee,  JJ.,  in  Hancock  v.  Cafiyn,  8  Bing.  868).  An  action 
on  the  case  would  lie  against  the  assignee  upon  his  implied  duty  to  perform 
the  covenant  in  the  original  lease,  although  the  assignor  had  by  the  assign- 
mcnt  parted  with  all  his  interest.  Assumpsit  might  also  lie,  but  the  former 
would  seem  to  be  the  better  form  of  action  (Ib.).  By  the  common  law,  upon 
the  death  of  a  lessor  seised  in  fee,  his  heir,  though  not  named  in  the  lease, 
might  maintain  an  action  for  the  breach  of  any  covenant  running  with  the 
land  (Lougher  v.  Williams,  2  Lev.  92;  see  King  v.  Marsh,  5  Taunt.  418. 
But  see  Raymond  v.  Fitch,  1  C.  M.  Ac  R.  588 ;  Ricketts  v.  Weaver,  12  M. 
&  W.  718).  No  person,  however,  except  the  original  parties  to  the  cove* 
nants,  were  capable  of  suing  on  the  lease,  and  of  course  no  grantee  or 
assignee  of  any  reversion  or  rent  (Ib.).  To  remedy  which,  32  Hen.  VIII.  c. 
34,  gives  the  assignee  of  a  reversion  the  same  remedies  against  the  lessee 
or  his  assignee,  or  their  personal  representatives,  upon  covenants  running 
with  tho  land,  as  the  lessor  or  his  heir,  or  their  successors,  had  at  common 
law  ;  and  it  also, on  the  other  hand,  renders  such  assignee  liable  loan  action 
for  a  breach  of  covenant  running  with  the  land,  as  the  lessor,  Ace.,  was  at 
common  law  (3  Bla.  Com.  15d).  An  assignee  of  part  of  the  reversion 
(Doe  v.  Hawthorn,  2  B.  Ac  A.  103),  and  a  remainderman  are  included 
in  the  statute  (Ishcrwood  v.  Oldknow,  3  M.  Ac  S.  362).  It  docs  not  apply  to 
assignees  of  a  lessor,  where  the  demise  is  not  by  deed  (Standen  v.  Christmas, 
11  Jur.  694).  A  lease  was  made  by  A.,  and  B.  his  wife,  who  were  seised 
of  an  undivided  moiety  in  right  of  the  wife,  and  also  by  C.,  who  was  seised 
of  the  other  moiety,  with  covenant  by  the  lessee,  to  A.  and  C.  only,  to  re- 
pair ;  held,  not  a  covenant  running  with  the  land,  on  which  the  assignee  of 
the  reversion  could  sue  (Woolton  v.  Stetlononi,  12  M.  dc  W.  129).  Wbero 
a  mortgagor  made  a  lease  fora  term,  reciting  the  mortgage, and  lessee  cove- 
nanted to  pay  a  certain  sum  annually,  in  port  of  the  interest  on  the  mort- 
gage, at  a  certain  place,  it  was  held  a  covenant  in  gross,  and  did  not  run 
with  the  land  (Pargeter  v.  Harris,  7  Q.  B.  708).  Covenant  will  lie  by 
assignee  of  tho  reversion  of  part  of  the  demised  premises  against  the  looiea 
for  not  repairing  (Twynam  v.  Pickard,  2  B.  &  A.  105);  but  he  cannot  take 
advantage  of  a  condition  broken,  though  an  assignee  of  part  only  of  the 
reversion,  but  of  the  whole  property,  may  (Wright  v.  Burroughs,  3  C.  B. 
035 ;  see  further,  Woodfall,  G^O).  Covenant  Tics  against  the  lessee  or 
patentee  of  tho  crown,  although  he  did  not  seal  any  counterpart  of  the 
lease,  it  being  matter  of  record,  and  the  lessee's  acceptance  of  the  devisee 
being  in  such  case  as  obligatory  as  an  express  covenant  (Cro.  Jnc.  399, 
5',»1  ;  Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  A,  1  ;  Burnett  v.  Lynch,  5  B.  &:  C.  589).  So, 
if  a  lease  be  made  to  A.  and  B.,  and  A.  only  execute,  but  B.  agree  thereto, 
he  may,  it  is  said,  be  sued  jointly  with  A.  upon  a  covenant  running  with 
the  land  (Co.  Lit.  231  a;  2  Rol.  Abr.  03;  Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  A,  1). 
Where  the  words  of  a  covenant  are  expressly  joint,  it  will  be  so  construed, 
although  the  interest  be  several,  and  vice  versa  ;  but  where  the  words  are 
ambiguous,  they  may  be  construed  to  be  joint  and  several,  according  to  the 
interest  (Sorsbie  v.  Park,  12  M.  &:  W.  140  ;  and  see  cases  collected  on  this 
subject.  Woodf.  019).  Covenant  lies,  though  the  covenantce  did  not  execute 
(Lut.  305). 

is  sustainable  on  a  lease  against  the  lessee  (1  Saund.  2,  [  '273  ] 
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41,  n.  5);  or  the  assignee  of  the  lease  (Ib. ;  Allen  v.  Bryan,  5  B. 
&  C.  512  ;  Robins  v.  Cox,  1  Lev.  22),  for  rent  or  penalties,  as  for 
ploughing  up  meadow,  &c.,  or  for  rent-charges  against  the  pernor  of  the 
profits  of  the  estate  (Cro.  Eliz.  268,  895) ;  it  does  not  lie,  however,  for  the 
arrears  of  a  yearly  rent,  devised  payable  out  of  lands  to  A.  during  the  life 
of  B.,  to  whom  the  lands  are  devised  for  life,  B.  paying  the  same  thereout, 
so  long  as  the  estate  of  freehold  continues  (Webb  v.  Figgs,  4  M.  &  S.  113  ; 

2  Saund.  304,  n.  8 ;  1  Ch.  PI.  100;  see  also  Kelly  v.  Clubbe,  3  B.  &  B. 
130).     Debt,  as  we  have  before  seen,  does  not  lie  against  the  lessee,  where 
he  has  assigned  his  interest,  and  the  lessor  has  accepted  the  lessee  as  his 
tenant  (ante,  p.  271). 

At  the  common  law  the  devisee  (Ord  v.  Watkins,  Cro.  Eliz.  637 — 651  ; 
cited  per  cur.  in  Rivis  v.  Watson,  5  M.  &  W.  266),  or  assignee  (Robins  v. 
Cox,  1  Lev.  22),  of  rent  reserved  on  a  lease  for  years  might  maintain  debt 
for  the  rent  in  cases  where  the  tenant  had  attorned ;  for  that  transferred  the 
privity  of  contract.  By  thestat.  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  9,  attornment  is  no  longer 
necessary  (see  Allen  v.  Bryan,  5  B.  &  C.  512). 

By  stat.  Hen.  VIII.  c.  37,  s.  1,  the  executor  or  administrator  of  any  person 
seised  of  rent  service,  rent  charge,  or  rent  seek,  or  a  fee-farm  rent ;  in  fee, 
in  tail,  or  for  life,  might  maintain  debt  against  the  person  who  ought  to  pay 
the  same,  and  his  personal  representative.  The  venue  in  such  action  is 
local,  and  must  be  laid  where  the  land  lies  (B.  N.  P.  177) ;  but  under  stat. 

3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  22,  it  may,  by  the  leave  of  the  court,  or  a  judge, 
be  tried  in  any  county. 

Where  there  has  been  a  lease,  containing  covenants  of  any  description, 
which  has  expired,  and  the  tenant  continues  to  hold  as  before,  he  holds  sub- 
ject to  all  the  covenants  contained  in  the  lease ;  but,  during  the  continuance 
of  the  lease,  the  pit.  must  declare  in  covenant :  when  it  has  expired,  how- 
ever, and  the  tenant  continues  to  hold  over,  the  law  raises  an  assumpsit  that 
he  shall  continue  to  hold  on  the  same  terms  as  the  covenants  in  the  lease, 
when  subsisting,  would  have  subjected  him  to ;  and  for  any  breach  of  these 
the  lessor  may  recover  by  a  special  action  of  assumpsit  (1  Esp.  7). 

In  some  cases,  where  the  breach  of  a  covenant  amounts  to  a  misfeasance, 
the  party  may  proceed  by  action  of  covenant,  or  by  action  on  the  case,  as 
against  a  lessee,  either  during  his  term  or  afterwards,  for  waste  (2  Bla.  848, 
1111  ;  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  165). 

With  respect  to  which  is  the  most  advisable  form  of  remedy,  in  an  action 
for  rent,  where  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  devise  were  by  deed,  it  is  advisable 
to  declare  in  debt  on  the  lease,  stating  the  substance  of  the  terms  of  the 
demise,  and  adding  a  count  for  use  and  occupation  (2  Ch.  PI.  430,  n.  a). 
It  is  frequently  more  advisable  to  proceed  in  covenant  on  a  lease,  &c.,  for 
general    damages,   than   to    declare    in    debt   for   a   penalty  securing   the 
performance  of  a   covenant,  because  if  the  pit.  elect  to  proceed  for  the 
penalty,  he  is  precluded  from  afterwards  suing  for  general  damages,  and 
he  cannot  in  case  of  further  breaches  recover  more  than  the  amount  of 
the  penalty ;  and  in  many  cases,  before  he  can  issue  execution,  he  must 
proceed   under   the   stat.    8   &    9  Will.    III.  c.  11;  whereas,  if  he  pro- 
ceed in  covenant  for  every  repeated  breach,  he  may  ultimately  recover 
beyond  the  amount  of  the  penalty  (ante,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  239,  649  ;  Robinson  v. 
Bland,  2  Burr.  1087  ;  Bird  v.  Randall,  3  Burr.  1351 ;  Ingledew  v.  Cripps,  2 
Ld.  Raym.  814;  1  Ch.  PI.  7th  ed.  132);  and,  where  rent  is   due  upon  a 
lease,  and  there  has  been  another   breach  for  not  repairing,  for 
[  *274  ]  which  the  pit.  claims  unliquidated  damages,  ^covenant  is  prefer- 
able to  debt  (Ib.).     Covenant  is  the  peculiar  remedy  on  a  col- 
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lateral  and  independent  covenant  to  pay  the  debt  of  another  person  on  non- 
nerformance  by  him  (Randall  v.  Rigby,  6  M.  &  W.  130;  6  Dowl.  650; 
Harrison  v.  Matthews,  10  M.  &  W.  768 ;  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  318). 

As  to  whether  covenant  will  lie  on  a  void  or  voidable  lease,  sec  Wood  fall, 
L.  &  T.  616.  Covenant  cannot  be  maintained  for  breaches  committed  by 
a  lessee  subsequent  to  the  service  of  the  declaration  in  ejectment,  Tor  a  for- 
feiture on  a  clause  that  for  any  breach  of  covenant  the  lease  should  deter- 
mine,  would  be  utterly  void  (Jones  v.  Carter,  15  M.  oz  W.  718). 

With  regard  to  the  parties  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  covenant,  where  the 
breaches  arise  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  sec  Woodfull,  610;  Raymond  v. 
Fitch,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  588 ;  Ricketts  v.  Weaver,  12  M.  &  W.  718. 

An  action  of  covenant  will  lie  on  an  express  covenant  against  an  executor, 
but  not  on  a  covenant  in  law.  It  will  lie  by  nn  executor  of  an  assignee  of  a 
lessee  on  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  breach  after  lessor's  death 
(Woodfull,  620).  Where  there  has  been  a  breach  of  the  lessee's  covenant, 
running  with  the  land,  aficr  covenantor's  death,  and  his  executors  have 
entered  into  possession,  and  created  a  privity  of  estate,  the  lessor  may  charge 
them  as  executors  or  assignees  (Woodfall,  621).  When  they  are  sued  M 
assignees  they  are  chargeable  for  such  part  of  the  rent  as  the  occupation  of 
the  premises  is  worth  (Rubeny  v.  Stevens,  1  Ncv.  &  M.  182;  as  to  heirs 
and  devisees,  sec  11  Gco.  IV.  &  1  Will.  IV.  c.  47,  extended  by  11  &  12 
Viet.  c.  87 ;  sec  generally  *'  COVENANT"). 

Form  of  Pleading*. 

Declaration — Venue.'}  In  an  action  on  a  lease,  for  non-payment  of  rent, 
or  other  breach  of  covenant,  when  (lie  action  is  founded  on  tin;  privity  of 
contract,  it  is  transitory,  and  the  venue  mny  be  laid  in  any  county  ;  but, 
when  the  action  is  founded  on  the  privity  of  the  estate,  it  is  local,  and  the 
venue  must  bo  laid  in  (lie  county  where  the  estate  lies  (Webb  v.  Russell,  3 
T.  R.  394).  In  an  action  of  debt  or  covenant,  the  lessor  against  the  lessee, 
or  by  the  lessee  agninst  the  lessor,  the  action,  being  founded  on  the  mere 
privity  of  contract,  is  transitory,  and,  though  the  land  bu  abroad,  the  action 
may  be  brought  in  England  (1  Saund.  211  l>,  n.  6  ;  Patterson  v.  Scott, 
2  Stra.  776;  Stevenson  v.  Lamburd,  2  East,  57U ;  sec  further,  Woodfull, 
626). 

And  debt  for  use  and  occupation  in  the  drtinet  only  by  the  lessor  against 
the  executor  of  the  lessee  is  transitory  (Gilb.  Debt,  403;  Gilb.  C.  P.  91); 
but  if  the  action  against  the  executor  bo  in  the  debt  and  detinet,  he  being 
eharged  as  assignee,  the  venue  is  local  (Ib.) ;  Council  v.  Lcssett,  2  Lev.  80; 
Vin.  Abr.,  Trial,  II,  a,  2,  pi.  22).  The  venue  in  an  action  of  assumpsit 
against  a  party  who  succeeds  an  original  tenant,  and  implicdly  engages  to 
observe  the  original  terms  of  tenancy  is  transitory,  and  not  local  (Buck- 
worth  v.  Simpson,  1  C.  M.  A:  R.  834). 

An  action  of  covenant  by  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  agiinst  the  lessee, 
or  by  the  lessee  against  the  assignee  of  the  it-version,  u|>on  an  express 
covenant  contained  in  the  lease,  and  running  with  the  estate  in  the  land,  is 
transitory,  by  the  operation  of  32  Hen.  V11I.  c.  34  (1  Saund.  237,  141  b,  n. 
6).  Rut,  in  debt  by  the  assignee  or  devisee,  ib.  238,  of  the  lessor  against 
the  lessee,  which  is  sustainable  at  common  law,  and  is  founded  on  the  privily 
of  estate,  the  action  is  local  (I  Ch.  PI.  7lh  cd.  2^3).  If  on  aclion  of  debt  or 
*covenant  be  brought  by  the  lessor  (Stevenson  v.  La rn bard,  2  East, 
580),  or  his  personal  representatives  (Lutw.  197),  or  by  the  [  *275  1 
gruntec  of  the  reversion  (1  Saund.  241  c,  n.  6)  against  the 
assignee  of  the  lessee,  or  in  an  action  of  debt  against  the  executor  of  the 
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lessee  in  the  debet  and  detinet  (Ib.  244),  the  venue  is  local,  and  must  be  laid 
in  the  county  where  the  property  lies  (2  East,  580).  For  the  same  reason, 
covenant  by  the  assignee  of  the  lessee,  against  the  lessor,  or  the  grantee  of 
the  reversion,  is  local,  for  it  lies  at  common  law,  in  respect  of  privity  of  the 
estate,  which  is  always  local  (1  Saund.  241  c,  n.  6).  Where,  however,  the 
action  is  local  (London  (Mayor  of)  v.  Cole,  7  T.  R.  583),  although  it  be 
brought  and  tried  in  a  wrong  county,  yet  the  defect  will  be  aided  after  ver- 
dict by  stat.  16  &  17  Car.  II.  c.  8 ;  and  by  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s. 
22,  reciting  that  unnecessary  delay  and  expense  is  sometimes  occasioned  by 
•  the  trial  of  local  actions  in  the  county  where  the  cause  of  action  has  arisen, 
it  is  enacted,  that  in  any  action  depending  in  any  of  the  superior  courts,  the 
venue  in  which  is  by  law  local,  the  court  in  which  such  action  shall  be 
depending,  or  any  judge  of  the  court  may,  on  the  application  of  either  party, 
order  the  issue  to  be  tried,  or  writ  of  inquiry  to  be  executed  in  any  other 
county  or  place  than  that  in  which  the  venue  is  laid ;  and  for  that  purpose, 
any  such  court  or  judge  may  order  a  suggestion  to  be  entered  on  the  record, 
that  the  trial  may  be  more  conveniently  had,  or  writ  of  inquiry  entered  in 
the  county  or  place  where  the  same  is  ordered  to  take  place.  The  court 
will  not  change  the  venue  before  plea  (see  cases  cited  in  Woodfall,  627), 
See,  generally,  observations  on  covenant,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  865. 

Statement  of  Title.']  In  debt  or  covenant  upon  a  lease,  by  the  lessor 
against  the  lessee,  for  the  non-payment  of  rent,  it  is  not  necessary  to  set 
forth  the  lessor's  title  to  the  lands  demised ;  but  the  declaration  merely  states, 
that  the  pit.,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  by  a  certain  indenture,  made  between  him 
and  the  deft.,  with  a  profert  thereof,  demised,  and,  if  the  title  be  unnecessa- 
rily set  forth,  it  will  generally  be  considered  as  surplusage  (  1  Stra.  230 ;  1 
Saund.  233).  But  in  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  the  reversion,  or  by  the 
heir  of  the  lessor,  he  must  set  out  the  title  of  the  lessor  to  the  demised  pre- 
mises, that  it  may  appear  he  had  such  an  estate  in  the  reversion  as  might 
be  legally  assigned  to  the  pit.  (Cliff.  Ent.  213,  pi.  7 ;  1  Saund.  231 ;  Wood- 
fall,  630).  Such  title  is  traversable  (see  4  Moo.  303 ;  1  Dow.  &  Ry.  1) ; 
it  is  usually  stated  as  inducement,  and  precedes  the  statement  of  the  lease  ; 
as,  when  the  estate  demised  is  copyhold,  by  alleging  that  fact,  and  that  the 
lessor  was  seised  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  or  where  the  pit.  claims  as  assignee  of  a  term,  or  as  executor,  or 
lessor,  for  rent,  &c.,  due  since  his  death,  by  stating  that  the  lessor,  at  the 
time  of  making  the  lease,  was  possessed  of  the  demised  premises  for  the  resi- 
due of  a  certain  term  of  years  (7  T.  R.  538);  see  the  various  modes  and 
forms  of  stating  title  (2  Ch.  PI.  560 — 592).  In  actions  brought  by  an 
assignee  of  a  term,  all  the  mesne  assignments  of  the  term,  down  to  himself, 
should  be  stated,  for  he,  being  privy  to  them  all,  shall  not  be  allowed  to  plead, 
generally,  that  the  estate  of  the  lessee,  of  and  in  the  demised  premises,  came 
to  him  by  assignment ;  when  the  action,  however,  is  against  the  assignee 
of  a  lease,  such  general  form  of  pleading  is  sufficient,  as  pit.  is  a  stranger  to 
the  deft.'s  title  (post,  p.  278 ;  see  Woodfall,  630).  If  the  declaration  unne- 
cessarily state  the  plt.'s  title  to  property  demised,  it  seems  this  does  not  ena- 
ble the  lessee  to  deny  that  title,  he  being  estopped  by  his  deed  (Beckett  v. 

Bradley,  7  M.  &  Gr.  994).     A  declaration  for  rent  by  assignee 
[  *276  ]  of  a  Reversion,  for  the  life  of  another,  must  state  that  the  cestui 

que  vie  was  living  when  the  rent  became  due  (Fryer  v.  Coombes, 
11  Ad.  &  E.  403). 

Statement  of  Lease.]     In  covenant  on  a  lease,  such  lease  must  be  pro  - 
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perly  set  forth,  and  it  must  be  suited  to  be  under  seal  (Moore  v.  Jones,  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1530;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  V,  2;  see  Platt  on  Cov.  6;  ante, 
••  COVEWAXT"). 

And  in  an  action  of  covenant  by  lessor  against  the  lessee  on  an  indenture 
of  lease  it  is  no  variance  if  pit,  in  his  declaration,  makes  profert  of  the  said 
indenture,  and  at  the  trial  produces  the  counterpart  executed  by  the  lessee 
(Clark  v.  Morrice,  3  B.  Ac  Ad.  396). 

In  debt,  however,  for  rent  reserved  by  a  lease,  though  pit  nay  declare 
without  stating  the  deed,  unless  in  the  case  of  incorporeal  hereditaments,  as 
tithes,  &c.  (1  Saund.  276,  n.  1,  202,  325,  n.  4;  Raym.  1503;  2  Saund.  . 
297,  n.  1),  it  is  usual  to  state  the  time  of  making,  and  the  date  of  the  lease. 
The  lease  however,  may  be  stated  to  have  been  made  on  a  day  differing  from 
its  date,  but  it  must  not  in  that  case  be  stated  to  bear  date  on  that  day  (Hall 
v.  Cazenove;  and  see  Mayelstone  v.  Palmerston  (Viscount),  1  Moo.  61  M. 
6 ;  2  C.  &  P.  474 ;  4  East,  477 ;  see  also  Stone  v.  Ball,  3  Lev.  348). 
The  parties  to  the  lease  must  be  correctly  described,  onto,  pp.  272,  273;  it 
is  best  to  leave  out  their  additions.  If  a  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainder* 
mnn  join  in  a  lease,  it  must  not  be  described  as  the  lease  of  both,  but  as  the 
lease  for  the  tenant  for  life,  and  the  confirmation  of  the  remainderman 
(Southampton  (Lord)  v.  Drummond,  6  B.  At  C.  718).  A  profert  of  the 
JBMC,  or  an  excuse  for  not  making  it,  must  be  stated  (Smith  v.  Woodward, 
4  Bast,  686 ;  pott,  "  PHOPKBT") 

In  a  pica  in  bar  to  an  avowry,  pit.,  instead  of  making  profert,  pleaded 
that  the  deed  was  lost  by  time  and  accident ;  on  special  demurrer  this  aver- 
mcnt  was  holdcn  good  (Read  v.  Brookman,  3  T.  R.  151) ;  but,  in  pleading 
•  lost  deed,  it  is  necessary  to  set  forth  the  names  of  the  supposed  parties  to 
the  deed,  and  the  date  (Hardy  v.  Siepbenson,  10  East,  55).  If  the  deed 
has  been  destroyed  by  fin-,  it  may  be  so  alleged,  as  an  excuse  for  the  nun- 
production  of  it,  as  in  Routledge  v.  Burrull,  where  the  pit.  declared,  that  by 
a  certain  deed  poll,  made  &c.,  which  said  deed  poll  was  casually  burnt  and 
destroyed  by  the  fire  thereinafter  mentioned. 

No  part  of  the  recitals  need  nor  should  they  bo  stated,  if  they  do  not 
materially  aflect  and  explain  the  sense  of  the  subsequent  part  of  the  lease 
set  forth  in  the  declaration.  No  part  of  the  consideration  need  be  staled, 
unless  the  performance  of  it  constitutes  a  condition  precedent  when  perform- 
ance must  be  averred ;  or  unless  a  consideration  be  by  law  necessary, 
and  even  in  that  case  nn  averment  that  the  deft.,  for  tlie  consideration  men- 
tioned in  the  deed,  thereby  covenanted,  Ace.,  the  deft,  not  craving  oyer,  Ate., 
and  setting  out  deed  showing  no  consideration,  A:c.  (Homer  v.  Ashford,  3 
Bing.  322);  but,  if  the  pit.  states  any  part  of  it,  he  should  state  the  whole 
(2  B.  Az  A.  705 ;  1  Chit.  Rep.  509). 

The  demise  itself  should  be  stated  in  the  past  tense,  and  according  to  the 
legal  effect.  In  a  declaration,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  "  it  is  witnessed  tliut  A. 
B.  demised,"  Ate.,  though  not  so  in  a  plea  (I  Saund.  274,  n.  1  ;  1  Ld.  Rayro. 
1531) ;  1  B.  &  C.  338 ;  2  D.  4:  R.  0(32). 

Statement  of  Premises.]     The  premises  should  be  set  forth  shortly ;  and 
it  is  not  necessary  nor  advisable  to  set  forth  their  local  situation  (1 
Saund.  233,  n.  2 ;  2  Saund.  300,  n.  1  ;  4  Taunt.  700).     *When  [  «277  ] 
th"  description  of  the  premises  is  very  long,  these  general  words 
will  be  sufficient — "certain  tenements,  hereditaments,  and  premises,  with 
the  appurtenances  particularly  mentioned  and  described  in  the  said  inden- 
ture." 

If  the  name  of  the  premises  be  stated,  it  must  be  proved  accordingly,  and 
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stating  them  to  be  Celler  beer,  instead  of  Cller  beer,  has  been  held  a  fatal 
variance  (9  East,  188).  So,  if  the  premises  be  described  as  storehouses, 
and  in  the  deed  only  as  a  storehouse,  it  would  be  fatal  (4  M.  &  S.  470);  so, 
if  the  local  situation  be  misstated  (1  Marsh.  214);  or  if  the  name  of  the  late 
tenant  be  misstated  (1  Camp.  195 ;  15  East,  161  ;  1  Stark.  100).  And  so, 
in  covenant  on  a  lease  of  veins  of  coal  under  certain  farms  and  lands  therein 
described,  &c.,  with  liberty  to  dig  pits,  soughs,  &c.,  where  the  declaration 
varied  from  the  deed,  in  stating  that  the  land  was  set  out  by  admeasurement, 
insfcad  of  reputation,  and  in  changing  the  word  soughs  to  sloughs,  it  was 
held  these  were  fatal  variances  (2  Marsh.  296  ;  6  Taunt.  394).  A  declara- 
tion, stating  a  demise  of  "  a  farm,  lands,  and  buildings,"  supports  a  demise 
of  "a  farm,  land,  and  buildings"  (Wilson  (Knt.)  v.  Bramhall,  1  Y.  &  J.  2); 
and  a  declaration  on  a  demise  of  lands,  where  only  one  piece  of  land  was 
demised,  is  no  variance  (6  M.  &  S.  115).  If  fixtures,  or  other  personalty, 
be  demised,  and  they  constitute  a  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  covenant, 
they  should  be  stated  (see  11  Pri.  19).  As  to  stating  an  exception  and  re- 
servation, out  of  part  of  the  premises,  see  Vavasour  v.  Ormerod,  6  B.  &  C.  431. 

Statement  of  Covenants.']  The  words  of  the  lease  and  covenant  should,  in 
general,  be  set  forth  verbatim.  No  unnecessary  covenant,  or  other  irrele- 
vant parts  of  the  lease,  should  be  stated  (1  Saund.  233,  n.  2;  2  Saund.  366, 
n.  1).  The  court  will  censure  and  visit  with  the  penalty  of  costs,  the  state- 
ment of  any  superfluous  matter  (Dundas  v.  Weymouth  (Lord),  Cowp.  665  ; 
Price  v.  Fletcher,  ib.  727 ;  see  1  Wms.  Saund.  233,  n.  2,  where  see  a  con- 
cise form  in  covenant  for  non-payment  of  rent ;  Doug.  667).  Any  matter 
which  qualifies  the  contract  must  be  stated,  or  the  pit.  will  be  nonsuited  on 
non  cstfactum.  Thus,  in  stating  a  covenant  for  not  repairing,  &c.,  if  the 
covenant  to  repair  contains  an  exception  of  fire,  and  all  other  casualties,  it 
should  be  stated  (Tenpenny  v.  Burnand,  4  Camp.  20  ;  4  Moo.  164;  1  Moo. 
89;  Brown  v.  Knill,  2  B.  &  B.  395;  Howell  v.  Richards,  11  East,  640; 
Beech  v.  White,  12  Ad.  &  E.  668 ;  4  P.  &  D.  399 ;  and,  as  to  conditional 
covenants,  see  Sicklemore  v.  Thistleton,  6  M.  &  S.  9  ;  Vavasour  v.  Ormerod, 

6  B.  &  C.  431 ;  2  Saund.  352  ;  9  D.  &  R.  597).     If  the  declaration  profess 
to  set  out  the  terms  of  the  reservation  of  rent,  it  is  a  variance  to  omit  an  ex- 
ception referring  to  a  subsequent  proviso,  by  which  a  deduction  is  to  be 
made,  if  a  certain  event  happen,  although  that  event  have  not  happened 
(Vavasour  v.  Ormerod,  6  B.  &  C.  430). 

Where  an  indenture  of  lease  contained  a  proviso  that,  if  a  certain  event 
should  happen  after  the  execution  of  the  lease,  the  rent  reserved  should  be 
reduced:  it  was  held,  that  in  an  action  of  covenant  for  non-payment  of  rent, 
the  covenant  might  be  declared  upon,  as  in  Grogan  v.  Magan,  1  Ale.  &  Nap. 
(Ir.)  366;  and  see  2  Steph.  N.  P.  1064,  1065. 

Reference  to  Lease.]  This  is  usual,  though  unnecessary  (post,  "  PRO- 
FEET"). 

Statement  of  Lessee's  Entry. ,]    If  the  lease  be  a  lease  for  years,  it  is  not 
necessary,  though  usual,  to  state  an  entry  or  occupation  by  the  lessee;  for, 
though  he  neither  enter  nor  occupy,  he  is  liable  *to  pay  the  rent, 
[  *278  ]  it  being  due  by  virtue  of  the  lease  or  contract,  and  not  by  the  oc- 
cupation (Bellasis  v.  Burbuck,  1  Salk.  209);  and  even  in  an  action 
by  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  (1  Saund.  5th  ed.  233  a,  n.  (£)),  or  against 
the  assignee  of  the  lessee  (1  Ld.  Raym.  367 ;  3  Moo.  527  ;  1  B.  &  B.  238  ; 

7  East,  340,  n.  (a)  ).     But,  in  debt  for  rent  upon  a  lease  at  will,  it  is  other- 
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wise,  as  the  rent  becomes  due  in  consequence  of  the  occupation  (Bel  la  sis  v. 
Bur buck,  1  Salk.  200).  The  time  of  entry,  though  often  inserted,  is  unne. 
cessary,  as  it  is  generally  sufficient  to  state  it,  without  showing  the  time 
(Cro.  Jac.  540;  1  Saund.  203,  n.  1). 

Statement  of  Defendant'*  Title  irhen  he  it  Assignee,  «J-c.]  In  an  action 
against  the  assignee  of  the  lessee,  &c.,  it  suffices  to  state  concisely  the  as- 
signment to  deft.,  as  will  be  found  in  the  precedent,  2  Ch.  PI.  205,  and  this 
though  there  have  been  intermediate  assignments,  and  though  the  deft,  be 
assignee  of  part  only  (Merccron  v.  Dowson,  5  B.  &  C.  482 ;  1  Saund.  510 
6,  n.  1 ;  6  Mod.  72),  or  though  the  deft,  be  an  heir  (4  T.  R.  75),  or  execu- 
tor, if  he  took  to  the  premises  ( Buckery  v.  Pirk,  1  Salk.  317 ;  Dcrisfey  T. 
Custance,  4  T.  R.  75).  But  as  debt  is  not  sustainable  against  an  assignee 
of  part  (Curtis  v.  Shirley,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  756),  covenant  is  the  safer  remedy 
ogainst  a  supposed  assignee.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  tenement 
came  to  the  deft,  by  assignment ;  it  must  be  shown  that  he  is  assignee  of  the 
term,  as  it  would  otherwise  be  an  assignment  of  another  estate,  through  the 
term  of  the  lessee  (I  Saund.  112  b,  n.  1).  If  the  pit.  unnecessarily  profess 
to  state  the  dcft.'s  title,  and  deft,  traverse  it  as  stated,  it  must  be  proved  as 
stated  (3  B.  As  P.  401).  As  to  mode  of  pleading  an  assignment  of  a  term 
to  commence  in  future,  1  Saund.  253.  And  it  seems  that  this  form  will 
suffice,  even  against  an  heir,  when  declared  against  after  a  breach,  after  ho 
becomes  heir  (4  T.  R.  75;. 

By  an  assignment  over,  the  assignee  may  free  himself  from  future  liability 
connected  with  the  estate,  even  without  the  necessity  of  furnishing  the  lessor 
with  notice  of  his  intention  to  dispose  of  the  property  (Tongue  v.  Pitcher,  3 
Lev.  205,  nom.  Tovey  v.  Pitcher,  2  Vent.  234 ;  1  Salk.  81 ;  4  Mod.  71 ;  1 
Show.  310). 

Statement  of  Plaintiff**  Performance  of  Covenant*,]  The  averment  of 
general  performance  by  tl»c  pit.  seems  to  be  unnecessary  (1  Saund.  235,  n. 
5),  although  generally  inserted ;  but  if  the  pit.'*  covenant  constitute  a  con- 
dition precedent,  he  must  aver,  and  (if  traversed)  prove  a  previous  perform- 
ance, or  he  cannot  maintain  his  ncticn.  Its  fulfilment  must  be  averred,  or 
an  excuse  for  its  non-performance ;  and  if  the  averment  of  performance  bo 
omitted,  or  inaccurately  stated,  the  deft,  can,  on  demurrer,  take  advantage 
of  it.  And  where  the  covenants  are  to  be  performed  ro  instantit  neither  can 
maintain  an  action  without  showing  o  performance  of,  or  on  offer  to  perform, 
or,  at  least,  a  readiness  to  perform,  his  part,  though  it  be  not  certain  which 
of  the  parties  is  to  perform  the  first  act  (Glazebrook  v.  Wood  row,  8  T.  R. 
368,  cited  in  2  N.  R.  230,  and  in  Rose  v.  Poulton,  2  B.  A:  Ad.  832 ;  Jones 
v.  Barkley,  2  Doug.  0^4 ;  sec  Laird  v.  Pirn,  7  M.  &  W.  474  ;  DC  Medina  v. 
Norman,  9  M.  A:  W.  820).  But  if  the  covenants  are  mutual  and  independent 
no  averment  of  non-performance  is  requisite  (Dawson  V.  Myer,  Stra.  702  ; 
and  see  2  Steph.  N.  P.  1152,  1153.  If  there  be  any  condition  precedent, 
then,  as  we  have  seen,  the  same  must  be  specially  averred  to  have  been  ful- 
filled (ante,  Vol.  1.,  p.  202 ;  post,  Vol.  II.,  p.  805). 

Breach.]  There  is  no  implied  contract  to  use  demised  premises  in  a  tenant- 
like  manner,  where  the  tenant  has  expressly  contracted  *to  repair 
(Stonden  v.  Christmas,  10  Q.  B.  135).     The  breach  may  be  in  the  [  *270  ] 
negative  of  the  covenant  generally,  or  according  to  the  legal  effect 
(Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  0;  2  Saund.  181  ;  Falmouth  (Earl  of)  v.  Thomas,  1 
C.  At  M.  B9).     See  further,  as  to  this,  ante,  p.  218.     If  the  breach  be  for 
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non-payment  of  rent,  it  must  be  shown  when  the  rent  became  due  (Gilb. 
Debt,  407 ;  Show.  8  ;  Vin.  Abr.  Covenant,  L,  a,  pi.  12).  Stating  it  became 
due  for  so  many  quarters  on  such  a  day,  "  then  elapsed,"  will  suffice,  with- 
out stating  it  was  "  the  last  elapsed"  (4  B.  &  C.  157).  How  to  describe 
rent  due  to  tenant  in  common  (Ib.).  The  new  rules  of  pleading  (H.  T.  4 
Will.  IV.  r.  5),  although  they  prohibit  several  counts  for  the  same  subject- 
matter  of  complaint,  expressly  permit  several  breaches  to  be  alleged.  The 
amount  of  the  damages  stated  at  the  conclusion  should  be  enough  to  cover 
the  full  amount  claimed ;  and  even  a  claim  for  interest,  when  claimable  under 

3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  28  (Watkins  v.  Morgan,  6  Cr.  &  J.  661 ;  see  far- 
ther, ante,  "  COVENANT").   As  to  what  amounts  to  a  variance  and  the  mode 
of  taking  advantage  of  it,  see  Woodfall,  624-629.     Where  the  breach  nega- 
tived the  covenant  to  repair,  and  yield  up  in  repair,  but  added,  "  and  on  the 
contrary  thereof  suffered  and  permitted  the  premises  to  be  ruinous  for  want 
of  repair,"  the  pit.  cannot  prove  voluntary  waste  (Edge  v.  Pemberton,  12  M. 
&  W.  187;  see  further,  Woodfall,  633). 

As  to  damages,  see  Woodfall,  644. 

Plea.]  The  general  rules  as  to  pleas  in  covenant,  and  debt  in  general, 
here  apply  (ante,  "  COVENANT").  There  is  no  general  issue  in  covenant, 
and  non  infregit  conventionem  and  nil  debet  are  bad  pleas  (2  Saund.  278 ; 
1  Stark.  311) ;  so  is  rien  in  arrere  (Cowp.  588  ;  see  Woodfall,  638) ;  even 
in  debt,  R.  G.  H.  T.,  4  Will.  IV.  Accord  and  satisfaction,  after  breach,  is 
a  good  plea  (see  Woodfall,  637).  In  Show  v.  Franklin,  Lut.  358,  to  cove- 
nant for  non-payment  of  rent,  the  deft,  pleaded  accord  with  satisfaction  of 
the  covenant  before  any  breach,  the  plea  was  holden  bad  on  demurrer  (see 
also  Kaye  v.  Waghorn,  1  Taunt.  428 ;  S.  P.  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  V,  8). 
A  lessee  or  assignee  cannot  plead  nil  habicit,  or  a  general  traverse  of  the  lessor's 
estate,  or  that  he  had  only  an  equitable  interest ;  but  he  may  show  and  plead, 
in  an  action  by  an  assignee,  &c.,  that  the  lessor  was  entitled  to  a  different 
estate  (Palmer  v.  Elkins,  2  Stra.  817  ;  Blake  v.  Foster,  8  T.  R.  487  ;  2  Saund. 
207;  4  Moo.  303;  2  Bing.  54).  A  lessee  cannot  plead  he  was  not  lessee 
(4  Taunt.  642).  In  an  action  by  lessor  against  lessee  for  not  using  the 
premises  in  a  tenant-like  manner  during  the  tenancy,  the  deft,  pleaded,  1st, 
that  before  the  breach  pit.  evicted  him  from  part  of  the  premises,  and  that 
he  had  relinquished  possession  of  the  residue ;  2nd,  that  before  breach  deft.'s 
interest  was  surrendered  by  operation  of  law,  by  deft,  relinquishing  and  pit. 
accepting  possession  of  the  premises  ;  held  bad,  for  although  the  eviction 
from  part  created  a  suspension  of  the  entire  rent  during  its  continuance,  it 
did  not,  even  along  with  the  relinquishment  of  the  residue,  put  an  end  to  the 
tenancy  or  relieve  the  tenant  from  other  covenants  besides  that  of  the  pay- 
ment of  rent ;  that  the  plea  did  not  shew  a  surrender  in  law,  but  that  if  it  didjt 
was  bad,  being  an,  argumentative  denial  that  there  was  any  breach  during 
the  tenancy  (Morrison  v.  Chadwick,  18  Law  J.  189,  C.  P.).  In  debt  for 
rent,  an  eviction  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue ;  but  in 
covenant  it  must  be  pleaded  (1  Saund.  204,  n.  2).  In  a  plea  by  an  assignee 
in  debt,  that  he  assigned  over  all  his  interest  before  any  breach  took  place,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  aver  a  notice  of  that  assignment  (Bac.  Abr.  Covenant,  E, 

4  ;  2  Vent.  234 ;  Sid.  339).     The  plea  to  action  for  not  repairing  should  be 

conformable  to  the  *breach,  and  may  be  either  that  the  deft,  did 
[  *280  ]  repair,  &c.,  in  the  words  of  the  covenant,  or  that  the  premises 

were  not  out  of  repair,  in  the  negative  of  the  breach  usually  assign- 
ed in  the  declaration.  It  seems  preferable  to  plead  that  deft,  did  repair,  and 
that  the  premises  were  not  dilapidated,  negativing  the  breach,  as  assigned  in 
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the  declaration  (3  Ch.  PI.  7th.  ed.  «36).  A  general  plea  of  performance  is 
a  good  plea  where  the  covenants  Aed  on  are  affirmative  (Woodfall,  634). 
As  to  plea  of  tender,  see  Woodfall,  638. 

See  plea  that  the  state  and  condition  of  the  premises  was  occasioned  by  a 
•udden  and  unforseen  act,  and  that  a  reasonable  time  for  the  deft,  to  repair 
had  not  elapsed ;  and  a  similar  plea,  alleging  that  the  pit.  had  commenced  to 
repair  before  the  expiration  of  a  reMOMDin  time,  and  so  prevented  the  deft 
from  repairing  (Green  v.  Bales,  1  Gal.  &  Dav.  468).  As  to  a  condition 
precedent,  Combe  v.  Green,  11  M.  &  W.  480.  As  to  plea  of  covenant  in 
bar  and  set-off,  see  Woodfall,  635,  653.  As  to  plea  of  release,  see  ib.  636. 
Infancy  and  bankruptcy,  ib.  638.  Payment  of  money  into  court,  ib.  639. 
See  other  defences,  Woodfall,  639. 

How  misjoinder  is  taken  advantage  of,  see  Woodfall,  619. 


Precedent  (See  2  Ch.  PI.  391-404;  Ch.  jun.  by  Pearson,  473-485). 


See  form  of  pic*  offender  of  rent  on  Und  before  »un»et,  3  Ch.  PI.  215  ;  that 
•riaed  for  life,  and  nut  in  fee,  Ib. ;  that  premite*  were  not  out  of  repair,  Ib. ;  bankruptcy, 
Ib. ;  fct-off,  BMI,  ••  Srr-Orr";  accord  and  »atuf»ctioo,  *»tr,  Vol.  L,  p.  24  ;  other  pleas,  ik 
235,237. 


Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  pit.  will  depend  on  the  issue  taken  by  the 
plea,  which,  we  lave  seen,  must,  in  covenant,  bo  generally  special. 

Under  Non  esi  Fuctum.]     This  plea  puts  in  issue  the  execution  of  the 
deed  in  fact  only,  which  it  is  incumbent  on  the  pi:,  to  prove.     If  there  be  a 
subscribing  witness  to   tbo  deed,  the  execution    must    be  proved   by  such 
witness  (Manners  q.  t.  v.  I  Wan,  4  Esp.  240;  Harrison  v.  Blades,  3  Camp. 
457 ;  see  ante,  "  DEED").  See  the  exceptions  to  this  rule  fully  enumerated,  1 
Selw.  N.  P.  10th  ed.  533.     Payment  of  money  into  court  on  one  of  the 
breaches  assigned  in  the  declaration  dispenses  with  proof  of  the  execution  of 
the  deed,  although  one  of  the  pleas  be  the  plea  of  non  est  factum.     By  R. 
G.  II.  T.  4  Will.  IV.     (Pleadings  in  Particular  Actions,  I.),  it  is  declared 
that  in  covenant  the  plea  of  non  est  factum  shall  operate  as  a  denial  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed  in  point  of  fact  only,  and  all  other  defences  shall  be 
specially  pleaded,  including  matters  which  make  the  deed  absolutely  void, 
as  well  as  those  which  make  it  voidable ;  and  this  Although  deft,  has  agreed 
to  admit  on  the  trial  the  due  execution  of  the  deed(Goldie  v.  Shuttleworth,  1 
Camp.  70).     It  would,  however,  seem  that  deft,  may  still  avail  himself  of  a 
variance  in  the  deed,  either  in  respect  of  a  material  mistake,  or  on  account 
of  the  omission  of  a  covenant  qualifying  the  contract  (1  Ch.  PI.  7th  ed.  514); 
or  an  alteration  after  the  execution  (per  Gurney,  B.,  Cock  v.  Coxwell,  2  C. 
M.  &  R.  292;  per  Parke,  B.,  Culvert  v.  Baker,  4  M.  &  W.  418;  but  see 
Hemmering  v.  Trcncry,  9  Ad.  ds  E.  926).    As  to  the  power  of  the 
•judges  at  nisi  prius   to  amend,  see  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  15,  and  3  &  4  [  *281  ] 
Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  23.     It  is  no  objection,  under  non  est  factum, 
that  the  deed  contains   material  qualifications  of  the  covenants  set  forth, 
which  arc  not  noticed  in  the  declaration ;  deft,  should  set  out  the  deed  on  oyer, 
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and  demur  (Gordon  v.  Gordon,  1  Stark.  294  ;  see  Tempest  v.  Rawlins,  13 
East,  8).  The  pits,  declared  that  four  persons  by  indenture  demised  to 
deft,  and  made  profert  of  the  counterpart,  to  which  there  was  a  plea  ofnon 
est  factum  ;  held,  that  after  proof  of  counterpart,  deft,  might  prove  demising 
part  to  show  that  two  only  of  the  four  lessors  in  fact  executed  it,  and  so  non- 
suit the  pit.  (6  M.  &  Sel.  341). 

Nil  Debet.~\  Under  this  plea,  pit.  was  formerly  obliged  to  prove  all  the 
facts  stated  in  the  declaration. 

The  new  rules  of  pleading  (H.  T.,  4  Will.  IV.)  declare  that  this  plea 
shall  no  longer  be  allowed  in  any  action ;  but  it  has  been  much  questioned 
whether  actions  on  penal  statutes  come  within  the  purview  of  their  decision. 
Semble,  that  they  do  not  (Faulkner  v.  Chevell,  5  Ad.  &  E.  213).  As  to  the 
mode  of  proving  the  lease,  see  ante,  "  DEED." 

Under  Plea,  traversing  Plaintiffs  Title  as  Assignee,  <J-c.]  Under  this 
plea,  pit.  must  prove  his  title,  as  stated  in  his  declaration,  and  put  in  issue, 
by  regular  evidence.  If  he  claim  his  title  by  deed,  as  by  direct  assignment 
from  the  lessor,  e.  g.,  he  must  call  the  subscribing  witness  to  prove  the  exe- 
cution of  it.  The  assignment  must  be  by  deed  or  note  in  writing,  or  by  act 
and  operation  of  law  (29  Car.  II.,  c.  3,  s.  3.  To  effect  an  assignment,  it  is 
necessary  that  the  conveyance  by  which  the  property  is  to  be  transferred  be 
fully  perfected  (5  Rep.  113).  But,  where  A.,  the  assignee  of  a  lease,  put  it 
up  to  auction,  and  B.  became  the  purchaser,  and  paid  the  deposit,  and  ordered 
an  assignment  to  be  prepared  by  A.'s  solicitor,  and  the  assignment  was  ac- 
cordingly prepared  and  executed  by  B.,  but,  instead  of  being  delivered  to 
him,  was  retained  by  the  solicitor,  who  claimed  a  lien  thereon  for  the  ex- 
pense of  preparing  it,  Ld.  Ellenborough  held,  the  assignment  was  complete, 
though  the  deed  had  never  been  delivered  to  or  accepted  by  B.  (Odell  v. 
Wake,  3  Camp.  394).  The  transfer  of  a  mere  equitable  interest  will  not 
make  a  man  assignee  (Doe  d.  Maslin  v.  Roe,  5  Esp.  105;  3  Chit.  Rep.  166). 
The  assignee  must  be  of  the  same  estate  as  the  person  whom  he  succeeds ; 
for,  if  he  come  in  by  an  older  title,  he  will  not  be  assignee  (Moo.  876 ;  see 
Cardwell  v.  Lucas,  2  M.  &  W.  Ill ;  Gooch  v.  Goodman,  2  Q.  B.  580).  If 
the  pit.  claim  as  assignee  in  law,  as,  by  his  being  heir  to  the  lessor,  he  must 
prove  that  he  is  so;  if  as  devisee,  he  must  produce  the  will,  and  prove  its 
regular  execution  by  the  testator,  by  the  subscribing  witnesses.  If  the  lessor 
or  grantor  had  an  interest  for  years  only,  and  the  pit.  declares  as  legatee, 
executor,  or  administrator,  of  the  lessor,  probate  of  the  will  will  then  be 
sufficient  to  show  the  bequest  to  the  legatee ;  but  he  must  also  show  the 
assent  of  the  executor  to  his  taking  the  lease ;  and  it  will  also  establish  the 
executor  as  pit. — His  title  will  be  proved  by  the  letters  of  administration 
(ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  1012).  If  the  pit.  sues  as  assignee,  and  the  deft,  traverses 
the  title,  evidence  showing  that  the  deft,  paid  rent  to  the  pit.,  is  good 
evidence  of  plt.'s  title  as  assignee  (Doe  v.  Parker,  Pea.  Ev.  5th  ed.  283  ; 
see  also  Carvick  v.  Blagrave,  1  B.  &  B.  531).  Where  the  title  is  derived 
from  marriage,  as  an  estate  or  term  in  right  of  his  wife,  it  must  be  regularly 
proved,  as  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  876).  Where  the  title  is  by  a  private  act  of 

parliament,  it  must  be  proved  by  an  examined  copy  (ante,  Vol. 
[*282]    I.,  p.  53;  see  Esp.  Ev.  235);  *and  see,  further,  as  to  mode  of 

proving  title  in  ejectment,  anfye,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  999,  1003. 

Under  Plea,  denying  Assignment  to  Defendant.]     Under  this  plea,  the 
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pit.  must  prove  deft,  is  assignee ;  bat  it  will  be  sufficient  for  him  to  giro 
general  prima  facie  evidence,  from  which  an  assignment  to  the  deft,  may  be 
inferred  ;  as,  where  he  proves  that  deft,  is  in  possession,  or  his  having  paid 
rent,  &c. ;  and  payment  of  rent  to  the  pit.  by  the  deft.,  who  has  been  let  into 
possession  of  the  premises  by  the  original  lessee,  is  prima  foci*  evidence 
of  an  assignment  of  the  whole  term  (Esp.  Ev.  203 ;  Pea.  Ev.  5th  ed.  283). 
The  deft,  may,  however,  give  in  evidence  that  he  is  not  assignee  of  the  whole 
interest,  or  is  an  under-tenant  only;  in  which  cases  the  pit.  cannot  recover 
against  him  (Holford  v.  Hatch,  Doug.  174;  Devisley  v.  Cuslance,  4  T.  R. 
75;  Cowp.  766;  Merccron  v.  Dowson,  5  B.  &  C.  470),  and  the  preceding 
observations  as  to  what  evidence  is  essential  to  constitute  a  party  assignee 
will  be  here  applicable. 

Where  the  action  is  against  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  on  a  demise  of 
land  or  premises  which  belonged  to  the  bankrupt  (Wheeler  v.  Bramah,  3 
Camp.  340),  the  pit.  must  prove  that  the  assignees  took  possession  of  the 
premises  demised,  and  kept  the  possession,  not  merely  to  try  to  ascertain 
the  value  of  them,  but  as  taking  to  the  interest,  with  a  view  to  make  it  an 
efficient  part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate  (Bourdillon  v.  Dalton,  1  Esp.  233 ; 
Turner  v.  Richardson,  7  East,  335;  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  348).  This  is  often 
matter  of  some  difficulty  in  evidence,  as  to  what  shall  amount  to  a  taking  of 
the  premises.  The  pit.  should,  therefore,  be  prepared  with  witnesses  to  prove 
when  the  assignees  took  possession,  how  long  they  held  them,  and  what  acts 
of  ownership  they  exercised  (Esp.  Ev.  203).  Where  the  pit.  applied  to  the 
defts.  for  the  possession,  and  they  refused  it,  or  gave  him  an  equivocal  an- 
swer, the  fact  should  bo  shown  by  the  pit.  (Turner  v.  Richardson,  7  East, 
335).  The  mere  fact  of  the  assignees  putting  the  lease  up  to  auction,  the 
assignees  never  having  taken  possession,  and  there  being  no  bidder,  is  not, 
it  seems,  evidence  of  an  acceptance  (Ib.).  Proof  that  the  assignees  entered 
and  took  actual  possession,  although  the  bankrupt's  effects  were  upon  the 
premises,  and  the  assignees  delivered  up  the  key  immediately  after  ihu  effects 
were  sold,  will  be  sufficient  to  show  they  were  liable  (Hanson  v.  Stevenson, 
1  B.  ce  A.  303),  and  so  will  proof  that  they  intermeddled  with  ond  assumed 
the  management  of  the  form  (Thomas  v.  Pemberton,  7  Taunt.  206,  4  Cnmp. 
368);  and  so  will  proof  that  the  assignees  put  up  the  lease  for  sale,  and  sold 
it,  and  received  a  deposit  from  the  purchaser,  unless,  indeed,  the  purchase 
was  afterwards  rescinded  (Hastings  v.  Wilson,  Holt,  N.  P.  290).  And 
where  the  bankrupt  had  a  lease  of  premises,  and  also  a  reversionary  inter- 
est  in  them,  and  the  assignees  sold  all  his  reversionary  estate  and  interest  in 
the  premises,  it  was  held  the  assignees  must  be  considered  as  having  accepted 
the  lease  (Page  v.  Goddcn,  2  Stark.  309).  And  the  mere  fact  of  the 
assignees  not  having  delivered  up  the  key  of  the  premises  will  not  be  suffi- 
cient (Wheeler  v.  Bramah,  3  Camp.  340);  nor  will  their  having  paid 
rent,  to  avoid  a  distress  on  bankrupt's  goods  (Ib.) ;  nor  will  their  releasing 
an  under-tenant  (Hill  v.  Dobie,  8  Taunt.  325;  '2  Moo.  312;  Arch  B.  L. 
188). 

An  assignee  is  liable  only  in  respect  of  the  privity  of  estate,  viz.  to  all 
covenants  in  deed  which  run  with  the  land,  and  to  all  covenants  in  law  (3 
T.  R.  303;  Cro.  Jac.  5'J3).     He  cannot  be  charged  for  a  breach  of  cove- 
nant happening  previously  to  the  assignment,  to  him  (Grescot  v.  Green,  1 
Salk.  119;  St.  Saviour's  (Churchwardens  of)  v.  Smith,  3  Burr.  1271;  1 
Bla.  351),  but,  immediately  upon  the  'assignment  being  made,  the 
assignee  becomes  liable,  even  before  his  entry  upon  the  premises    [  *293  ] 
(2  Doug.  461 ;  Kaym.  367);  and  he  is  liable  for  a  breach  continued 
by  him  (Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  B,  3).  A  mortgagee  is  liable  as  another  assignee 
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(Williams  v.  Bosanquet,  1  B.  &  B.  238) ;  as  to  his  being  discharged  by 
assignment,  see  infra. 

Where  lessee  died  intestate,  and  his  widow  entered  on  the  premises,  and 
afterwards  her  son-in-law,  with  the  assent  of  the  landlord,  took  possession 
and  paid  rent:  held,  that  he  had  not  become  executor  de  son  tort,  so  as  to 
be  chargeable  as  assignee  (Paull  v.  Simpson,  8  Q.  B.  365). 

Under  Plea  that  Deft,  assigned  his  Interest  before  Breach.]  An  assignee 
may  show,  under  this  plea,  that  before  the  covenant  was  broken  he  had  as- 
signed over  his  whole  interest  in  the  premises  to  another  (Eaton  v.  Jaques, 
Doug.  433;  Taylor  v.  Shum,  1  B.  &  P.  21;  Walker  v.  Reeves,  3  Doug. 
19;  Johnson  v.  St.  Peter's,  Hereford,  6  Man.  &  G.  106;  see  Woodfall,  639. 
But  see  Bickford  v.  Parson,  11  Law  J.  192,  C.  P.).  And  this  would  be  a 
good  discharge.  And  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  lessor  had  notice 
of  such  assignment  (Pitche  v.  Tovey,  Salk.  81 ;  4  Mod.  71 ;  2  Vent.  228; 
Garth.  177).  But  an  assignee  cannot,  by  assignment  before  action  brought, 
defeat  an  action  for  breaches  of  covenant  running  with  the  land,  and  incurred 
in  his  time,  the  right  of  action  being  complete,  and  vested  before  the  assign- 
ment (Hurley  v.  King,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  18).  As  to  proving  the  assignment, 
the  deed  should  be  produced  and  proved  in  the  regular  way  (ante,  "  DEED") 
and  the  assignee  himself  had  better  be  subpoenaed.  Such  an  assignment 
discharges  the  assignee,  although  it  was  done  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
the  liability;  or  was  to  a  mere  pauper  (Taylor  v.  Shum,  1  B.  &  P.  21 ;  2 
Atk.  548;  Lekeux  v.  Nash,  Stra.  122);  or  to  a  feme  convert,  Doug.  452). 
And  the  assignee  of  a  term,  declared  against  as  such,  is  not  liable  after  he 
has  assigned  over,  though  it  be  shown  that  the  lessor  was  a  party  executing 
the  assignment,  and  thereby  agreed  that  the  term,  which  was  determinable 
at  his  option,  should  be  absolute  (Chancellor  v.  Poole,  Doug.  764).  A  frau- 
dulent assignment  is  as  no  assignment  at  all.  But  if  the  assignment  is  really 
made,  the  assignee  getting  rid  of  the  burden,  and  giving  up  really  the  benefit 
also,  if  any,  to  his  assignee,  it  is  not  a  fraudulent  act.  The  motive  of  the 
lessee  for  parting  with  it,  or  the  other's  motive  for  receiving  it,  are  not  enough 
to  make  it  fraudulent,  if  the  act  done  be  a  real  act,  intended  really  to  operate 
as  it  appears  to  do  (per  Alderson,  B.,  Fagg  v.  Dobie,  3  Y.  62  C.  103).  If 
the  assignee  has  assigned  away  only  part  of  his  interest,  he  remains  liable 
as  assignee  pro  tanto  (Cro.  Car.  221 ;  see  Merceron  v.  Dowson,  5  B.  &  C. 
479).  As  to  the  effect  of  an  assignment  by  way  of  mortgage,  see  Eaton  v. 
Jaques,  Doug.  454  ;  Wasterdell  v.  Dale,  7  T.  R.  312;  Williams  v.  Bosan- 
quet, 1  B.  &  B.  238  ;  and  Barton  v.  Barclay,  7  Bing.  745). 

A  plea  in  abatement  that  the  estate  of  the  lessee  vested  in  the  defts.  jointly 
with  a  third  person,  should  state  the  mode  in  which  they  became  joint  as- 
signeess  (Heap  v.  Livengston,  11  M.  &  W.  896). 

Under  Plea  denying  Performance  of  Conditions  Precedent  by  Plt.~\  When 
there  is  any  thing  to  be  done  by  the  pit.  previous  to  that  which  the  deft, 
covenants  to  perform,  he  must,  under  this  plea,  prove  that  he  has  executed, 
or  offered,  and  was  ready  to  do  so,  as  stated  in  the  declaration  (Jones  v. 

Burkley,  Doug.  685 ;  Smith  v.  Wilson,  8  T.  R.  443).     Thus,  if 
[  *284  ]  the  deft,  had  covenanted  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  *money  on  the 

plt.'s  executing  an  assignment  of  certain  premises  to  him,  the  pit. 
must  show  that  he  either  did  assign,  or  that  he  tendered  and  offered  such  a 
deed  to  the  deft.,  which  deft,  declined  to  accept  (Esp.  Ev.  233 ;  see  also,  fur- 
ther on  this  subject,  1  T.  R.  145;  1  Selw.  N.  P.  10th  ed.  498-503,  ante, 
Vol.  I.,  p.  201  et  scq.):  as  to  covenant  to  find  timber,  see  infra. 
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Under  Plea  denying  Rent  in  Amor  or  Payment.]  The  issue  under  ibis 
plea  lies  on  the  deft.;  for  the  lease  being  proved,  the  reservation  and  amount 
of  the  rent  appear  by  it  (see  3  Ch.  PI.  202).  The  pit.  is,  therefore,  called 
upon  for  no  further  proof,  but  the  deft,  must  prove  actual  payment  (Esp.  Ev. 
237).  The  covenant  to  pay  rent  may  be  enforced,  though  the  premises  bo 
destroyed  by  enemies  (Al.  26 ;  Sty.  47);  or  by  fire  (Stra.  763 ;  Raym.  1477) ; 
or  by  tempest  (Dy.  56  a;  A1.28) ;  or  sequestration  (Het.  54 ;  see  3  Taunt.  469). 

Repairs.]  A  lease  was  in  the  following  terms  :  S.  C.  covenants  with  E. 
J.  that  the  said  S.  C.  will,  during  the  continuance  of  the  term,  at  his  own 
costs  ond  charges,  in  all  things  well  and  sufficiently  repair  and  glaze  the 
windows  of  the  messuage,  and  also  the  hedges,  ditches,  mounds,  and  fence* 
of  and  belonging  to  the  premises,  and  all  fixtures,  additions  thereto,  during 
the  said  term,  in  and  by,  and  with  all  and  all  manner  of  needful  and  neces- 
sary reparations,  cleansing*,  and  amendments,  when  and  as  often  as  occasion 
shall  require;  the  said  farm-house  and  buildings  being  previously  put  and 
kept  in  repair  by  the  said  E.  J.:  held,  that  these  latter  wonls  raised  an  abso- 
lute covenant  on  the  part  of  E.  J.  to  put  farm-house  and  buildings  in  repair 
(Connock  v.  Jones,  3  Exch.  233;  18  L.  J.  204,  Exch.). 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  covenant  for  repair  in  a  lease,  a  tenant  is 
not  liable  for  acts  done  before  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  lease,  although 
the  habcndum  of  the  lease  states  the  premises  to  bn  held  from  a  day  prior  to 
its  execution  (Shaw  v.  Kay,  1  Exch.  Kcp.  412;  17  L.  J.  17,  Exch.). 

The  habcndum  in  a  lease  only  marks  the  duration  of  the  tenant's  interest, 
and  its  operation  as  a  grout  is  merely  prospective  (lb.). 

The  stat.  32  Hen.  VIII.  c.  34,  applying  only  to  a  demise  by  deed,  the 
lessor,  where  the  demise  is  not  under  seal,  may,  notwithstanding  he  has  as- 
signed his  reversion,  sue  the  lessee  on  his  contract  to  repair  for  a  breach 
committed  during  the  tenancy,  but  subsequent  to  such  assignment  (Dickford 
v.  Parson,  12  Jur.  377  ;  17  L.  J.  193,  C.  P. ;  5  C.  R.  931 ). 

The  declaration  was  in  assumpsit  for  breach  of  a  promise*  by  the  defts.  to 
keep  in  repair  during  their  tenancy  certain  premises  demised  to  them  by  the 
pit.  Plea,  that,  before  the  breach,  tin'  plaintiff  by  due  course  of  law  con- 
veyed, assigned,  granted,  and  assured  all  his  estate,  «kc.,  of  and  in  the  said 
demist  d  premises,  and  of  and  in  the  reversion  cx|wctant  upon  the  determina- 
tion of  the  tenancy,  to  W.  B.,  and  the  pit.  thenceforward  ceased  to  have 
anything  in  the  demised  premises,  and  the  delta,  then  censed  to  be,  and 
never  since  have  been,  tenants  thereof  to  the  pit.:  held,  that  the  plea  was 
bad  in  substance  (Ib.).  (,/iwrr,  if  the  plea  was  not  bad  on  special  demurrer 
for  not  showing  what  reversion  the-  pit.  had,  and  by  what  mode  the  assign- 
ment was,  and  also  for  being  an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  breach  in  the 
declaration  (lb.). 

Defendant,  on  becoming  tenant  to  pit.  of  a  farm  and  outbuildings,  agreed 
to  keep  the  same,  nnd  at  the  expiration  of  (he  tenancy  to  deliver  up  the  same, 
in  good  repair,  order,  and  condition.  Hreach,  that  he  did  not  deliver  up  the 
farm,  &c.,  in  good  repair,  &c. :  held,  that,  on  this  contract  to  keep  the  pre- 
mises in  good  repair,  the  tenant  was  bound  to  put  them  in  that  condition,  and 
that  the  tenant  was  not  justified  in  keeping  th<  m  in  bad  npuir  because  he 
found  them  in  that  condition;  but  the  extent  of  that  repair  was  to  be  mea- 
sured by  their  age  and  class  (Payne  v.  Maine,  10  M.  A:  W.  541). 

Where  tenant  for  years  agrees  to  keep  the  premises  in  repair  during  the 
tenancy,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  an  action  is  brought  against 
him  for  breach  ol'this  agreement,  the  pit.  is  entitled  to  recover  nominal  dam- 
ages only  (Marriott  v.  Cotton,  12  C.  A:  K.  553,  Rolfe). 
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The  stat.  32  Hen.  VIII.  c.  34,  applies  only  to  a  demise  by  deed ;  and  the 
lessor,  where  the  demise  is  not  under  seal,  may,  notwithstanding  he  has  as- 
signed the  reversion,  sue  the  lessee  on  his  contract  to  repair  for  a  breach 
committed  during  the  tenancy,  but  subsequent  to  such  assignment  (Bickford 
v.  Parsons,  12  Jur.  377 ;  17  Law  J.  193,  C.  P.;  S.  P.,  Standen  v.  Chrismas, 
10  Q.  B.  135). 

A  lease  contained  a  proviso,  that,  if  the  lessee  should  give  notice  to  quit 
eighteen  calendar  months  before  the  end  of  the  eighth  year,  then  and  in  such 
case,  all  arrears  of  rent  being  paid,  and  all  the  covenants  and  agreements  on 
the  part  of  the  lessee  having  been  observed  and  performed,  the  lease,  and 
every  clause  and  thing  therein  contained,  should,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
eighth  year,  cease  and  determine ;  "  but,  nevertheless,  without  prejudice  to 
any  claim  or  remedy  which  any  of  the  parlies  hereto  may  then  be  entitled 
to  for  breach  of  any  of  the  covenants  or  agreements  hereinbefore  contained:" 
held,  that  the  performance  of  all  the  covenants  by  the  lessee  was  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  determination  of  the  lease  (Friar  v.  Grey,  12  Jur.  913 ;  17 
Law  J.  301,  Q.  B.). 

To  an  action  by  lessor  against  lessee  for  breach  of  covenants,  the  plea 
stated  a  notice  by  the  lessee  to  determine  the  lease  at  the  end  of  the  eighth 
year,  and  averred,  that,  at  the  expiration  of  the  eighth  year,  all  arrears  of 
rent  had  been  paid,  and  all  covenants  and  agreements  on  the  part  of  the 
lessee  had  been  observed  and  performed,  and  thereupon  the  lease  determined. 
The  replication  stated  a  breach  of  covenant  before  the  expiration  of  the  eight 
years,  which  breach  had  been  stated  in  the  declaration  ;  without  this,  that  all 
the  covenants  and  agreements  on  the  part  of  the  lessee  had  been  observed 
and  performed  at  the  expiration  of  the  eight  years ;  and  concluded  to  the 
country:  held,  that  the  averment  of  performance  in  the  plea  was  a  material 
one,  which  pit.  was  entitled  to  traverse  in  general  terms;  and  that  the  repli- 
cation properly  concluded  to  the  country  (Ib.). 

Under  Plea  that  Premises  were  in  Repair.]  Under  this  plea  the  pit.  must 
not  only  prove  that  the  house  was  ruinous  and  decayed,  but  also  what  sum 
it  would  require  to  repair,  as  that  is  the  proper  measure  of  his  damages  (Esp. 
Ev.).  This  he  must  prove  by  witnesses,  usually  surveyors,  who  have  made 
an  estimate;  otherwise  he  will  only  be  entitled  to  nominal  damages  (Esp. 
Ev.  234). 

A  tenant  is  not  liable  for  acts  done  before  the  execution  of  the  lease, 
although  the  habcndum  of  the  lease  state  the  premises  to  be  held  from  a  day 
prior  to  the  execution.  The  habendutn  only  marks  the  duration  of  the 
tenant's  interest,  and  its  operation  as  a  grant  is  merely  prospective  (Shaw  v. 
Kay,  1  Exch.  412). 

Such  a  covenant  is  satisfied  by  keeping  the  house  in  substantial  repair, 
according  to  the  nature  of  the  buildings ;  and  with  a  view  to  determine  the 
relative  sufficiency  of  the  repair,  the  jury  may  inquire  whether  the  house 
were  new  or  old  at  the  time  of  the  demise  (Stanley  v.  Towgood,  3  Bing.  N. 
C.  4  Ace.;  Mantz  v.  Goring,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  451 ;  see  Grady  on  Fixtures  and 
Dilapidations);  it  is  not, it  seems,  intended  that  the  house  should  be  delivered 
up  in  an  improved  state,  but  the  deft,  has  the  duty  cast  upon  him  of  keeping 
the  house  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  demise,  by  the  timely 
expenditure  of  money  and  care  (Gutteridge  v.  Munyard,  1  Moo.  &  R.  334; 
but  see  Burdett  v.  Withers,  7  Ad.  &  E.  136).  A  tenant  under  a  covenant 
to  repair  is  liable  for  repairs  only,  and  is  not  liable  for  the  extra  expense  of 
laying  a  new  floor  on  an  improved  plan,  or  the  like  (Loward  v.  Leggatt,  7 
C.  &  P.  613). 
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Deft  should  be  prepared  to  rebut  the  plu's  evidence,  and  prove  his  having 
regularly  repaired  the  premises  during  all  the  time.  He  may  call  as  wit- 
nesses  the  persons  who  did  the  works,  and  prove  the  pay  menu  made  to  them 
on  account  of  it.  He  should  also  prove,  by  a  survey  made  shortly  before 
the  expiration  of  his  term,  that  the  repairs  were  such  as  were  required  from 
an  outgoing  tenant.  Where  there  is  a  covenant  for  the  tenant  to  repair,  the 
lessor  finding  rough  timber,  if  the  tenant  is  sued  on  this  covenant,  he  may 
show  that  he  required  of  his  lessor  to  assign  him,  or  supply  him  with  rough 
timber,  and  that  be  refused  or  neglected  so  to  do,  which  may  be  proved  by 
a  person  who  made  the  demand.  If  this  be  proved,  it  will  be  sufficient  evi- 
dence for  the  deft.,  the  finding  the  timber  being  a  condition  precedent. 

The  general  covenant  to  repair  extends  to  all  buildings  erected  during  the 
term,  as  well  as  to  the  building  demised  (3  Lev.  204 ;  2  Ventr. 
126);  but  under  a  mere  building  lease,  and  where  the  evident  'in*  [  '285  ] 
tcution  of  the  parties  was  that  the  outbuildings  should  be  pulled 
down,  pulling  them  down  will  be  no  breach  of  covenant  (Burr.  287). 

With  respect  to  what  is  a  breach  of  repair,  seo  ante,  p.  284:  and  "  EJECT* 
MJCRT,"  Repair.  It  seems  the  extent  of  the  requisite  repairs  must  be  rea- 
sonably large.  If  the  want  of  repairs  bo  occasioned  by  accident,  a  reason- 
able time  is  allowed  for  completing  them  (Shcp.  Touch.  173-4);  unless  it 
bo  impossible  to  complete  them(lb  ).  If  a  lessee  covenants  to  do  all  repara- 
tions to  his  house,  at  his  own  costs  and  charges,  and  he  cut  down  some  of 
the  trees  of  the  ground  demised  for  that  purpose,  ho  is  liable  to  an  action  of 
covenant  (Shep.  Touch.  174).  Where  the  lessee  covenanted  to  maintain, 
sustain,  and  repair  two  messuages,  and,  to  an  action  on  a  bond  given  for  the 
j>erfornmnce  of  these  covenants,  hie  pleaded  that  he  repaired  all  the  raca* 
suages,  with  the  exception  of  one  kitchen,  which  was  so  ruinous  that  be  could 
not  repair  it,  but  pulled  it  down,  and  rebuilt  another  in  as  short  a  time  as 
possible,  and  that  lie  had,  at  all  times,  well  repaired  the  new  kitchen,  the 
court  held,  that  though  (his  would  have  been  a  good  defence  to  an  action  for 
waste,  yet  it  was  not  »o  in  covenant  (Wood  v.  A  very,  3  Leon.  189).  Under 
a  covenant  to  ktep  the  premises  in  repair,  the  lessee  may  be  sued  for  a 
breach  of  such  covenant  during  the  term  (Luxmorc  v.  Robson,  1  B.  At  A. 
555).  But,  uiul«T  a  covenant  to  leave  them  in  us  good  a  state  as  he  found 
them,  if  he  pull  them  down  during  tin*  term,  he  will  be  guilty  of  no  breach 
of  covenant,  for  he  may  rebuild  them  (Shep.  Touch.  173).  The  words 
"  habitable  repair,"  and  tennntablc  repair  soem  to  be  convertible  terms  (per 
Alderson,  B.,  Blecher  v.  M'Intosh,  2  Moo.  A:  R.  180). 

Under  a  covenant  to  keep  in  repair,  and  leave  the  premises  in  the  same 
state  as  the  lessee  found  them,  the  lessee  is  merely  required  to  use  his  best 
endeavours  to  keep  them  in  the  same  tenable  state  in  which  he  found  them. 
Natural  and  unavoidable  decay  is  no  breach  of  such  covenant  (Ship.  Touch. 
1G2).     But  supposing  the  covenant  to  repair  generally,  this  appears  to  im- 
pose upon  him  the  liabilty  to  uphold  the  buildings  without  regard  to  (ho 
necessary  decay  of  the  old   materials  (Co.  Lit.   1S4).     Under  a  general, 
covenant  to  repair  buildings,  <Scc.,  the  lessee  is  liable  to  repair,  though  such 
buildings  be  destroyed  by  accident  or  tempest  (Paradine  v.  Jane,  Al.  27  ;  6  : 
T.  R.  750),  or  by  fire  (Dy.  33,  a.,  pi.  10;  2  Show.  401 ;  Bullock  v.  Dom- 
mitt,  0  T.  R.  050;  3  Ves.  34;  2  Saund.  5  ed.  240,  n.  2);  but  it  would  be 
otherwise,  if  there  be  on  exception  in  the  covenant  against  repairing  in  these 
coses;  and,  in  that  case,  deft,  should  plead  the  exception,  and  prove  hLs  plea 
accordingly  (Bcale  v.  Thompson,  3  B.  &  P.  420;  Atkinson  v.  Richie,  10  • 
East,  533).     A  covenant  to  keep  woods,  lands,  and  natural  producuons,  in  . 
the  same  state,  will  not  render  the  lessee  liable  (or  an  injury  aciruin"  to . 
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them  from  an  act  of  God  (Shep.  Touch.  173;  Hard\v.  387).  Where  there 
is,  besides  a  covenant  to  repair,  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  to  insure  for  a  cer- 
tain sum,  and  the  premises  are  burnt,  the  lessee's  liability  to  rebuild  is  not 
limited  to  the  anlount  of  the  sum  for  which  he  covenanted  to  insure  (Digby 
v.  Atkinson,  4  Camp.  275). 

A  covenant  by  the  lessee,  to  leave  the  premises  in  repair,  and  a  covenant 

that  the  lessor  might  direct  the  lessee  to  complete  the  repairs,  by  giving  six 

months'  notice  in  writing,  are  distinct  and  independent  covenants,  and  the 

former  is  not  qualified  by  the  latter  (Wood  v.  Day,  1  Moo.  389 ;  and  see 

Roe  d.  Goatly  v.  Paine,  2  Camp.  520 ;  5  B.   &  C.  490).     But,  where  a 

lessee  covenanted  to  repair  the  premises  at  all  times,  as  often  as  need  should 

require,  and  at  farthest  within  three  months  after  notice,  this  was 

[  *286  ]   held  to  be  *one  entire  covenant,  the  former  part  of  which  was  not 

qualified  by  the  latter  (Horsfall  v.  Testar,  1  Moo.  89). 

The  lessee  cannot  compel  the  lessor  to  repair  the  premises,  unless  there 
has  been  an  express  covenant  by  the  lessor  so  to  do  (1  Saund.  320) ;  and, 
even  where  the  premises  have  been  consumed  by  fire,  and  the  landlord, 
having  insured  them,  has  received  the  insurance-money,  the  tenant  cannot 
compel  him  to  rebuild  (Pindar  v.  Ainsley,  1  T.  R.  312). 

Under  Plea  denying  Breach  of  Covenant  for  Quiet  Enjoyment,  or  stating 
Eviction.]  Where  the  pit.  declares  for  a  breach  of  a  general  covenant  for 
quiet  enjoyment  in  a  lease  from  the  deft,  to  him,  it  will  be  insufficient  for 
him,  under  this  plea,  merely  to  prove  that  he  has  been  disturbed  and  evicted, 
for  that  might  be  done  wrongfully  by  a  stranger,  who  would  be  subject  to  an 
action  for  it  (Vaugh.  118;  Cro.  Eliz.  214;  2  Leon.  104;  Bac.  Abr.  Cove- 
nant B. ;  Esp.  Ev.  237);  he  must  go  further,  and  prove  that  it  was  done 
either  by  the  lessor  himself,  or  by  some  person  claiming  by  elder  title,  or 
under  him.  For  this  purpose,  the  pit.  must  go  into  evidence  of  the  manner 
in  which  he  was  disturbed  in  the  possession,  and  show  under  what  colour  it 
was  done:  e.  g,,  if  he  was  evicted  by  ejectment,  he  should  show  the  judf- 
ment  obtained  in  ejectment,  by  producing  an  examined  copy,  and  calling  the 
person  who  so  recovered  to  prove  the  execution  thereon  executed.  The 
covenant  should  be  carefully  examined,  as  the  usual  form  of  it  by  the  lessor 
now  is,  "  for  quiet  enjoyment  against  himself,  and  all  those  claiming  by, 
through,  or  under  him"  (Browning  v.  Wright,  2  B.  &  P.  13  ;  Barton  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 15  East,  530);  by  whom  are  meant  such  persons  as  derive  their 
title  through  him,  as  his  assignees,  heir,  executor,  administrator;  in  which 
case,  though  the  lessee  was  disturbed  or  evicted,  the  lessor  would  not  be 
liable,  unless  the  pit.  could,  prove  that  the  person  who  disturbed  him  did 
claim  by,  through,  or  under  his  lessor,  the  deft.,  and  thus  he  claimed  by  a 
legal  title,  and  this  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  (Dudley  v. 
Folliot,  3  T.  R.  584;  2  Saund.  187,  n.).  As  to  the  sufficiency  of  this  aver- 
ment as  to  title  see  Foster  v.  Pierson,  4  T.  R.  617  ;  Hodgson  v.  East  India 
Company,  8  T.  R.  278.  This  may  be  done  by  calling  the  parly  who  has 
made  the  eviction,  to  state  the  ground  of  the  proceeding,  and  production  of 
documents,  &c.  (Esp.  Ev.  238).  A  special  covenant  against  interruption  by 
J.  S.  extends  to  unlawful  as  well  as  lawful  entries  by  J.  S.  (1  Leon.  324  ; 
Cro.  Eliz.  212;  and  see  Nash  v.  Palmer,  5  M.  &  S.  374;  Southgate  v. 
Chaplin,  Com.  Rep.  230  ;  and  Fowle  v.  Welsh,  1  B.  &  C.  29).  A  covenant 
by  the  lessor  that  the  lessee  paying  the  rent,  &c.  shall  quietly  enjoy,  has 
been  held  not  to  be  a  conditional  covenant,  making  the  payment  of  the  rent 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  performance  of  the  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment 
on  the  part  of  the  lessor  (Dawson  v.  Dyer,  5  B.  &  Ad.  584;  2  Nev.  &  M. 
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559 ;  but  sec  Ireland  v.  Bircham,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  90).  An  action  may  be 
maintained  on  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  if  the  lessor  has  not  any  title, 
although  the  lease  was  not  ended  (Ludwell  v.  Newman,  6  T.  R.  458).  It 
has  been  long  established  that  where  in  a  conveyance  exprfts  covenants  for 
warranty  are  introduced  none  can  be  implied  from  the  general  words  of  the 
conveyance  (per  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  judgment  in  Stannard  v. 
Forbes,  0  Ad.  At  E.  572;  see  also  Linn  v.  Stcphenson,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  650). 
A  breach  may  however  be  assigned  on  the  implied  covenant  conditioned  in 
the  word  demise  (Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  A,  4 ;  Shop.  Touch.  160);  but  that 
covenant  ceases  with  the  estate  out  of  which  the  lease  is  granted 
*(Adams  T.  Gibney,  6  Bing.  656).  An  entry  and  eviction  by  [  '287  ] 
authority  or  the  lessor  on  part  of  the  premises  is  no  defence  to 
covenant  for  assigning  the  premises  without  license,  nor  to  covenant  for  not 
repairing,  for  ploughing  meadows,  or  injuring  trees,  it  seems  (Newton  v. 
Allin,  1  Q.  B.  518). 

Where  a  lessee  is  likely  to  be  disturbed  in  his  enjoyment  of  the  premises 
demised,  as  by  having  an  ejectment  served  on  him,  it  is  always  prudent  to 
acquaint  the  lessor  of  such  proceeding,  and  to  give  him  notice  that,  in  case 
of  eviction,  he  will  be  called  upon  under  the  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment. 
If  that  has  been  done,  and  the  lessor  has  not  defended  the  possession,  and 
the  pit.  has,  in  consequence,  been  evicted,  by  giving  evidence  of  his  having 
given  notice  to  his  lessor  to  defend,  it  would  swra  to  be  sufficient  to  show  the 
eviction  only,  without  going  into  evidence  of  the  titlo  of  the  person  evicting 
(Esp.  Ev.  238). 

It  has  been  stated,  that  the  pit.  must  show  the  manner  in  which  ha  has 
been  disturbed  (Witchcot  v.  Nine,  1  Brow  I.  61);  for  it  is  necessary  that  it 
should  be  done  by  some  act ;  for  a  verbal  disturbance,  as,  by  prohibiting  his 
tenant,  to  whom  he  has  underlet,  not  to  pay  rent  to  him,  is  not  sufficient 
(Esp.  Ev.  239).  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  prove  that  the  lessee  was 
actually  disturbed  or  ousted ;  the  covenant  means  to  insure  to  the  lessee  a 
legal  entry  and  enjoyment  (Cro.  Jac.  204).  A  covenant  for  quiet  enjoymoLt 
of  a  certain  close  is  broken  by  the  covenantor's  setting  up  a  gate  across  a> 
lane  leading  to  the  close,  by  which  A.  is  obstructed  in  passing  to  it  (8  Mod. 
318).  Where  the  lessor  covenants  that  the  lessee  shall  quietly  enjoy  jhc 
lands,  discharged  of  all  rents,  ihu  lessee  ought  to  be  discharged  from  a  quit- 
rent  (Rep.  180). 

The  further  evidence  required  under  the  breach  of  this  covenant  is,  the 
amount  of  the  damages  laid  in  the  declaration,  to  which  the  evidence  must 
bo  confined ;  as,  if  the  pit.  was  evicted  from  a  farm,  without  being  allowed 
to  cut  his  crops,  he  would  bring  the  value  aud  loss  of  them  as  his  damages 
(lisp.  Ev.  239). 

UiuJcr  JYra,  denying  Breach  of  Defendant's  having  assigned  away  the 
Premises.]  Under  this  plea,  on  a  covenant  not  to  "  ulicn,  assign,  or  part 
with  the  possession"  of  the  premises,  if  the  pit.  proceeds  on  the  latter  part 
of  the  covenant,  "  the  parting  with  the  possession,"  after  proving  the  execu- 
tion of  the  lease,  he  has  only  to  prove  that  some  person,  not  the  lessee,  is  in 
possession  of  the  demised  premises  (Grettor  v.  Diggles,  4  Taunt.  700).  If 
he  proceeds  on  the  former,  he  should  call  the  person  whom  he  supposes  or 
knows  to  be  the  assignee,  to  prove  that  the  deft,  assigned  the  premises  to 
him.  The  pit.  is  not  called  upon  to  prove  any  deed  of  regular  assignment 
to  him,  as  that  belongs  to  the  assignee  (Esp.  Ev.  203).  But,  if  the  deft. 
were  so  charged  for  having  assigned,  he  may  show  that  the  person  who  is 
in  possession,  or  presumed  to  be  in  possession,  b  not  an  assignee,  but  an 
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under-lessee  only  (Bl.  R.  766;  Crusoe  v.  Bugby,  3  Wils.  234;  Doug.  56): 
to  prove  which,  he  must  either  prove  the  lease  made  to  him,  by  calling  the 
subscribing  witness,  or  by  a  person  who  knows  the  fact.  The  under-lessee 
himself  is,  for  thisjnirpose,  a  good  witness  (Ib.).  Where  a  condition  is,  not 
to  set,  let,  or  assign  over  the  said  messuage,  or  any  part  thereof,  a  lease, 
which  fell  short  of  the  twenty-one  days,  was  held  a  breach  (Roev.  Harrison, 
2  T.  R.  425) ;  and  a  covenant  not  to  let,  set,  or  demise  the  premises,  or  any 
part  thereof,  for  all  or  any  of  the  term,  restrains  an  assignment  (12  Ves. 
395 ;  and  see  1  Camp.  20;  Roe  v.  Sales,  1  M.  &  S.  297).  A  covenant  not 
to  underlet  is  not  it  seems  broken  by  taking  a  lodger  (Doe  d.  Pitt  v.  Len- 

ning,  4  Camp.  77  ;  *but  see  1  C.  M.  &  R.  59).     The  mere  act  of 
[  *288  ]   advertising  the  premises  for  sale  is  no  breach  of  the  covenant  not 

to  assign  (1  Ves.  &  Bea.  73).  Deft,  may  also  show  that  it  was 
assured  by  devisee  (Sty.  482),  or  that  he  merely  deposited  the  lease  with  a 
person  who  took  it  as  a  security  for  money  advanced,  for  that  is  not  a  breach 
of  the  covenant  (Doe  d.  Pitt  v.  Lenning,  R.  &  M.  36).  So,  he  may  show 
that  the  premises  were  assigned  by  operation  of  law  involuntarily,  as  to  his 
assignees,  or  by  them,  in  consequence  of  his  becoming  a  bankrupt  (Doe  d. 
Goodbehere  v.  Bavan,  3  M.  &  S.  353  ;  and  see  Doe  v.  Smith,  5  Taunt. 
795).  In  that  case,  he  should  produce  the  proceedings  and  the  assignment, 
by  a  subpwna  duces  tecum  to  the  assignee  of  the  term;  and  then,  by  proving 
the  execution  of  it  from  the  bankrupt's  assignees  to  a  purchaser,  he  proves 
his  case.  So,  he  may  show  that  the  lease  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  under  an 
execution  against  him  (Doe  d.  Mitchinson  v.  Carter,  8  T.  R.  57 ;  Doe  v. 
Skeggs,  cited  2  T.  R.  134) ;  but  if  the  tenant  gives  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
his  creditor  for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  seize  the  lease  in 
execution,  it  will  be  a  fraud  and  a  breach  of  the  condition  (Ib.).  In  that 
case  he  should  give  the  writ  fi.  fa.  in  evidence  by  an  examined  copy,  and 
then  prove,  by  a  witness,  the  sale  by  the  sheriff  to  some  other  person,  and, 
by  a  supcena  duces  tecum  to  that  person,  have  the  bill  of  sale  from  the 
sheriff,  and  prove  the  execution  -of  it  by  the  subscribing  witness  ;  or  a  feme 
sole  may  show  they  were  assigned  by  her  marriage  (Moo.  21 ;  Com.  Dig. 
Condition,  Q.  12  ;  Ves.  187).  This  covenant  is  often  "  not  to  assign  without 
the  lessor's  leave  in  writing,  first  had  and  obtained,"  in  which  a  parol  license 
is  riot  good ;  there  must  be  a  license  in  writing,  which  must  be  produced  and 
proved  at  the  trial  by  a  witness,  to  be  the  lessor's  handwriting  (Roe  d.  Greg- 
son  v.  Harrison.  2  T.  R.  425;  1  Ves.  &  Bea.  191).  Under  this  covenant, 
if  the  lessor  license  deft,  to  alien  a  part,  he  may  afterwards  alien  the  rest, 
without  further  license  (per  Popham,  C.  J.,  4  Rep.  119;  Cro.  Eliz.  116;  sed 
qucere,  see  Dy.  334  b,  pi.  32).  So,  if  a  lease  be  made  to  three,  upon  condi- 
tion that  neither  they,  nor  any  one  of  them,  shall  alien,  without  license,  and 
then  the  lessor  license  one,  this  discharges  the  condition  as  to  all  (1  Rol. 
Abr.  472,  1.  7). 

Whether  a  devise  by  will  is  a  breach  of  a  covenant  not  to  assign,  seems 
to  be  an  unsettled  question  (Berry  v.  Taunton,  Cro.  Eliz.  331 ;  Knight  v. 
Mory,  ib.  60 ;  Moo.  351 ;  Dy.  45  b;  Shep.  Touch.  144;  Doe  v.  Beavan,  3 
M.  &  S.  361). 

Under  Plea,  denying  Exercising  a  Particular  Trade.']  Under  this  plea, 
the  burden  of  proof  lies  on  the  pit.  On  a  covenant,  restraining  a  tenant 
under  lease  of  a  house,  not  to  follow  particular  trades,  the  court  held  that 
turning  a  dwelling-house  into  a  school  was  a  breach  of  such  covenant  (Doe 
d.  Bish  v.  Keeling,  1  M.  &  S.  95).  But,  where  the  covenant  was,  that  the 
deft,  should  not  carry  on  any  trade  or  business  that  might  be,  or  grow,  or 
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lead  to  be  offensive,  or  any  annoyance  or  disturbance  to  any  of  the  other 
tenants  of  the  lessor,  it  was  held,  that  the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  a 
publican  was  not  a  breach  of  the  covenant.     If  the  lessee  covenant  tha:  hi 
will  not  let  the  shop,  yard,  or  other  thing  belonging  to  the  house,  to  any  one 
who  shall  sell  coals,  and  will  not  himself  sell  coals  there,  and  then  he  let 
the  whole  house  to  one  who  sells  coals,  this  is  a  breach  of  the  covenant 
(Chinsley  v.  Langley,  1  Rol.  Abr.  427,  /.  95).    If  the  lessee  covenant  not 
to  carry  on  a  particular  trade,  without  the  consent  of  the  lessor  in  writing, 
the  mere  fact  of  the  lessor's  suffer  log  the  tenant  to  carry  on  a  trade  on 
premises  will  not  afterwards  authorize  his  carrying  on  another 
without  a  written  •  license  (Macher  r.  Foundling  Hospital,  1  Yes.  &  [  '280  J 
Bea.  186);  and  giving  an  express  parol  license  would  suffice  (see 
Gregson  v.  Harrison;  see  u EJECTMENT." 

Where  an  action  was  brought  on  an  agreement  to  accept  an  assignment 
of  a  public-house  lease;  subject  to  a  net  yearly  rent,  and  to  common  and 
usual  covenants,  it  was  held,  that  it  was  no  defence  that  the  lease  contained 
a  proviso  for  re-entry  in  the  event  of  the  premises  being  applied  to  the  carry- 
ing on  of  any  business  except  that  of  a  licensed  victualler,  it  being  shown 
that  the  greater  number  of  leases  contained  such  a  proviso  (Bennett  v.  \W 
mack,  1  Man.  Ac  Ry.  644 ;  7  B.  Ac  C.  627 ;  3  C.  At  P.  96).  A  covenant 
not  to  exercise  the  trade  of  a  butcher  is  broken  by  selling  raw  meal  upon 
the  premises,  although  no  beast  were  there  slaughtered  (Doe  d.  Goskell  v. 
Spry,  1  B.  At  A.  617).  The  trade  of  a  licensed  victualler  was  held  not  to  be 
included  in  the  general  clause,  "  or  any  trade  or  business  that  might  be,  or 
grow  to  be  offensive,  or  any  annoyance  or  disturbance  to  any  other  of  the 
tenants  of  the  lessor,"  Ate.  (Jones  v.  Thome,  3  D.  At  R.  1&2;  1  B.  A:  C. 
715).  As  to  what  is  a  wan  er  of  such  a  breach,  Doo  d.  Shcpltcrd  v.  Alien, 
3  Taunt.  78. 

Husbandry  Proci$ion*.]  The  custom  of  the  country  applies  to  a 
tenancy  created  by  lease  in  writing,  though  the  witnesses  who  prove  the 
existence  of  the  custom  cnnnot  undertake  to  say  whether  it  applies  where 
the  lease  is  in  writing  (Wilkins  v.  Wood,  12  Jur.  5H3;  17  Law  J.  319, 
Q.  B.). 

A  covenant  in  a  farming  lease,  thnt  the  tennnt  should,  during  the  demise, 
consume  on  the  premises,  for  the  improvement  of  the  same,  all  the  hny, 
straw,  A:c.,  which  should  grow  or  be  made  upon  the  premises;  but  in  cast- 
he  should  take  or  sell  off  any  part  thereof,  which  he  was  at  liberty  to  do, 
then  that  he  should,  for  every  ton  of  hoy  or  straw  taken  or  sold  off,  bring 
back  a  certain  quantity  of  manure  within  a  certain  space  of  time,  is  a  cove, 
mint  in  the  alternative  (Richards  v.  Bluck,  12  Jur.  903,  C.  P.). 
.  Where,  therefore,  in  an  action  for  breach  of  such  a  covenant,  the  decla- 
ration set  forth  only  so  much  of  the  covenant  as  related  to  the  consuming 
the  crops  on  the  premises,  but  omitted  to  traverse  the  tenant  having  brought 
on  the  substituted  quantity  of  manure,  and  assigned  for  a  breach  the  selling 
off  and  carrying  away  certain  crops,  without  converting  the  same  into  man- 
ure ;  it  was  held,  that  the  declaration  was  defective,  and  that  deft,  was  enti- 
tled to  recover  on  a  plea  of  won  estfactum  (lb.). 

The  deft,  having  also  by  his  pleas  traversed  the  breach  assigned :  held, 
that  the  judge  at  the  trial  did  right  in  refusing  to  allow  the  declaration  to  be 
amended  (Ib.). 

There  is  no  implied  contract  to  use  demised  premises  in  a  tenant-like 
manner,  where  the  tenant  has  expressly  contracted  to  repair  (Ib.). 

Notice  to  Quit.]     T.  being  possessed  of  a  term  made  an  under-lcase  for 
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fourteen  years  and  a  half  from  the  25th  December,  1831,  which  was  assigned 
to  deft.,  and  expired  on  the  24th  June,  1846.  Deft,  continued  in  possession, 
and  paid  rent  to  the  lessor  of  the  pit.,  who  had  become  assignee  of  the  ori- 
ginal term:  held,  that  a  notice  given  on  the  24th  December,  1846,  to  quit 
on  the  24th  June  next,  was  a  valid  notice  (Doe  d.  Buddie  v.  Lines,  12  Jur. 
80;  17  Law  J.  108,  Q.  B.).  Qucere,  whether,  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
of  a  contract  or  usage  requiring  notice  to  quit,  a  notice  is  necessary  to  deter- 
mine a  weekly  hiring  of  furnished  apartments  (Towne  v.  Campbell,  3  C.  B. 
921). 

Surrender.]  Lands,  which  were  devised  for  life,  remainder  over,  with  a 
power  of  leasing  to  the  tenant  for  life,  were  held  under  two  leases,  of  1760 
and  1784,  for  ninety-nine  years,  determinable  on  lives.  In  1788,  S.,  the 
lessee,  agreed  to  sell  parcel  to  A. ;  and  G.,  tenant  for  life  under  the  will,  in 
consideration  of  the  surrendering  into  his  hands  of  the  two  indentures  of 
lease  of  1760  and  1784,  and  in  order  to  effectuate  the  agreement  between  S. 
and  A.  with  respect  to  that  parcel  which  was  intended  to  be  demised  by" an 
indenture  of  lease  bearing  even  date  therewith,  demised  the  residue  of  the 
lands  to  S.,  with  an  aportionment  of  the  rents  and  heriots,  the  parcel  being 
severed.  The  lease  of  1788  was  not  a  due  execution  of  the  power.  In 
ejectment  by  the  remainderman  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life:  held, 
that  the  acceptance  by  S.  of  the  lease  pf  1788  did  not,  as  to  the  lands 
thereby  demised,  operate  as  an  absolute  surrender  in  law  of  the  lease  of 
1784,  which  was  then  subsisting,  but  as  a  conditional  surrender  only  during 
the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life  (Doe  d.  Biddulph  v.  Poole,  12  Jur.  450 ;  17 
Law  J.  143,  Q.  B.). 

Lands  were  devised  for  life,  remainder  over,  with  a  power  of  leasing  to  the 
tenant  for  life.  In  1755  the  testator  made  a  lease  for  ninety-nine  years,  if 
certain  lives  should  so  long  live.  In  1812,  the  tenant  for  life  under  the  will 
made  a  lease,  "  in  consideration  of  the  surrendering  up  into  the  hands  of  the 
lessor  by  the  lessee"  the  lease  of  1755j  "  which  surrender  was  thereby  made 
and  accepted  accordingly  ;"  this  lease  was  invalid,  being  not  made  conform- 
ably to  the  power;  held,  that,  as  the  new  lease  did  not  pass  an  interest 
according  to  the  contract,  the  acceptance  of  it  did  not  operate  as  a  surrender 
of  the  former  lease  (Doe  d.  Egremont  (Earl)  v.  Courtney,  12  Jur.  454;  17 
Law  J.  151,  Q.  B.). 

The  doctrine  of  surrender  by  operation  of  law,  resulting  from  the  acqui- 
escence of  the  tennnt  in  a  new  demise  by  the  landlord,  is  not  to  be  extended. 
(The  cases  on  the  subject  reviewed,  Creagh  v.  Blood,  3  J.  &  L.  133.) 
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Pleadings  as  to.]  In  an  action  on  the  case,  leave  and  license  might  for- 
merly have  been  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue;  but  not  in  tres- 
pass. But  by  the  new  rules  of  pleading,  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.,  the  plea  of  not 
guilt}'  in  actions  on  the  case  operates  as  a  denial  only  of  the  duty  or  wrong- 
ful act  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  deft,  (see  StanclifFe  v.  Hard- 
wick,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  1  ;  Frankson  v.  Fal mouth  (Earl  of),  4  Nev.  &  M.  333). 
As  to  whether  a  lien  can  be  given  in  evidence  in  trover  under  the  general 
issue,  see  Leuckhard  v.  Cooper,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  298,  semble  not. 

In  notions  of  trespass,  q.  c.  freg.  leave  and  license  must  be  specially 
pleaded  (Cox  v.  Painter,  7  C.  &  P.  767,  per  Parke,  B.).  A  variance  in  the 
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description  of  the  locus  in  quo  may  be  taken  advantage  of  under  the  general 
issue,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  being  a  traverse  of  the  committing  of  the  trespass 
in  tke  place  mentioned  (Rose.  Law  Tracts,  53).  In  covenant,  leave  and 
license  may  be  pleaded,  when  the  plea  can  be  substantiated  by  the  terms  in 
the  covenant ;  but  a  parol  license,  contrary  to  the  express  terms  of  the  coven- 
ant,  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  such  plea  (Littler  v.  Holland,  3  T.  R.  590 ; 
Co.  Lit.  I  iy  T.  Waghorn,  1  Taunt.  428 ;  8  T.  R.  380 ;  9  Saund. 

47;  Muston  v.  Gladwin,  Law  J.  189,  Q.  B.;  see  Harris  v.  Goodwin,  8 
Mm.  &Gr.  416;  West  v.Blakeway.ib.  741 ;  but  see  Rawlinsonv.  Clarke,  14 
M.  At  W.  187).    The  pit.  may  reply  generally  to  a  plea  of  license,  that  the 
deft.,  of  his  own  wrong,  and  without  the  supposed  license,  committed  the 
trespasses,  concluding  to  the  country  (Barnes  v.  Hunt,  11  East,  451  .   l 
Saund.  103,  106) ;  but,  if  the  pit.  did  license  the  deft,  to  commit  some  acts, 
or  the  deft,  committed  an  excess  in  such  case,  be  should  reply  a  revocation, 
or  new  assign  the  excess,  or  that  be  brought  his  action  for  other  different 
trespasses  (1  Saund.  300  a,  2 ;  ib.  5,  n.  3 ;  3  Camp.  520 ;  but  see  Syroons 
v.  Hearson,  12  Pri.  369).     But  it  seems,  that,  if  the  license  only  extended 
to  some  of  the  trespasses,  and  that  the  other  trespasses  were  committed  at 
different  times,  and  not  covered  in  evidence  by  the  license,  the  general  repli- 
cation de  tnjurid  will  suffice  (Barnes  v.  Hunt,  1 1  East,  451 ;  sec  also  Wor- 
rail  v.  Clare,  2  Camp.  020;  Colcbrook  v.  Roberts,  4  M.  Ac  W. 
769;  1  Ch.  PI.  7ih  cd.  02J>.     In  actions  of  trespass  to  'personal  [  +290  ] 
property,  where  there  have  been  two  takings,  or  two  injuries  com- 
mitted to  the  same  property,  there  may  bo  a  new  assignment  (6  Mod.  120) ; 
and  if,  in  trespass  for  taking  personal  property,  the  deft.,  by  his  plea,  make 
a  local  justification,  the  pit.  may  new  assign   (1    Saund.  300  a).    Set 
;"  ••  TBOVKB." 


Prec*lfntt  (Ch.  PI.  359). 


Proof  and  E/tcl  of.]  Where  the  fact  of  tlie  license  is  in  issue,  by  a 
denial  of  i  he  license  the  burden  of  proving  such  licence  lies  upon  the  party 
asserting  it.  If  the  license  is  admitted  by  the  pleading,  but  sumo  fre»h  fact 
is  asserted,  as  doing  awuy  wi  h  (lie  effect  of  such  license,  then  that  fnct  must 
be  proved  by  the  party  assorting  il  (see  ante,  p.  2*?9).  To  prove  a  licence, 
if  by  purol,  the  witness  who  heard  it  given  should  bo  subpoenaed ;  if  by 
writing,  the  Mime  should  be.  produced,  und  the  parties'  handwriting  to  it 
proved.  As  to  how  far  silence  and  acquiescence  amount  to  a  license, 
sec  "  ADMISSION*."  The  plea  may  be  proved  by  showing  nn  entry 
against  the  pll.'s  will,  under  a  provision  in  a  lease  that  d  ft.  might 
cuter  for  non-payment  of  rent,  nnd  plead  leave  and  license  in  bar  of 
nn  action  for  such  entry  (Kavanagh  v.  Gudge,  7  Man.  »5c  (Jr.  316). 
An  acquiescence  of  the  pit.  in  the  trespass  uj»on  nn  erroneous  repre- 
sentation (to  which  the  deft,  was  a  party)  of  the  le^al  obligation  of  the  pit. 
to  submit  to  it  will  not  support  the  pica  (Roper  v.  Harper,  Bing.  X.  C.  20  ; 
Gregton  v.  liuck,  4  Q.  B.  737).  Where  pit.  in  his  declaration  slates  the 
I respasses  to  have  been  committed  on  divers  days  and  times,  and  the  deft, 
pleads  u  license,  to  which  pit.  replies  dc  i/ijitria  a'^stjuc  Lilt  caust't,  the  deft, 
must  give  in  evidence  u  licence  co-extensive  with  the  proof  of  the  trespasses, 
and  that  If  had  a  license  for  each  trespass  which  pit.  proves  (Barnes  v. 
Hunt,  11  East,  431  ;  sec  Solly  v.  Ncish,  4  Dowl.  232;  Bowcn  v.  Jenkins, 
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6  Ad.  &  E.  919,  per  Littledale,  J. ;  Bolton  v.  Sherrman,  2  M.  &  W.  400; 
ante,  p.  289).  A  license  may  be  presumed ;  as  where  an  inclosure  having 
been  made  for  waste  twelve  or  fourteen  years,  and  seen  by  the  steward  of 
the  lord,  from  time  to  time,  without  objection  made,  it  was  left  to  the  jury  to 
say,  whether  or  not  the  inclosure  was  made  by  the  license  of  the  lord  (Doe 
v.  Wilson,  11  East,  56;  7  B.  &  C.  243).  There  is  no  implied  license  to 
enter  a  house,  and  take  goods  sold  by  the  pit.  (the  owner  of  the  house)  to 
the  deft.,  and  left  there  by  the  plt.'s  consent  (Williams  v.  Morris,  8  M.  &  W. 
488).  Qucere,  whether  a  license  to  the  owner  of  a  house  to  enjoy  unob- 
structed access  of  light  into  his  new  window  from  over  his  neighbour's  pre- 
mises may  be  given  by  parol,  or  is  an  easement  to  be  granted  under  seal; 
and  whether  it  is  countermandable  (Bridges  v.  Blanchard,  1  Ad.  &  E.  536). 
As  to  what  is  a  sufficient  revocation  of  a  license,  see  Doe  d.  Beckv.  Heakin, 
6  Ad.  &  E.  495 ;  2  Nev.  &  P.  660  ;  and  as  to  what  license  is  irrevocable 
see  Wood  v.  Manby,  9  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  27  ;  11  Ad.  &  E.  34;  3  P.  & 
D.  5  ;  Feltham  v.  Cartwrighf,  9  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  P.  67 ;  also  Wallis  v. 
Harrison,  8  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Exch.  44 ;  4  M.  &  W.  538 ;  and  Wood  v.  Lead- 
bitter,  13  M.  &  W.  838).  Old  entries  of  licenses  on  the  court-rolls  of  a 
manor  are,  in  some  cases,  admissible  (Rogers  v.  Allen,  1  Camp.  309  ;  ante, 
p.  174,  &c.).  A  parol  licence  to  enjoy  a  beneficial  privilege  or  grant  of  an 
easement,  to  be  exercised  upon  the  grantor's  land,  is  within  the  Statute  of 

Frauds,  and  void :  but  a  parol  permission  to  the  grantee  to  use  his 
[  *291  ]  own  land  in  a  way  in  which,  but  for  an  easement  *of  the  grantor, 

such  grantee  would  have  a  clear  right  to  use  it,  is  valid,  and  not 
within  the  act ;  and  the  grantor  could  not,  in  the  latter  case,  retract  his 
license,  without  reimbursing  the  grantee  any  expense  incurred  in  consequence 
of  it  (Winter  v.  Brockwell,  8  East,  309  ;  Nevvlins  v.  Shippam,  5  B.  &  C. 
221).  Thus,  a  parol  license  to  put  a  skylight  over  the  deft.'s  area,  which 
impeded  the  light  and  air  from  coming  to  the  plt.'s  house  through  a  window, 
is  good  (Winter  v.  Brockwell,  8  East,  310;  Palm.  71  ;  Say.  3;  Taylor  v. 
Waters,  7  Taunt.  374.  But  see  Wood  v.  Leadbitter,  ante,  p.  290 ;  Sugd. 
V.  and  P.  139).  But  a  parol  license  to  have  the  water  flowing  in  a  tunnel 
over  the  grantor's  land  is  void  (Tentiman  v.  Smith,  4  East,  107 ;  Harrison 
v.  Parker,  6  East,  154;  2  Vent.  128;  6  B.  &  C.  703;  Chit.  St.  372).  But 
although  a  parol  license  to  enter  upon  land  may  be  an  excuse  for  a  trespass, 
until  such  license  is  countermanded,  yet  such  license  cannot  be  made  available 
in  any  way  as  a  contract  (Carrington  v.  Roots,  2  M.  &  W.  248.)  If  the 
deft,  has  expended  money  in  consequence  of  having  obtained  the  plt.'s 
license,  the  latter  cannot  revoke  the  license  without  tendering  the  expenses 
to  the  deft.  (Winter  v.  Brockwell,  8  East,  308  ;  Ib.)  ;  and,  in  such  case,  he 
must  prove  such  tender  (see,  post,  "TENDER").  If  the  pit.  relies  on  a 
countermand  of  the  license,  he  should  be  prepared  to  prove  that  fact  accor- 
dingly. A  license  is  revocable  in  its  nature,  and  is  not  the  less  so,  because 
it  was  given  for  a  valuable  consideration  (Wood  v.  Leadbitter,  ante,  p.  290). 
Where  B.  allowed  A.  to  put  a  ladder  on  B.'s  land,  for  the  purpose  of  more 
conveniently  finishing  a  window  opened  in  A.'s  house,  this  does  not  impliedly 
license  A.  to  open  the  window  (Bridges  v.  Blanchard,  1  Ad.  &  E.  536). 

To  a  plea  of  forty  or  twenty  years'  enjoyment  of  a  way,  a  license,  if  it 
cover  the  whole  time,  must  be  pleaded ;  but  a  parol  or  other  license  given 
and  acted  upon  during  the  forty  or  twenty  years,  may  be  proved  under  the 
general  traverse  of  the  enjoyment  "  as  of  right,"  and  this  whether  such 
license  be  granted  for  a  single  time  of  using,  or  for  a  definite  period  (Tickle 
v.  Brown,  5  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  K.  B.  119;  4  Ad.  &  E.  369  ;  6  Nev.  &  M. 
230). 
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A  license  is  to  be  taken  to  justify  everything  which  is  necessary  to  do 
that  for  which  it  was  required,  and  not  confined  to  the  very  terms  of  it. 
Therefore,  a  license  to  a  man  to  enter  and  to  do  something  which  must  be 
done  by  others  on  his  account,  justifies  their  entering  to  do  it  (Dennett  v. 
Grover,  Willes,  195).  The  keeping  open  the  doors  of  a  house  in  which 
there  is  a  public  billiard-room,  is  a  license,  in  fact,  to  all  persons  lo  enter 
for  the  purpose  of  playing  (Ditcham  v.  Bond,  3  Camp.  525).  A  party  may 
justify  an  entry  into  the  land  of  another  under  a  license  in  law ;  as,  in  the 
case  of  a  remainderman,  to  see  if  there  have  been  any  waste  to  the  preju- 
dice  of  the  inheritance,  or  by  an  entry  of  the  landlord  in  the  absence  of  the 
iit,  whose  term  had  expired,  but  possession  had  not  been  given  up  (Turner 
'  ymott,  1  Bing.  156);  and  for  the  purpose  of  executing  the  process  of 
the  law,  or  by  entry  into  an  inn  or  tavern  at  seasonable  hours.  So,  for 
breaking,  &c.,  a  man's  house,  and  debauching  his  daughter,  per  quo  I  *rrri- 
tium  amifit,  license  to  enter,  if  pleaded,  is  a  good  bar  (Bennett  v,  Alcot,  B. 
R.  M.,  28  Geo.  III. ;  2  T.  R.  106) ;  but  entry  by  license  of  the  plt.'s  wifoor 
servant  is  not  sufficient  (Cro.  Eliz.  876) ;  nor  entry  to  take  his  goods,  or  his 
falcon,  that  pursued  a  pheasant  there  (2  Rol.  Abr.  567,  L.  30 ;  see  pot/,  3  M. 
39) ;  nor  entry  to  visit  his  sick  daughter,  being  servant  to  the  pit.  (2  Rol. 
Abr.  567,  L.  20) ;  or  to  demand  his  debt,  if  he  does  not  say  that  the  owner 
was  then  there  (Cro.  KHz.  876).  Unless  the  license,  in  fact,  correspond 
with  the  license  given,  *it  will  not  justify  the  trespass ;  as,  where 
a  person  gave  leave  to  another  to  show  his  house,  for  the  purpose  [  *292  ] 
or  getting  a  tenant,  and,  the  key  being  mislaid,  he  entered  for  that 
purpose  by  the  window,  this  was  held  not  to  be  justified  by  the  license 
(Ancaster  v.  Milling,  2  D.  6i  R.  714). 

Where  a  license  to  trade  had  been  returned  to  the  secretary  of  the  gover- 
nor who  had  granted  it,  and  the  secretary  swore  that  it  was  his  custom  to 
destroy  or  put  aside  such  licences  amongst  the  waste  papers  of  his  office,  as 
of  no  further  use,  and  that  he  supposed  ho  had  disposed  of  the  license  in 
question  in  the  some  manner  as  other  licenses,  and  that  he  had  searched  for 
it,  but  did  not  recollect  whether  he  had  found  it  or  not,  though  be  did  not  think 
that  he  hnd  found  it;  the  court  held  the  loss  sufficiently  proved  to  let  in 
secondary  evidence  (Kensington  v.  Inglish,  B  Hi-;,  i!78).  It  is  not  sufficient 
to  show  a  license  by  n  servant,  wife,  or  daughter  unless  it  be  in  law  the 
license  of  the  master,  husband,  or  father  (HolJringshaw  v.  Rag,  Cro.  Eliz. 
876;  Taylor  v.  Fisher,  ib.  245;  Schv.  N.  P.  104U). 


LEGACY  AND  LEGATEE. 
Sec  a«/r,  "  ExEcrroH,"  "  EJECTMENT." 


LEGITIMACY. 
See  ante,  "  EJECTMENT." 


LE'lTERS  OF  ADMINISTRATION. 
Sec  ante,  •'  EXECUTOR." 
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LETTERS  PATENT. 

Pleadings  as  to.]  In  pleading  letters  patent,  it  is  first  necessary  to  show 
in  what  estate  the  king  was  seised  at  the  time  of  the  grant ;  as  he  may  be 
seised  of  a  less  estate  than  a  fee  simple  (1  Saund.  187,  n.  1).  It  must  also 
be  shown  quo  jure  he  was  seised,  whether  in  right  of  his  crown,  duchy  of 
Lancaster,  &c.,  and  under  what  seal  he  granted.  When  the  consideration  of  the 
king's  patent  is  executory,  the  pit.,  in  pleading  such  a  patent,  must  aver  that 
the  thing  is  done  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  C,  62) ;  and  as  to  what  is  a  sufficient 
averment  of  performance  in  such  case  (Bentley  v.  Goldthorpe,  2  D.  &  L. 
794) ;  but,  if  the  consideration  be  executed,  it  need  not  ba  averred  ;  as,  if  the 
king  grant  for  service  done  (PI.  Com.  455  a).  It  is  sufficient,  where  there 
ought  to  be  an  averment,  to  aver  the  consideration  to  be  performed,  without 
stating  moro ;  as,  if  the  king,  in  consideration  of  the  surrender  of  a  lease, 
grants,  it  is  sufficient  to  aver  the  surrender  made,  without  saying  that  there 
was  a  lease,  for  the  surrender  is  a  consideration  (1  Rep.  43 ;  Com.  Dig. 
Pleader,  C,  65).  It  is  also  necessary  to  state  the  grant  to  have  been  enrolled 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery;  but  oyer  of  it  cannot  be  demanded  although  pleaded 
with  a  profcrt  (The  King  v.  Amery,  1  T.  R.  149);  and  it  seems  that  in 

general  profert  of  letters  patent  is  unnecessary.  (See  5  Rep. 
[*293]  74;  R.  v.  Chester  (Bishop  of),  1  Ld.  Raym.  299;  *Doct.  PI. 

215  ;  Hill  v.  Bolton,  Lut.  1172;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  O  ;  Steph. 
PI.  69). 

Proof  of.]  Letters  patent  must  bo  proved  by  producing  the  letters  patent 
themselves,  or  the  exemplification  of  them  under  the  great  seal,  which  will 
be  sufficient  evidence,  without  farther  proof  (2  Ph.  Ev.  8th  ed.  689  ;  Olive 
v.  Gwynn,  Hardr.  119). 


LIBEL. 

See  "SLANDER." 

LIBERUM   TENEMENTUM. 

Pleadings  as  to.]  In  an  action  of  trespass,  quarc  clausuin  fregit,  or  an 
avowry  in  replevin,  if  the  deft,  claim  an  estate  of  freehold  in  locus  in  quo, 
or  justify  as  servant  of  a  party  entitled  thereto,  he  may  plead  generally 
liberum  tenementum  (Steph.  PI.  3d  ed.  315;  1  Saund.  347  d,n.  6);  or  ho 
might  formerly,  in  an  action  against  him,  have  given  the  freehold  title  in 
evidence  under  the  general  issue,  not  guilty  (8  T.  R.  403) ;  although  (in  8 
East,  400),  the  court  held,  that  the  deft,  could  not  justify,  under  the  general 
issue,  the  cutting  the  posts  and  rails  of  another,  though  put  up  on  the  deft.'s 
own  soil,  and  that  the  deft,  ought  to  have  pleaded  liberum  tenementum  speci- 
ally, justifying  the  cutting,  &c.,  the  rails,  as  incumbering  the  deft.'s  land ; 
and  it  is  usual,  and  frequently  advisable,  to  plead  liberum  tenementum,  either 
in  order  to  compel  the  pit.  to  new  assign,  setting  out  the  abuttals  (11  East, 
51,  72 :  1  Saund.  299  b,  1  B.  &  C.  489 ;  2  D.  &  R.  719) ;  or  if  he  claimed 
as  tenant  to  the  deft.,  or  to  the  person  on  whose  behalf  ihe  supposed  trespass 
was  committed,  to  compel  him  to  set  forth  such  tenancy,  which  the  deft.,  in 
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his  rejoinder,  might  insist  had  been  determined  by  notice  to  quit,  Ate,  But 
under  the  new  rules  of  pleading,  Reg.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  defences  of  this 
description  must  be  specially  pleaded.  Librrum  tentmmtum  is  a  good  plea 
lo  trespass  in  a  several,  or  free  fishery,  the  owner  of  the  soil  being  prima 
facie  owner  of  the  fishery  ( I  Ch.  PI.  538).  If  the  pit  does  not  give  a  proper 
description  of  his  close  by  abuttals  or  otherwise,  the  deft,  should  demur;  if 
li--  plead  a  special  plea,  such  as  li'jcntm  tenemtntum,  he  will  be  deem- 
have  admitu  d  that  the  pit.  was  in  possession  of  a  close  similar  to  that  described 
in  the  declaration ;  and  the  pit.,  on  proving  a  trespass  upon  such  a  close 
will  be  entitled  to  recover  (Lempriere  v.  Humphrey,  3  Ad.  &  E.  161 ;  K-  n. 
PI.  180).  Since  3  &  I  Will  IV.  c.  27,  the  right  of  property  depends 
upon  the  right  of  entry:  see  MBiccmBXT;t*  this  is  the  proper  plea, 
therefore,  WDM  deft.*s  case  is,  that  he  has  bern  in  possession  or  the 
close  for  twenty  years  (Ch.  PI.  by  Peanon,  750).  This  plea  is  no 
answer  to  a  trespass  to  the  person  or  personal  property,  care  must  be 
taken  therefore,  if  such  should  be  included  in  the  declaration,  to  except 
them  from  the  plea  (Roberts  v.  Taylor,  1  C.  B.  117);  for  thcv  mutt 
form  the  subject  of  a  separate  pica.  This  plea  slates  a  general  freehold 
title  without  defining  the  exact  quantity  or  nature  of  such  title.  It  stales  that 
the  locus  in  quo  was  and  is  the  close,  toil,  and  freehold  of  the  deft.  (1  Ch. 
PI.  538).  Any  estate  of  freehold  (except  iu  reversion  or  rcimindor) 
as,  in  fee  tail, or  for  life  in  iy  be  given  'in  evidence  under  this  plea,  [  '294  ] 
and  the  party  is  not  bound  to  show  a  precise  title  (Sreph.  PI.  352 ; 
1  Saund.  347  d,  n.  0).  It  does  not  apply  lo  a  copyhold  tenure  (Ib.);  nor  is 
the  plea  sustained  by  evidence  of  a  tenancy  in  common  (Voyce  v.  Voycr, 
Gow,  '201).  This  plea  may  usefully  be  adopted  where  the  freehold  is  ssid 
to  be  in  a  third  person,  and  the  dclt.  justifies  as  bis  servant,  for  (he  pit.  in 
his  replication  can  deny  only  one  of  the  two  facts,  rir.  the  freehold  title,  or 
the  authority  or  command  pleaded,  and  cannot  put  forth  th  *e  in  issue  by 
his  replication,  and  that  which  is  not  denied  i«  admitted  on  the  record.  This 
is  a  good  plea  lo  a  trespass  on  a  several  or  fr<  «•  fishery,  tin-  on  n«-r  of  the  soil 
being  prima  facie  owner  of  tl»c  fishery  (H  Ed.  IV.  4 ;  Co.  Lit.  127  a,  notes). 
So  it  may  be  adopted  where  the  freehold  is  hid  to  be  in  a  third  person,  and 
the  deft,  justifies  as  his  servant  (1  Ch.  PI.  53l»). 

If  deft,  be  anxious  to  compt  I  the  pit.  lo  stale  his  litlc  specially  upon  the 
record,  or  admit  some  part  of  the  title  of  th-  d«-ft.  or  the  party  under  whom 
he  justifies,  ho  may  ulso  wi'.h  propriety  plead  /Ox-rum  tfnrmentmn^  or  adopt 
a  still  more  special  plea  of  title;  thin,  if  deft,  be  in  reality  thu  freeholder, 
so  that  the  pit.  cannot  with  safety  deny  (he  plea,  lie  is  driven  lo  admit  its 
tru'.h,and  to  deduce  a  litlc  from  the  deft.,  as  ih.it  h-d'-mivd  the  close  to  the 
ph.  &c.  (1  Ch.  PI.  539;  sec  a  form,  I!ni-<h  v.  Belcher,  7  P.  A:  C.  3«9;  1 
Ch.  PI.  by  Pearson,  751  ;  sec  a  plea,  justifying  as  servant  of  n  copyholder, 
Brown  v.  Story,  1  Man.  A;  (J.  117  ;  Darlington  v.  PritchurJ,  4  Man.  A;  t». 
783). 

With  respect  to  the  rcp'icalion,  the  pit.  may  reply  according  to  I  he.  facts; 
as,  where  the  name  or  abuttals  of  the  close  have  been  so  mimit«-ly  described 
in  the  declaration  as  to  leave  no  question  as  to  what  close  the  pit.  alludes  to, 
and  the  pi:. '3  title  is  inconsistent  with  the  deft.'s;  as,  if  th  •  pit.  insist  that  the. 
locus  in  quo  is  his  freehold,  or  the  freehold  of  another  person,  then  the  re- 
plication should  deny  the  deft.'s  till*',  by  replying  ihal  it  is  the-  plt.'s,  or  the 
third  person's  freehold,  and  not  the  deft.'s,  and  should  conclude  to  the  country  ; 
or  the  replication  may  merely  deny  that  the  close  is  the  deft.'s  freehold,  which 
latter  mode  is  proper  where  the  pit.  is  not  entitled  to  the  freehold  (Lumber! 
v.  S:ruther,  Willcs,  2^0 ;  Cocker  v.  Cromplon,  1  B.  A;  C.  499 ;  2  D.  A:  U. 
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719;  1  Ch.  PI.  621).  If  the  pit.  derive  title  under  the  deft.,  then  he  must 
not  traverse  his  plea,  but  confessing  the  deft.'s  title,  must  reply  to  the  lease, 
or  some  other  title  under  him,  concluding  with  a  verification  (Lambert  v. 
Struther,  Willes,  225).  If  the  pit.  has  a  middle  case,  and  neither  derives  a 
title  under  the  deft.,  nor  has  a  title  inconsistent  with  the  deft.,  he  may  reply 
that,  before  the  deft,  had  anything  in  the  premises,  another  person  seised, 
and  made  a  lease  for  years  to  a  person  under  whom  the  pit.  claims,  stating 
his  derivative  title,  without  either  expressly  confessing  or  denying  the  deft.'s 
plea,  and  concluding  with  a  verification  (1  Ch.  PI.  621).  If  the  declaration 
does  not  sta!e  the  name  or  abuttals  of  the  close,  &c.  with  such  precision  as 
to  avoid  the  possibility  of  the  deft.'s  having  a  close,  &c.,  in  the  same  parish, 
of  a  similar  description,  and  the  deft,  has  pleaded  liberum  tenementum,  without 
describing  the  close,  the  pit.  should  new  assign,  and  not  take  issue  on  the 
plea ;  for,  if  he  were,  he  would  fail  upon  the  trial,  if  the  deft,  could  show 
that  any  close  in  the  same  parish  or  place  stated  in  the  declaration  was  his 
freehold  (see  cases  cited  1  Ch.  PI.  7th  cd.  621).  The  pit.  may  reply,  deny- 
ing that  deft,  was  the  servant,  or  had  the  authority  of  the  freeholder  (Cham- 
bers v.  Donaldson,  11  East,  60);  but  under  this  replication  he 'cannot  show 
a  lease  from  the  freeholder  (Ewer  v.  Jones,  16  Law  J.  Q.  B.  42). 
[  *295  ]  Nor  will  the  replication  be  supported  by  showing  that  the  free- 
holder *is  an  infant,  and  the  deft,  the  receiver  of  his  rents  under 
the  Court  of  Chancery  (Ib.).  Where  the  lord  pleads  liberum  tenementum 
to  an  action  by  a  copyholder  the  latter  should  not  traverse  ij,  but  should 
reply  the  copyhold  grant  (Thompson  v.  Harding,  1  C.  B.  940 ;  Brown  v. 
Story,  1  Man.  &  G.  117).  Where  the  pit.  replies  to  a  plea  of  liberum  tene- 
mentum, stating  a  'demise  by  deft,  to  him,  if  deft,  in  his  rejoinder  deny  the 
demise,  he  cannot  show  that  the  pit.  at  the  time  it  was  made  had  agreed 
to  give  up  possession  to  the  deft,  when  he  wished  (Tomkins  v.  Lawrence,  8 
C.  &  P.  729).  For  forms  of  replications,  see  Ch.  PI.  by  Pearson,  752  ; 
Wilkins  v.  Boutchier,  3  Man.  &  G.  887  ;  Darlington  v.  Pritchard,  4  Man. 
&  G.  783. 

Held,  on  error  from  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  that  liberum  tenementum  is  a  good  plea  to  a  decla- 
ration in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a  dwelling-house  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  pit.,  and  expelling  him  and  his  family  therefrom,  although  the 
premises  are  particularly  described  in  the  declaration  (Harvey  v.  Bridges,  1 
Exch.  Rep.  261). 

A  replication  of  an  outstanding  term  in  a  stranger,  without  tracing  title 
from  him  to  the  pit.,  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  a  plea  of  liberum  tenementum 
to  a  declaration  quare  clausum  fregit  (Ryan  v.  Clarke,  13  Jur.  1000;  10 
Law  J.  267,  Q.  B.). 

The  plea  of  liberum  tenementum  to  such  a  declaration  admits  such  a 
possession  in  the  pit.  as  would  maintain  the  action  against  a  wrongdoer,  but 
asserts  in  answer  that  the  deft,  is  a  freeholder,  with  a  right  to  the  immediate 
possession  (Ib.). 

Proof  under, ,]  On  an  issue  taken  upon  a  plea  of  liberum  tenementum, 
the  onus  prolandi  is  on  the  deft.  (Pearson  v.  Coles,  2  Moo.  &  R.  206 ;  1 
Saund.  347  d,  n.;  see  also  Lempriere  v.  Humphrey,  3  Ad.  &  E.  186);  so 
he  must  show  in  evidence  that  the  freehold  is  in  himself,  or  a  third  person, 
by  whose  command  he  entered  the  locus  in  quo,  which  may  be  proved, 
either  by  direct  evidence  of  title,  or  by  the  presumptive  evidence  of  his  title, 
or  by  proving  sufficient  acts  of  ownership  to  raise  a  presumption  of  title  (1 
Saund.  347  d,  n.) ;  as  to  which,  see  "  EJECTMENT,"  "  HEIR."  It  denies 
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ph.'s  right  of  possession,  but  admits  the /art  of  possession,  and  asserts  d 
right  thereto  (Doe  v.  Wright,  10  Ad.  &  E.  763;  Gricc  v.  Lever,  9  Dowl. 
246;  I^-mpriere  v.  Humphrey,  3  Ad.  &  E.  186;  Morse  v.  Applcby,  6  M. 
&  W.  149).  The  Reg.  Gen.  of  pleading  have  made  no  alteration  in  the 
effect  of  this  plea  (Lcmprierc  v.  Humphrey,  3  Ad.  &  E.  186).  It  was  uu- 
settled  whether,  on  issue  joined  on  this  plea,  the  pit.  might  show  a  title  by 
the  old  statute  of  limitations  (Lowe  v.  Guveit,  3  B.  6c  Ad.  863).  The  late 
act  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  27,  s.  34,  extinguishes  the  right  of  the  person  barred 
by  it ;  and  therefore  would  seem  to  be  an  answer  on  this  issue  in  ejectment. 
The  plea  is  not  supported  by  acts  of  ownership  for  less  than  twenty  years, 
where  it  appears  that  there  was  a  title  in  a  third  party  within  that  period 
(Best  v.  Lover,  7  M.  &  W.  593).  Formerly  where  the  pit.  had  decimal 
generally  for  a  trespass  to  his  close  in  A.,  without  naming  the  done,  and  the 
deft,  pleaded  liberum  tfufmentiim,  and  issue  was  taken  thereon,  it  was  only 
necessary  for  the  deft,  to  prove  a  freehold  in  any  part  of  A.  (2  Salk.  453 ; 
Goodright  v.  Rich,  7  T.  R.  335 ;  1  Saund.  299) ;  as  the  pit.  should  have 
new  assigned,  supra.  But  if  the  pit.  names  the  real  name  of  the  close  in 
his  declaration,  and  the  deft,  pleads  liberum  ttnemtntum  generally,  without 
sotting  out  the  abuttals  of  the  close,  upon  which  iarae  it  joined,  the  pit.  may 
recover,  on  proving  a  trespass  done  to  a  close  in  his  posaeaiioo,  bearing  the 
name  stated  in  the  declaration,  though  the  deft,  may  have  a  close  in  the 
same  parish,  known  by  the  same  name;  and  it  will  not  therefore  be  neces- 
sary for  the  pit.  to  new  assign  (Cocker  v.  Crompton,  1  B.  6*  C.  4-U;  2  D. 
Ac  R.  719;  Cooke  v.  Jackson,  9  D.  Ai  R.  405 ;  Vol.  II.  p.  294).  In  order 
to  compel  the  pit.  to  new  assign  in  such  a  case,  the  deft,  must  give  a  further 
description  of  the  close  (Cocker  v.  Crompton,  tupra).  80  where  the  cloao 
is  described  by  abuttals  only  (Lempriere  v.  Humphrey,  supra);  and  see 
Harvey  v.  Bridges,  14  M.  At  W.  437,  439;  1  Exch.  261).  The  pit.  must 
prove  the  situation  and  abuttals  of  ih««  close,  as  set  out  in  the  declaration,  or 
he  will  be  nonsuited  (B.  N.  P.  86).  This  i*  matter  of  proof  by  parol  tcstU 
mony,  and  should  in  general  be  proved  by  witnesses  who  know  tho  close  in 
question,  and  the  bounds  and  situation  of  it.  In  a  cav  where  the  ph.  de- 
scribed the  land  as  abutting  on  the  east  to  land  of  A.  B.,  and  in 
fact  A.  B.  was  not  the  owner  of  that  *pieco  of  land,  but  another  [  *£06  ] 
person,  the  pit.  was  nonsuited  (lisp.  Kv.  314). 

Where  Wrrumtcnrmrntum  is  pleaded  without  (he  general  issue,  the  issue 
lies  upon  the  deft.,  and  he  is  entitled  to  begin  (Pearson  v.  Coles,  1  Moo.  & 
R.  206).  The  declarations  of  the  owner,  after  the  trespass,  are  not  evidence 
for  deft,  of  his  authority  (Garr  v.  Fletcher,  2  Stark.  71).  The  plea  is  divi- 
sible, so  that  if  the  action  be  brought  for  a  trespass  to  three  cl«m-s,  and  deft, 
pleads  libervm  tcnementum  in  all,  and  pit.  replies  a  title  to  ail,  the  former 
may  have  a  verdict  as  to  two  of  the  closes,  and  the  latter  as  to  one 
(Phythian  v.  White,  1  M.  &  W.  L>10).  The  deft,  is  only  bound  to  prove 
his  freehold  in  tiuU  part  of  the  close  in  which  the  trespass  was  commit- 
ted  (Smith  v.  Royston,  8  M.  &  W.  391  ;  see  Webber  v.  Sparkes,  10  M.  & 
W.  485). 


LICENSE. 

Sec  "  LKAVK  A>U  LICENSE." 
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Pleading  as  to.]  In  detinue,  the  deft,  was  always  obliged  to  plead  a  lien 
specially  (Alexander  v.  M'Gowan,  settings  after  M.  T.  3  Geo.  IV.,  per  Ab- 
bott, C.  J.,  1  Ch.  PI.  114).  In  trover,  and  other  forms  of  action,  however, 
he  might,  before  the  new  rules  of  pleading  (R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.)  have 
given  it  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue.  By  r.  4,  s.  1,  it  is  provided, 
that  in  an  action  for  converting  the  pll.'s  goods  the  plea  of  not  guilty  shall 
operate  as  a  denial  of  the  conversion  only,  and  not  of  the  plt.'s  title  to  the 
goods;  and  by  r.  4,  s.  2,  all  matters  in  confession  and  avoidance  shall  bo 
pleaded  specially,  as  in  actions  of  assumpsit.  Evidence  is  therefore  now 
inadmissible  under  the  general  issue  (White  v.  Teale,  4  P.  &  D.  43).  See 
further  on  this  head,  post,  "  TROVER."  A  lien  may  be  given  in  evidence 
under  plea  denying  plt.'s  property  (White  v.  Teale,  supra;  Brandon  v. 
Barnett,  2  Sw.  N.  R.  96;  Owen  v.  Knight,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  654;  see  <:  DETI- 
KUE,"  "  TROVER")-  De  injuria  cannot  be  replied,  the  pit.  might  reply  a 
release  of  the  debt  (Cooper  v.  Green,  7  Man.  &  G.  638  ;  see  Replications, 
Ch.  PI.  by  Pearson,  508). 

Where  a  debt  is  owing  from  a  client  to  an  attorney,  who  has  in  his  hands 
money  of  the  client  to  an  amount  exceeding  the  debt,  the  attorney  has  not  a 
lien  on  the  whole  sum  (Miller  v.  Atler,  13  Jur.  431,  Exch.). 

An  attorney  who  has  done  professional  work  for  a  partner  in  a  firm  on 
his.private  account,  and  also  for  the  firm,  has  no  lien  upon  a  private  deed 
of  the  partner  in  respect  of  the  debt  due  to  him  from  the  firm  (Turner  v. 
Deane,  18  Law  J.  343,  Exch.). 

The  lien  of  an  attorney  attaches  upon  money  received  by  way  of  com- 
promise, though  the  verdict  and  judgment  be  against  his  client  (Davies  v. 
Loundes,  3  C.  B.  823). 

A  vendor  of  land  who  has  conveyed  the  legal  estate  to  the  vendee  has  no 
lien  on  the  title-deeds  for  the  unpaid  purchase-money  (Goode  v.  Burton,  1 
Exch.  Rep.  189). 

Lien,  u-Jiat  it  is.]  A  lien  is  the  right  of  retaining  the  possession  of  a 
chattel  from  the  owner  until  a  certain  claim  upon  it  be  satisfied.  It  is  either 
general  or  special,  and  exists  only  three  ways:  either  by  express  contract, 
by  usage  of  trade,  or  where  there  is  some  legal  relation  between  the  parties 
(Smith  v.  Plumer,  1  B.  &  A.  582).  In  all  liens  there  must  be  some  unsat- 
isfied demand,  and  this  demand  must  be  certain  and  liquidated  (2  East,  227; 
Covvp.  251;  1  Esp.  119;  15  East,  554).  Liens  attach  equally,  whether 
there  be  a  stipulated  price,  or  an  implied  contract  to  pay  a  reasonable  price 
or  sum,  the  payment  of  the  price  and  delivery  of  the  chattel  being  current 
acts  (Chace  v.  Weslmore,  13  East,  357  ;  5  M.  &  S.  180).  But  if  the  goods 
are  to  be  delivered  immediately,  and  to  be  paid  for  at  a  future  time,  there  is 
no  lien  (Crawshay  v.  Homfray,  4  B.  &  A.  52).  Every  one  has,  by  law,  a 
lien  upon  a  specific  deed  or  paper  delivered  to  him  to  do  any  work  or  busi- 
ness thereon,  but  not  on  other  muniments  of  the  same  party,  unless  (he. 

person  cl.iiming  the  lien  be  an  attorney  or  '^solicitor  (Hollis  v.  Cla- 
[  *297  ]  ridge,  4  Taunt.  807;  see  Anderson  v.  Boll,  2  C.  &  M.  304).  But 

although  an  attorney  has  this  general  lien  on  the  papers  of  his 
client,  it  is  only  commensurate  with  the  right  which  the  party  delivering 

(a)  2  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  783 ;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  337 ;  1  Ann.  Dig.  p.  34G;  2  Id.  p.  255  ; 
3  Id.  p.  314. 
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them  to  him  has  therein  (2  Selw.  N.  P.  1373).  In  order  to  create  a  lien,  it 
is  necessary  that  the  party  vesting  it  should  have  power  so  to  do  (see  3  Ch. 
Com.  L.  517,  and  cases  there  cited).  And  there  must  bo  a  complete  posse*, 
sion  of  the  property  claimed  as  a  lien,  and  if  a  party  once  part  with  the 
possession  of  his  lien,  the  right  of  lien  is  gone  (sec  past,  p.  904);  such  pos- 
session is  a  mere  matter  of  (act,  depending  on  the  nature  of  s-ich  particular 
case,  and  it  is  for  a  jury  to  say  whether  the  party  is  or  b  not  in  possession 
(6  Taunt.  648 ;  see  3  Ch.  Com.  L.  550).  A  person  cannot  acquire  a  lien  by 
his  wrongful  act  (Griffiths  v.  Hyde,  *  Sdw.  N.  P.  13.18),  and  a  party  cannot 
retain  a  lien  where  he  obtains  possession  of  property  without  the  consent  of 
the  owner,  either  express  or  implied  (Lucas  v.  Doiicn,  7  Taunt.  27* 
Stark.  272 ;  3  T.  R.  797 ;  2  D.  Ac  R.  288);  or  by  any  fraudulent  nv 
presentation  or  concealment  of  facts  (Madden  v.  K«  mpster,  1  Camp.  1- 
Camp.  597);  or  by  incurring  expense  thereon  without  the  owner's  con  . 
(Lcmpricre  v.  Paslcy,  2  T.  R.  4*5;  1  T.  R.  153).  And,  whero  a  perecft 
obtains  possession  of  property  either  expressly  or  impliodty  intended  by  «'.•• 
owner  to  be  detained,  or  capable  of  being  detained  as  a  lien  in  the  first 
instance,  he  cannot  afterwards  deinin  it  (2  Stark.  273;  4  B.  A:  A.  50;  Rlike 
v.  Nicholson,  3  M.  A:  S.  107).  Nor  can  a  person,  where  property  is  dVpo- 
sitcd  for  a  particular  purpose,  depart  from  his  trust  in  neglecting  to  execute 
it,  and  detain  it  as  a  lien  for  other  money  due  to  him  (0  T.  R.  259;  1  N. 
R.  45).  In  general,  where  the  deft.,  claiming  a  lien,  has  entered  into  A  ape- 
cial  agreement,  or  taken  another  uncollaternl  security,  which  is  inconsistent 
with  the  right  of  lien,  and  shows  that  he  never  relied  on  the  lien,  but  solely 
upon  the  personal  credit  of  hi*  debtor,  or  such  other  security,  then?  be  hns 
no.  right  to  retain  the  property  ns  a  lien  (2  .Marsh.  345;  7  Taunt.  5?  4 ;  - 
Sdw.  N.  P.  1322 ;  3  Ch.  Com!  L.  54*.  and  cases  there  cited). 

General  Lirns.]  A  general  lien  is  claimed  in  reject  of  a  general  balance 
of  account,  and  may  arise  by  contract,  by  general  u«t«r  of  trade,  or  by  par- 
ticular usage,  and,  generally  speaking,  if  a  chattel  delivered  to  a  party  receive 
improvement  from  his  labour  and  skill,  he  IMS  a  s|>ecific  li«  n  upor  it  for  hi« 
remuneration,  whether  the  contract  for  it  le  express  or  impliec,  provided 
there  be  nothing  in  the  contract  inconsistent  wi'li  the  existence  jf  the  lien; 
but  it  seems  that  while  specific  liens,  being  consonant  with  the  ;>rinci»lcs  of 
natural  equity,  are  favoured  by  law,  it  is  otherwise  with  liens  claimed  for  a 
general  balance  (Scarfc  v.  Morgan,  4  M.  A:  W.  ','7).  A  general  lien  may  be* 
proved  cither  by  evidence  of  nn  express  agreement,  or  of  the  mode  of  deal- 
ing between  the  parties,  or  of  oilier  persons  engaged  in  the  same  employ* 
ment,  of  such  notoriety  as  they  may  fairly  be  presumed  to  be  known  to  the 
owner  of  the  goods ;  and  parties  may,  if  they  think  fit,  stipulate  for  the  in- 
troduction of  general  liens  into  their  dealings,  but  such  li«  ns  ore  encroach- 
ments upon  the  common  law,  and  the  proof  is,  therefore,  to  be  regarded  wirh 
jealousy  (per  Ld.  El!cnborough,  Uu^hworlh  v.  Ilatfielil,  7  EnM,  i.'-"*,  ti-'O  ; 
und  sec  Circen  v.  Farmer,  4  Hurr.  2220;  Cump*ton  v.  H«ij.'h,  2  Bing.  N.C. 
5'JO).  Proof  of  the  particular  stipulation  must  lx- adduad.  A  person  in 
any  business  may  agree  with  another  that  he  will  not  receive  »<x>ds  to  lc 
manufactured,  or  have  nny  dealings  with  another,  unless  u[x>u  condition  that 
he  shall  retain  all  goods,  Ace.,  for  any  general  balance  *due  in 
respect  of  work  or  business  of  the  same  kind  done  and  transacted  [  *2'JH  J 
for  the  employer  (Kirkman  v.  Shawcross,  0  T.  It.  11 ;  Oppenheini 
v.  Russell,  3  li.  A:  P.  42). 

Defts.,  proprietors  of  a  scribblingond  fulling  mill.htipulatetl  that  all  goods 
on  hand  should  be  subject  to  a  lien  for  n  general  b:i!iiiice.     Having  received 
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certain  wool  and  cloth  of  the  pit.  to  be  scribbled  and  fulled,  and  certain  oil 
and  dyeing  materials  to  be  used  by  the  pits,  on  the  wool,  for  which  purpose 
the  pit.  had  access  to  the  oil  and  dye,  in  a  room  of  which  the  defts.  kept  the 
key,  it  was  held  that  the  defts.  had  no  lien  for  the  general  balance  in  the  oil 
and  dyeing  materials  (Cumpston  v.  Haigh,  2  Bing  N.  C.  449). 

Sometimes  this  agreement  will  be  implied.  Thus,  upon  an  agreement 
with  a  miller  to  grind  quantities  of  corn,  at  a  stipulated  price,  part  of  which 
had  been  ground,  and  delivered  back  in  different  parcels,  and  at  different 
imes,  and  the  rest  remained  in  the  miller's  hands,  it  was  held  that  he  had  a 
:ight  to  detain  the  residue,  under  the  agreement  for  grinding  the  whole  (Ex 
farte  Ockenden,  1  Atk.  235;  Chase  v.  Westmore,  5  M.  &  S.  180;  but  see 
IVarks  v.  Lahee,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  408).  The  principle  of  this  case  applies  to 
tie  lien  of  all  workmen  and  others  who  have  bestowed  labour  on  a  chattel 
uwler  a  special  agreement.  And  this  implied  agreement  will  be  raised  by 
evidence  that  ihe  prior  dealings  between  the  same  parties  took  place  on  the 
foo,ing  of  such  an  extended  lien,  whereby  the  jury  might  conclude  that  they 
continued  to  deal  on  the  same  terms  (Rushworth  v.  Ilatficld,  7  East,  229). 
But  ,he  instances  of  such  previous  dealing  must  be  express  and  uniform,  to 
wamnt  the  jury  in  coming  to  a  conclusion  that  the  parties  intended  to  adopt 
such  general  lien  into  their  contract  (Ib. ;  6  East,  258). 

Pi'eaious  notice  is  also  sufficient  to  infer  such  a  contract  from ;  for,  where 
an  individual,  or  persons  of  any  particular  trade  (who  arc  not  under  a  legal 
liability  *o  the  contrary),  agree  not  to  receive  goods,  or  perform  services 
thereon,  except  subject  to  a  lien  for  their  general  balance,  and  give  notice  to 
that  effect,  it  will  be  binding  on  those  who  know  of  such  notice;  but  it  must 
be  expressly  proved  that  the  party  had  knowledge  of  such  notice,  and  proof 
of  the  advertisement  of  such  in  the  newspapers  will  be  insufficient  (Close  v. 
Waterhouse,  6  East,  523  6;  11  East,  144).  As  to  sufficient  proof  of  notice, 
infra). 

A  lien  of  this  nature  may  be  implied  from  the  custom  or  general  dealings 
of  others  engaged  in  the  same  employment;  but  they  must  be  proved  to  be  of 
such  notoriety,  so  general,  and  of  such  long  standing,  that  they  might  fairly 
'  be  presumed  to  have  been  known  and  acted  upon  by  the  parties ;  and,  where 
a  usage  is  at  all  doubtful,  it  will  not  prevail  (Holderncss  v.  Collinson,  7  B.  & 
C.  212;  Blenden  v.  Hancock,  4  C.  &  P.  156).  And,  in  cases  where  the 
party  claiming  the  lien  is,  from  the  nature  of  his  trade,  under  a  legal  obli- 
gation to  accep1.  employment  from  any  one  who  offers  it,  and,  for  that  reason, 
has  a  right  to  a  particular  lien  upon  property  intrusted  to  him  in  the  course 
of  his  trade,  the  evidence  of  any  usage  for  the  extension  of  that  lien  to  a  lien 
for  his  general  balance,  ought  to  be  proved  by  still  stronger  evidence  than  is 
necessary  in  cases  where  no  such  obligation  exists  (VVhitaker,  32  ;  Kiikman 
v.  Shawcross,  6  T.  R.  14  ;  8  B.  &  P.  42) ;  although  the  doctrine  was  formerly 
doubted,  it  seems  to  be  now  settled  that  by  the  common  law,  where  a  party 
is  under  a  legal  obligation  to  receive  half  the  goods,  he  is  also  entitled  to 
retain  them  for  his  own  indemnity  (Ld.  Raym.  867).  Upon  this  principle 
it  has  been  holden  that  common  carriers  (Skinner  v.  Upshaw,  Ld. 
[  *299  ]  Raym.  752;  Rushworth  v.  Hatfield,  7  East,  224)  and  *innkeepers 
have  a  particular  lien  upon  the  goods  intrusted  to  their  care  (Thomp- 
son v.  Lacy,  3  B.  &  A.  283  ;  Procter  v.  Nicholson,  7  C.  &  P.  67).  But  an 
innkeeper  cannot  detain  the  person  of  his  guest,  or  take  the  clothes  off  his 
back  to  secure  payment  of  his  bill  (Sunbolf  v.  Allbrd,  3  M.  &  W.  348).  An 
innkeeper  received  the  carriage  and  horses  of  a  person  not  residing  at  his 
inn;  whilst  there  the  owner  took  refreshments  occasionally  at  the  inn,  and  a 
friend  of  his  resided  there  for  some  time  at  the  owner's  credit,  and  by  his 
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direction :  held,  that  the  innkeeper  had  no  lien  upon  the  carriage  fur  the  keep 
of  the  horses,  the  standing  of  the  carriage,  and  refreshment  for  the  owner 
and  friend  (Smith  v.  Dcarlove,  17  Law  J.  219,  C.  P.;  sec  "IJCNKEKFER"). 
Nor  the  agister  of  cattle  (Jackson  v.  Cummins,  5  M.  As  W.  432 ;  Chapman 
T.  Allen,  Cio.  Car.  271).  But,  a  trainer  has  a  lien  on  a  horse  delivered  to 
him  to  train  (Forth  v.  Simpson,  18  Law  J.  263,  Q.  B.;  Jacobs  v.  Latour,  5 
Bing.  130 ;  Judson  v.  Ethcridgc,  1  C.  &  M.  743).  The  owner  of  a  stallion 
has  a  lien  on  the  mare  for  the  use  of  the  stallion  (Scarfe  v.  Mosgan,  4  M.  At 
W.  270).  Where  a  carrier  claimed  a  lien  for  his  general  balance,  and  many 
instances  were  proved  in  which  the  right  had  been  insiitetl  upon  and  acqui- 
esced tn,  within  ten  or  twelve  years  back,  and  one  case  in  which  the  same  had 
been  done  thirty  years  ago,  and  it  was  also  proved  that  this  had  been  the  prac- 
tice in  the  north  (where  the  contract  arose)  for  twenty  or  thirty  years,  it  was 
left  to  the  jury  whether  the  usage  was  so  general  as  to  induce  them  to  infer  that 
the  party  employing  the  carrier  knew  it,  and  intended  to  adopt  it.  The  jury 
negatived  the  usage  and  right  of  the  lien,  and  the  King's  Bench  refused  a 
new  trial ;  Ld.  Ellenborough,  commenting  on  the  instances  as  not  sufficiently 
old  or  numerous,  the  evidence  an  open  to  observation,  said,  "  In  many  cases 
it  would  happen  that  parties  would  be  glad  to  pay  small  sums  due  for  the 
carriage  of  former  goods,  rather  than  iucur  lite  risk  of  a  great  loss,  by  the 
detention  of  goods  of  value"  (Rush worth  v.  Haifield,  7  Host,  2'.!$).  Evidence 
of  this  kind  should  bo  substantiated  by  dillereul  witnesses,  having  knowledge 
of  the  fact  from  frequent  experience,  persons  who  have  known  and  acted 
upon  it  (Ib.;  6  East,  5*J3  !•;  Chit.  Hep.  455).  Where  a  general  lien  hat 
been  frequently  proved  and  allowed  to  exist,  by  the  usage  of  any  particular 
trade,  (ho  courts  will  not  allow  the  right  to  be  afterwards  disputed,  or  require 
a  grant  to  give  evidence  of  such  usage.  Attornfijt  and  nJuiloit  have  a  den 
for  their  general  balance  on  all  papers,  judgments,  Ate.,  of  their  clients  which 
come  to  their  hands  in  the  course  of  their  business  (Stevenson  v.  Blakclock, 
1  M.  A:  S.  5'JO). 

A  conveyancer  has  no  lien  fur  his  charges  on  deeds  delivered  to  him  with 
respect  to  which  he  has  done  certain  IHIMOCSH  for  the  owners  of  ilx*  detds 
(Sicudman  v.  Hocklcy,  1.1  M.  A;  W.  5.riU).  But  though  an  attorney  has  a 
general  lien,  as  against  his  own  client,  he  has  not  against  other  persons;  and 
therefore  it  has  been  In-ld,  that,  wlicn  u  party  to  set  off  judgments  in  di  tie  rent 
actions  (which  were  cross-actions),  the  attorney  ahull  have  a  lien  for  his  costs 
in  the  particular  cause  only  (|>er  Abbott,  C.  /.,  Stephens  v.  Weston,  3  B.  A: 
C.  535 ;  5  U.  &  R.  399 ;  2*B.  A:  C.  H)0  ;  2  B.  A:  P.  2*);  on  the  oilier  hand, 
where  a  mortgagee  placed  the  title-deeds  of  the  mortgaged  estate  in  his  attor- 
ney's hands,  and  the/  estate  wus  sold,  it  was  held  that  the  attorney  might 
retain  tin-  deeds  from  the  purchaser,  until  costs  duo  to  him  from  the  mort- 
gagee were  satisfied  (Ogle  v.  Story,  1  Nev.  A:  M.  474).  An  attorney  has  a 
lien  upon  papcis  belonging  to  a  bankrupt,  not  only  (or  his  bill  for  business 
done,  but  for  the  costs  of  an  action  brought  against  th<-  bankrupt 
•subsequently  to  the  issuing  the  commission,  to  recover  the  amount  [  '300  ] 
of  his  bill  (Lambert  v.  Buckmaster,  *J  B.  A:  C.  GIG;  ,1  I).  A:  H. 
39U).  When  an  attorney  has  to  substantiate  his  lien  in  his  defence  to  an 
action,  he  should  show  that  he  was  employed  by  pit.  as  his  attorney,  also  his 
account,  and  the  general  balance,  if  he  claims  in  respect  of  one  ;  and  IK; 
should  further  prove  that  the  papers  on  which  he  claims  his  lien  came  into 
his  hands  in  the  course  of  his  professional  employment,  ns  he  can  retain 
other  piijH-rs,  which  is  suflicien;,  ihun  those  on  which  he  has  done  a  particu- 
lar work  (lli.lli*  v.  Claridgo,  4  Taunt.  KH  ;  3  B.  A:  (.'.  2'J5  ;  4  D.  A:  R.  G'Jl). 
And  whore,  an  attorney  received  money  from  his  client  to  pay  a  debt  to  a 
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third  person,  and,  upon  discharging  the  debt,  he  received  back  a  lease  of  his 
client's,  which  was  pledged  to  such  third  person,  as  a  security  for  that  debt, 
it  was  held  to  be  liable  to  a  general  lien,  as  coming  into  his  possession  in  ihe 
ordinary  course  of  business  (1  M.  &  S.  242).  "It  seems  doubtful  whether, 
where  an  attorney  (or  any  person  having  a  lien)  has  made  an  agreement  to 
take  bills  for  his  debt,  such  agreement  takes  away  the  right  of  lien"  (per 
Gibbs,  C.  J.,  2  Marsh.  346).  But  even  if  this  were  the  case  the  lien  would 
be  restored  if  the  bills  Avere  dishonoured  (Lambert  v.  Buckmaster,  4  D.  &  R. 
125 ;  2  B.  &  C.  616 ;  and  see  Noble  v.  Kersey,  4  C.  &  P.  90  ;  Crofton  v. 
Poole,  1  B.  &  Ad.  568 ;  Jones  v.  Turnbull,  2  Moo.  &  R.  601  ;  5  Dowl.  591  ; 
Re  Sharpe,  1  Dowl.  142 ;  see  also  Pratt  v.  Vizard,  2  Nev.  &  M.  455  ;  5  B. 
&  Ad.  808):  and  see  the  cases  as  to  an  attorney's  lien  collected  (1  Arch. 
Pr.  7th  ed.  86). 

Factors  have  general  liens,  not  only  on  the  article  when  in  their  posses- 
sion, but  on  the  price  of  the  article  when  sold,  and,  having  that  lien,  he  may 
enforce  payment  to  himself  in  opposition  to  the  principal  (per  Bayley,  J., 
Hudson  v.  Granger,  5  B.  &  A.  33  ;  Cowp.  251  ;  3  B.  &  P.  489 ;  2  Bur. 
936  ;  Vrouger  v.  Wilcox,  Amb.  252  ;  6  T.  R.  262).  But  a  factor  has  not 
a  lien  in  respect  of  debts  which  have  accrued  previously  to  the  time  at  which 
his  character  of  factor  commenced  (3  B.  &  P.  485,  Alvanly,  C.  J.,  diss.). 

The  right  of  factors  and  agents  to  confer  a  lien  on  goods  intrusted  to  them 
is  regulated  by  stat.  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  94.  By  the  1st  section  of  this  act  a  con- 
signee making  advances  to  an  agent  or  factor,  who  is  the  shipper  of  goods 
bonajide,  on  the  belief  that  he  is  the  owner,  has  a  lien  given  to  him  to  the 
extent  of  his  advances,  which  is  an  alteration  of  the  law  as  it  previously 
stood. 

By  sect.  2  of  the  same  act,  persons  may  receive  a  bill  of  lading,  certifi- 
cate, warrant,  or  order  for  the  delivery  of  goods  in  deposit  or  pledge,  pro- 
vided they  have  not  notice  by  the  document  or  otherwise  that  the  person 
making  the  deposit  is  not  the  owner  of  the  goods. 

By  sect.  3,  any  person  taking  goods  in  deposit  or  pledge  for  a  pre-existing 
debt  from  the  party  in  possession  wilhout  notice  of  his  not  being  the  owner, 
acquires  the  right  or  interest,  but  no  further  of  such  party. 

By  sect.  4,  any  person  may  buy  goods  of  any  agent  and  pay  him  for  the 
same,  although  he  knows  him  to  be  such,  if  the  contract  be  made  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  and  the  purchaser  has  not  notice  that  the  agent  is 
not  authorized  to  sell  or  receive  the  price. 

By  sect.  5,  any  person  may  accept  goods  or  any  such  document  as  afore- 
said, on  deposit  or  pledge,  from  any  factor  or  agent,  notwithstanding  he  has 
notice  of  his  character,  but  shall  acquire  no  further  right  or  interest  therein 
(see  now  statute  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  39). 

A  livery-stable  keeper  may,  by  express  agreement,  have  a  lien 
[  *301  ]  for  *ihe  keep  of  horses  (Ry.  &  M.  193;  Mason  v.  Etheredge,  1 
C.  &  M.  743 ;)  but  he  must  prove  such  express  agreement. 

The  vendor  of  goods  not  sold  on  credit  has  a  lien  on  them  for  the  price, 
and  where  the  possession  of  them  is  obtained  by  fraud  the  seller  has  still  a 
right  to  the  possession,  and  may  obtain  trover  (Hawse  v.  Crow,  R.  &  M. 
414). 

It  is  no  answer  to  a  special  lien  that  the  pit.  has  a  set-off  to  a  larger 
amount  against  the  deft,  unless  there  is  an  agreement  to  deduct  one  debt  from 
the  other  (Pinnock  v.  Harrison,  3  M.  &  W.  532). 

Upon  the  2d  section  of  this  statute,  it  has  been  held  that  a  person  receiv- 
ing East  India  warrants  from  a  factor  in  pledge,  cannot  retain  them  under 
this  statute  against  the  true  owner,  if  the  circumstances  were  such  that  a 
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reasonable  mnn,  and  a  man  of  business  applying  his  und  r*tnndin*  to 
them,  would  know  that  the  goods  were  not  the  factor's  (Evans  v.  True* 
man,  1  Moo.  &  R.  10).  It  has  been  held  upon  this  s'atute  that  where 
a  broker  accepts  bills  for  his  principal  on  the  security  of  goods  then  in  his 
hands,  and  pledges  the  goods  with  a  person  who  has  no  nonce  of  the  agency, 
and  does  not  inform  the  principal  of  the  transaction,  the  broker  only  inns- 
fers  such  right  as  he  has,  which  is  a  right  to  be  indemnified  against  tho  bills 
accepted,  and  that  the  principal  having  satisfied  those  bills,  has  a  right  to 
have  his  goods  back  from  the  pawner,  without  paying  the  amount  for  which 
they  were  pledged  (Fletcher  v.  Heath,  7  B  At  C.  517).  lu  order  to  bring  a 
case  within  this  section  of  the  act,  the  transfer  must  have  been  make  ex- 
pressly as  a  pledge  (Thompson  v.  Farmer,  Moo.  Ac  M.  43). 

Packfrs,  being  in  the  nature  of  factors,  are  also  mulled  to  t>  litn  for  a 
general  balance  (Green  v.  Farmer,  4  Burr.  2222  ;  4  E*p.  55).  Inturance- 
orokeri  have  general  liens  on  goods  fur  balances  due  thereon ;  but  this  doea 
not  extend  to  any  sub-agent  employed  by  such  brokers  (1  Burr.  403,  494 ; 
Whitehcad  v.  Vuughan,  Cole,  B.  L.  50ft;  Parker  v.  Carter,  ib.  567  ;  Moans 
v.  Henderson,  1  East,  335;  2  Eist,  52:1 ;  '2  Cnmp.  219,  597  ;  7  T.  R.  359, 
300;  3  B.  &  P.  110).  Bunktn,  also,  have  liens  on  all  securities  deposited 
with  them  for  the  balances  of  their  general  accounts  (1  Esp.  Cn.  00;  1 
Stark.  1 ;  Davis  v.  Bowsher,  5  T.  R.  48$;  1  B.  At  P.  540).  M'karjt/igen, 
likewise,  have  liens  for  a  general  balance  (Naylor  v.  Mangles,  1  E«p.  109; 
Spears  v.  Hartley,  3  Esp.  Co,  81  ;  15  East,  428;  1  M'Clc.  A;  Yo.  173); 
but  it  is  questionable  in  Hull  whether  they  have  a  lien  for  ware  house,  rent 
and  harbourage  (7  B.  Ac  C.  212).  Calico-printers,  (Cole,  B.  L.  429,  400; 
Hellish  T.  Gould,  3  Esp.  203);  und  falter*,  *emUe  (S  Taunt.  499;  1  Aik. 
986;  1  East,  4)  have  this  general  lien;  but  it  seem*  questionable  wli-thcr 
ftytn  have  (Bennett  v.  Johnson,  2  Chit.  R«  p.  455;  4  E«p.  53;  I  Bl.  It  0-*>1; 
but  see  0  East,  523;  Rose  v.  H.irt,  8  Tuunt.  499;  and  see  Cumpsion  v. 
Haigh,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  449).  By  the  common  law,  where  a  par  y  i*  oMiyd 
to  receive  goods,  he  is  also  entitled  to  retain  them  for  hi*  indemnity  ;  thus, 
mitten  (1  Atk.  235;  1  Bl.  R.  053);  printeri  (Bloke  v.  Nicholson,  3  M.  <fe 
S.  107) ;  innktrpcrs  ^  Mod.  172  ;  1  BuUt.  207  ;  Thompson  v.  Lacy,  3  B. 
At  A.  283);  and  carrier*  (0  T.  R.  14;  3  B.  A:  P.  44  ;  0  East,  25;  tupra), 
have  a  lien  uj>on  the  property  intrusted  to  their  ch:ir<^». 

To  enable  tl»c  above  persons  to  establish  their  ri^ht  of  detaining  property 
for  their  general  balances,  they  must  prove  their  acting  in  the  above  charac- 
ters, and  that  the  properly  came  to  them,  and  tint  they  kept  them  in  th«%ir 
possession  in  such  respective  characters.  And  bankers  will  nol  establish 
their  right  of  detaining  (he  goods,  if  it  appear  that  the  instrument 
was  Id  I  at  the  banking-house  by  "mistake,  they  having,  on  nppli-  [  *302  ] 
cation,  declined  to  advance  money  on  it  us  a  security  (7  Tuunt. 
292;  but,  as  observed,  per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  Boll  md  v.  Bygnvc,  Ry.  At  M. 
273);  "  where  it  upbears  thai  bunkers  had  discounted  bills  for  a  customer 
to  a  large  amount,  which  were  unpaid  at  the  time  of  notion,  brought,  nnd 
had  also  accepted  u  bill  for  his  accommodation  to  a  lar^e  umount,  n«it  then 
•  I'.i  •,  I  think  that  a  banker  who  stands  in  this  relation  lo  n  customer  ha<  a 
lnn  ujxin  any  securities  of  thai  cus'.oinur  which  may,  for  any  [>ur;>osc  bo 
placed  in  his  hands/' 

Where  a  general  lien  has  been  judicially  ascertained  and  established,  and 
in  the  case  of  a  banker's  lien  on  securities  deposited  wi;h  him  by  customer*, 
it  becomes  part  of  the  law  merchant,  and  is  judicially  noticed  by  the  courts 
(Brandon  v.  Burnett,  3  C.  B.  619).  The  lien  of  fuclors  or  a^cnu*  is  regu- 
lated by  0  Goo.  IV.  c.  94 ;  5  A:  0  Viet.  c.  3«J). 
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Particular  Liens.]  Such  liens  may  be  acquired  by  express  contract,  by 
implied  contract,  as  by  usage  of  trade,  &c.,  or  by  legal  relation. 

A  particular  lien  may  be  acquired  in  any  case  where  the  parties  stipulate 
for  it,  either  by  parol  or  in  writing ;  and  it  may  be  created,  either  where  the 
goods  are  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  person  for  the  execution  of  some  par- 
ticular purpose  on  them,  with  an  express  contract  that  they  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  a  pledge  for  the  labour,  die.,  the  execution  of  that  purpose  may 
occasion;  or  where  property  is  merely  pawned  or  delivered  for  bare  custody 
to  another,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  being  a  security  for  a  loan  made  to  the 
owner  on  the  credit  of  it  (Cro.  Car.  271). 

A  particular  lien  may  exist  where -there  is  a  long-established  general  usage 
of  trade  to  that  effect,  or  where  there  is  a  particular  usage  of  trade  between 
the  parties  ^hemselves,  which  might,  in  effect,  be  considered  as  an  implied 
contract  for  the  lien.  The  existence  and  extent  of  liens  created  in  this  man- 
ner are  matters  of  evidence  (Kirkman  v.  Shawcross,  6  T.  R.  14).  Where 
the  usage  is  doubtful,  it  will  not  prevail  (Holderness  v.  Collinson,  7  B.  &  C. 
212).  And,  where  a  wharfinger  at  Hull  claimed  a  general  lien  for  wharf- 
age, labourage  (comprising  landing,  weighing,  and  delivery  and  warehouse- 
rent),  the  claim  for  wharfage  was  admitted;  but,  as  to  the  residue,  upon  a 
case,  stating  that  in  Hull  such  claim  had,  in  a  great  majority  of  instances, 
been  acquiesced  in,  but,  in  others,  had  been  rejected,  and  that  the  right  had 
long  been,  and  still  was,  disputed  there,  it  was  held  that  the  claim  could  not 
be  supported,  as  the  right  of  general  lien  arises  out  an  express  or  implied 
contract,  of  which  the  former  had  not  been  made,  and  the  latter  could  not 
be  inferred  from  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  case  (Holderness  v.  Collin- 
son, 7  B.  &C.  212). 

A  particular  lien  may  be  created  by  legal  relation  in  two  ways :  first, 
where  the  law  throws  an  obligation  on  a  party  to  do  a  particular  act,  and  in 
return  for  which,  to  secure  payment,  it  gives  him  such  lien  (I  Esp.  109); 
as  in  the  case  of  common  carriers,  innkeepers,  &e.  (Raym.  867 ;  Kirkman 
v.  Shawcross,  6  T.  R.  17;  3  B.  &  P.  42  ;  Jourdain  v.  Lefevre,  1  Esp.  6(3) ; 
and  secondly,  where,  from  circumstances,  a  party  has  bestowed  his  labour 
and  expense  upon  the  property  detained,  thereby  creating  a  moral  and  legal 
obligation  on  the  owner  of  such  property,  to  make  a  remuneration  before  he 
can  take  them  away.  Upon  the  first  principle  it  has  been  held,  that  common 
carriers  (Raym.  867);  innkeepers  (Ib.);  and  farriers  (Yelv.  67) ; 
[  *303  ]  have  a  particular  lien  for  their  ^respective  labours  and  expenses  in 
regard  to  their  particular  employment  (3  Ch.  Com.  L.  539).  And  it 
may  be  taken  as  a  general  rule,  that  wherever  goods  are  delivered  to  a  trades- 
man or  other  person,  for  the  execution  of  the  purposes  of  his  trade  or  occu- 
pation upon  them,  and  he  incurs  expense  and  trouble  in  the  execution  of  such 
purposes,  he  has  a  particular  lien  on  them  (1  Atk.  228,  235;  and  see  the 
various  instances  pointed  out  in  3  Ch.  Com.  L.  539  to  541 ;  2  Selvv.  N.  P. 
10th  ed.  1371,  et  seq.;  Steadman  v.  Hockley,  15  M.  &  W.  553,  per  Parke, 
B. ;  Jackson  v.  Cummins,  5  M.  &  S.  342;  Scarfe  v.  Morgan,  4  M.  &  W. 
270;  Bevan  v.  Waters,  Moo.  &  M.  235;  Lilley  v.  Barnsley,  1  C.  &  K. 
344;  Marks  v.  Lahee,  4  Sco.  137  ;  Chase  v.  Westmoro,  5  M.  &  S.  180; 
Jacobs  v.  Laterar,  5  Bing.  130).  It  seems  that  a  workman  who  is  employed 
to  weigh  or  measure  a  chattel  has  a  lien  thereon  for  his  charge  (Steadman 
v.  Hockley,  supra,  per  Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B. ;  Hollis  v.  Claridge,  4 
Taunt.  308).  If  a  party  undertake  to  repair  a  carriage  for  his  creditor  for 
ready  money,  the  debtor  has  a  lien  on  the  carriage  for  the  price  of  the  re- 
pairs, and  the  creditor  cannot  claim  the  carriage  on  a  mere  offer  to  set  off 
the  debt  against  the  price  (Clark  v.  Fell,  1  Nev.  &  M.  244). 
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A  vendor  of  property  has  a  particular  lien  upon  it,  as  long  as  it  remains 
in  his  possession,  and  no  constructive  delivery  has  taken  place,  and  the 
vendee  neglects  to  pay  or  tender  the  price  agreed  upon  for  it  (1  II.  Bl.  303 ; 
2  Bla.  Com.  448 ;  1  Taunt.  458 ;  see  ante,  "  GOODS  ;*  pott,  "  S TO r PAGE  i* 
TRAXSITU").  Where  goods  came  into  the  possession  of  a  party  by  finding, 
and  he  has  been  at  some  trouble  or  expense  in  the  preservation  of  them ;  as, 
where  a  party,  by  his  own  risk,  labour,  or  expense,  preserves  the  property 
of  another  from  loss  at  tea,  when  the  owner,  or  those  intrusted  with  the  care 
of  them,  have  either  abandoned  or  are  unable  to  protect  or  secure  them,  be 
is  entitled  by  the  common  law  to  take  ppMesiion  of  the  goods  saved,  until  a 
proper  compensation  is  made  to  him  for  his  trouble  (llayin.  393  ;  Salk.  054 ; 
2  II.  Bl.  254 ;  5  Burr.  2732) ;  but  this  rule  only  applies  to  cases  where  the 
property  is  saved  from  loss  at  tea,  and  not  where  it  is  saved  from  loss  on  a 
river,  or  on  land  (Ib.) ;  and  the  finder  of  a  horse,  6cc.,  has  not  a  lien  on  it 
for  its  expense  of  keep,  &c.  (2  Bl.  U.  117 1  ;  2  II.  Bl.  254 ;  3  Ch.  Com.  L. 
543). 

Lien,  how  waived.]     If  the  party,  when  goods  are  demanded  of  him, 
rests  hit  refusal  to  detain  them  upon  a  different  ground,  making  no  mention 
of  the  lien,  it  will  bo  considered  as  a  waiver  of  it  (Boardman  v.  Bill,  1  Camp. 
410;  2  Bing.  23;  3  Stark.  272;  see  Snipe  v.  Morgan,  4  M.  At  \V.  70); 
or,  if  he  set  up  a  lien  of  a  different  nature  from  that  which  he  proves  on  tha 
trial,  as  in  Knight  v.  Harrison,  10th  December,  1623,  MS.,  where  tbo  p!t. 
brought  trover  for  100  pieces  of  calico:  the  deft,  was  commission  •gent  at 
Manchester,  and  bought,  as  agent  of  Moravia  and  Co.,  in  London,  of  pits-, 
at  Manchester,  1500  pieces  of  calico,  to  be  paid  for  by  bill  drawn  by  pit.  on 
Moravia  and  Co.     These  were  delivered  to  deft,  on  2nd  October;  on  the  4'.h 
October,  Moravia  and  Co.  stopped  payment ;  pit.  applied  to  deft,  to  have  tin- 
goods  I  lien  in    his   hauls;  deft,  (it  fir  it  promised  to  return  them,  they  not 
having  been  drawn  (or,  but  afterwards  ho  said  ho  would  not  deliver  them,  ns 
it  was  doubtful  whether  he  could  sak-ly  do  so.     Pits,  obtained  an  orJ-  r  •  ;i 
Moravia,  and  showed  the  order  to  deft.,  on  which  he  said  he  would  not  give, 
up  tho  goods  until   Moravia   and  Co.   In  1   pul  his  general   balance,   the 
amount  of  which  he  did  not  state  ;  pits,  demanded  and  tendered  nn 
indemnity,  but  deft,  refused  to  accept  if,  and  pit.  'brought  this  [  '301  J 
action ;  for  the  d  ft.,  it  was  contended  that  he  had  a  general  li«-n 
for  his  whole  balance;   secondly,  that  he  had  a  li<-n  for  4(J/.,  expense, 
incurred  by  deft,  in  getting  the  goods  glazed,  <kc. ;  but  Abbott,  C.  J.,  wiid, 
"  He  has  no  lien  for  his  general  balance  as  against  the  pits.,  as,  at  the  time 
of  the  demand,  ho  insisted  on  having  his  general  balance,  an  1  did  not  namn 
his  particular  lien,  but  made  too  large  a  claim:  he  is  precluded  from  now 
setting  it  up,  for,  if  he  had  relied  upon  that  at  tho  time,  it  is  most  probul'lc 
plt.  would  have  paid  it ;  and,  as,  I  have  no  doubt,  1  will  not  reserve  tin; 
point."     Verdict  for  the  ph.,  825/.     Where  the  parties  contract  for  a  partic- 
ular time  or  mode  of  payment,  it  is  also  a  waiver,  and  destroys  his  ri»lit  of 
lien,  the  detention  of  the  property  in  such  case  being  inconsistent  with  the 
contract  (Ib.).     So,  where  he  claims   to  hold  them   as  a  lien  fur  a  dtlt 
due  from  a  third  party  (Dicks  v.  Richards,  4  Man.  A:  (Jr.  57-1;  Thompson 
v.  Trail,  0  It.  A:  C.  30 ;  Jones  v.  Tarlton,  0  M.  Ac  W.675;  see  Scarfe  v. 
Morgan,  4  M.  A;  W.  270).     So,  where  the  owner  of  a  ship,  having  a  Ken 
on  the  goods,  until  the  delivery  of  good  and  approved  bills  for  tho  freight, 
took  a  bill  of  exchange  in  payment,  and,  though  he  objected  to  it  at  the  time, 
aficrwards  negotiated  it,  it  was  held  that  such  negotiation  amounted  to  an 
approval  of  the  bill  by  him,  and  that  it  was  a  rclinquishment  of  his  lien  ou 
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the  goods  (Horncastle  v.  Farren,  3  B.  &  C.  497  ;  2  Marsh.  343  ;  Stevenson 
v.  Blakelock,  1  M.  &  S.  544). 

The  lien  will  be  waived  by  parling  with  possession  ;  thus,  where  the 
goods  were  taken  in  execution  against  the  party  claiming,  the  lien  was 
waived  (Jacobs  v.  Latour,  5  Bing.  130).  So,  where  a  coachmaker  repaired 
a  carriage,  and  allowed  the  owner  to  take  it  away,  it  was  ruled  that  he 
could  not  retain  it  for  the  repairs  when  again  brought  back  to  him  (Hart- 
ley v.  Hitchcock,  1  Stark.  408  ;  and  see  Jones  v.  Pearle,  1  Slra.  557).  So, 
where  the  goods  upon  which  a  lien  is  claimed  are  wrongfully  parted  with, 
the  owner  may  recover  them  in  trover  from  the  holder  (Scott  v.  Newington, 

1  Moo.  &  R.  252 ;  see  Howes  v.  Ball,  7  B.  &  C.  481  ;  Ryall  v.  Rolle,  1 
Atk.  165;  Reeves  v.  Cnpper,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  140) ;  and  in  such  case  he  need 
not  tender  what  is  due  (Jones  v.  Cliff,  1  C.  &  M.  540;  3  Tyrw.  576). 
Where  the  town  agent  of  an  attorney  parts  with  the  possession  of  papers, 
even  by  mistake,  his  lien  is  at  an  end  ;  but,  if  they  did  not  get  lawfully  out 
of  his  possession,  his  lien  continues,  and  he  may  maintain  trover  for  them 
(Dixon  v.  Stock  ley,  7  C.  &  P.  587).     Where  goods  upon  which  the  cap- 
tain of  a  ship  has  a  lien  are  deposited  in  the  king's  warehouse,  in  pursu- 
ance  of  the  requisition  of  the  act  of  parliament,  the  lien  is  not  thereby 
waived  (Ward  v.  Felton,  1  East,  512 ;  Wilson  v.  Kymer,  1  M.  &  S.  167). 

When  revived.']  Where  a  party  has  given  up  possession,  and  lost  his  lien, 
he  cannot  revive  it  by  stopping  the  goods  in  transitu  (Sweet  v.  Pym,  1  East, 

4  ;  1  Stark.  408  ;  3  B.  &  P.  485  ;)  2~D.  &  R.  288;  and,  where  the  seller  parts 
with  his  goods,  he  loses  his  lien  (1   Stra.  566).     But  where  goods,  which 
have  been  subjected  to  a  general  lien,  have  been  parted  with,  if  they  once 
return  into  the  same  possession  in  the  course  of  dealing,  the  lien  will  be 
restored,  because,  as  the  right  would  attach  upon  any  fresh  goods  coming 
into  possession,  which  is  the  character  of  a  general  lien,  there  seems  to  be  no 
reason  why  it  should  not  equally  attach  upon  the  same  goods  back  again 
(Paley,  P.  &  A.  107)  ;  not  so  as  to  a  part.     And  where  a  policy -broker, 

who  had  a  general  lien  on  the  policy  of  insurance,  had  parted  with 
[  *305  ]  it,  afterwards  regained  possession  *of  it,  it  was  held  that  his  lien 

thereby  revived  (2  Moo.  34;  3  Ch.  Com.  L.  558;  Whitehead  v. 
Vaughan,  Cole,  B.  L.  7th  ed.  547;  Lavy  v.  Barnard,  8  Taunt.  149). 

A  general  right  of  detaining  a  thing  until  the  money  due  for  the  work 
done  upon  it  be  paid,  may  be  waived  by  a  special  agreement  as  to  the  time 
or  mode  of  payment;  but  not  merely  by  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  a 
fixed  sum,  although  a  contrary  opinion  was  once  held  (Chase  v.  Westmore, 

5  M.  &  S.  180;  cited  and  distinguished  by  Bayley,  B.  in  Sanderson  v.  Bell, 

2  C.  &  M.  311  ;  see  nlso  the  opinion  of  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  to  the  same  effect,  in 
Button  v.  Bragg,  2  Marsh.  345,  349;  and  7  Taunt.  25.     But  see  Tate  v. 
Meek,  8  Taunt.  280).     The  principle  seems  to  be  this,  that  a  special  agree- 
ment does  not  of  itself  destroy  the  right  to  detain;  but  if  it  contain  some  term 
inconsistent  with  that  right,  it  will. 

A  lien  in  respect  of  a  debt  is  not  destroyed  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
though  the  remedy  by  writ  to  recover  the  debt  itself  may  be  gone  (see  Spears 
v.  Hartley,  3  Esp.  81  ;  Higgins  v.  Scott,  2  B.  &  Ad.  413). 

Where  deft,  pleaded  a  lien,  and  pit.  replied  a  tender  of  100Z.  under  a  vide- 
licet, and  issue  was  joined  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  tender:  held,  that  the  sum 
was  material  (Markes  v.  Lahee,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  408).  A  tender  for  work 
actually  done  on  a  chattel,  though  that  be  not  all  contracted  for,  puts  an  end 
to  all  lien  on  it  (Lillie  v.  Bamslcy,  1  C.  &  K.  344). 
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PLEADIXGS  AS  TO,  p.  305.  —  DccLtration,  p.  305.  —  Flea,  p.  300.  —  Repli- 
cation, p.  307. 

PRECEDENTS,  p.  308.  t 

EFFECTS  OF,  IN  GEXEHAL  —  Enactment  of  21  Joe.  1,  and  4  Anne,  c.  16, 
p.  303.  —  'Jo  wluit  CMC*  titty  extend,  p.  309.  —  UVw/i  Statute  Ugins  to 
rwi,  p.  309.  —  Exception  (u  to  Merchant^  Accounts,  p.  311.  —  How  the 
Dtniantl  may  Le  rrvivetl  by  Acknnu-lctlgmfHt  or  Ffornitt,  p.  31*2.— 
Nature  of  Arknoulttlgmcnt  or  Promise,  p.  312;  must  be  in  \crUing, 
315;  an<l  by  ami  to  ichom  made,  tj-c.  p.  310. 


at  to. 

In  actions  to  recover  a  debt  after  the  lapse  of  six  years,  if 
the  pit.  iv I y  on  a  subscq  lent  promise,  to  take  t IK*  caw  out  of  the  statute,  tad 
such  a  promise  wero  qualified  or  conditional,  as  to  pay  «!»••:>  thi%  dcfl.  is 
able,  A:c.,  declaration  must  be  so  fraiiK'J  a*  to  agree  with  tin?  ackn  )wl»-d<j- 
ment  (Tannrr  v.  Smart,  0  B.  A:  C.  001,  003;  »  I)  A:  K.  54'J ;  Piitam  v. 
Foster,  I  B.  &  C1.  24$;  2  D.  A:  U.  303  ;  Ilaydun  v.  Williams  7  Iling.  103). 
St^e  Humphreys  v.  Jones,  14  M.  A:  NV.  1  ;  Hunt  v.  Prcndorgast,  il».  743  ; 
Irving  v.  Yeitch,  3  M.  A:  W.  UO  ;  Stone  v.  Rogers,  '.'  M.  A:  \V.  413). 

Where   the  debt   is   revived  by  an  nbsolix«-  acknowledgment  within  six 
years,  it  sufficts  to  th'clan-  on  the  original  promis*.*  (Leapcr  v.  Tat- 
ton,  10  East,  4-»4;  Upton  v.  El*c-,  1'J  Moo.  303).     Sj,  *when  the   [  *300  ] 
promise  is  to  pay  on  demand,  for  the  brin^ini;  the  ncrion  is  a  suffi- 
cient demand  (sec  Waters  v.  Thanet  (Ivirl),  '2  Q.  B.  7.r>7).     So  upon  a  pro- 
mise to  pay,  if  another  party,  who  \v;is  liable  to  pay,  did  not  when  npplied 
to  (Humphreys  v.  Jones,  14  Moo.  A;  W.  1).     But  the  declaration   must  be 
special  when  the  deft,  promised  to  pny  the  mon'-y  at  u  certain  time;  after  de- 
mand (Waters  v.  Thanet  (Earl),  'J  Q*.  B.  757). 

In  an  action  by  an  executor,  upon  promises  to  tho  tes'ator  i:i  his  life-time, 
it  is  not  sufficient,  in  answer  to  the  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  to  ^ive 
in  evidence  an  acknowledgment  to  the  executor  within  six  y<  :irs  per  Bay- 
ley  J.:  and  this  would  apply  whore  an  attorney  or  agent  has  m:id--  a  subse- 
quent promise  to  make  satisfaction  to  the  pit.  for  costs  in  consequence  of  his 
negligence  (Short  v.  M-Carihy,  3  B.  A:  Ad.  G'JG ;  Wlihehead  v.  Howard,  5 
M'»o.  105  ;  Brown  v.  Howard,  'J  B.  A:  B.  73).  It  is  often  advisable,  in  actions 
at  the  suit  of  an  executor,  or  the  assignej  of  a  b:in!irjpt,  that  counts  should 

(a)  2  I'.S.  DiBT.  p.  7Jo;  2  Sup?.  U.  S.  Dij.  p.  31^;  1  Ann.  Di-.  j..  3J1;  1  Id.  ;i. 
SoU;  3  U.  |».  3U. 
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be  inserted  in  the  declaration,  laying  the  promise  to  the  pit.,  in  his  represen- 
tative character  (Bing.  253,  254;  8  Moo.  146).  If  the  pit.  declares  on  a 
promise  to  the  testator  or  bankrupt  alone,  a  promise  to  the  executor  or  as- 
signee could  not  be  given  in  evidence  (Sarell  v.  Wine,  3  East,  409 ;  Ward 
v.  Hunter,  6  Taunt.  210 ;  Pittam  v.  Foster,  1  B.  &  C.  249,  251 ;  2  D.  &  R. 
368,  370).  In  assumpsit  against  husband  and  wife  and  A.,  the  declaration, 
alleging  a  promise  by  A.  and  wife  before  marriage,  proving  a  promise  by  A. 
after  the  marriage,  she  having  been  married  more  than  six  years,  will  not 
sustain  the  issue  under  the  plea  of  actio  non  accrevit  (Pittam  v.  Foster,  1  B. 
&  C.  248 ;  2  D.  &  R.  363).  However,  in  the  common  cases  of  acknow- 
ledgments, the  law  raises  by  implication,  the  same  promise  as  that  stated  in 
the  declaration  (3  B.  &  Ad.  631;  Morris  v.  Norfold,  1  Taunt.  212);  and, 
therefore,  the  declaration  merely  states  the  original  promise,  as  in  cases 
where  the  statute  docs  not  apply;  and  the  pit.  may  prove  his  debt  under  the 
account  stated,  whenever  there  is  sufficient  acknowledgment  (16  East,  423). 
A  verbal  promise  or  acknowledgment  was  formerly  a  sufficient  answer  to 
the  defence  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  But  by  Lord  Tenterden's  act,  9 
Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  the  promise  or  acknowledgment  must  be  in  writing,  and 
signed  by  the  party  chargeable.  The  effect  of  this  act  appears  to  be,  not  to 
alter  the  law  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  acknowledgment  and  promise  for  the 
purpose  of  meeting  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitation,  further  than  by  re- 
quiring such  acknowledgment  or  promise  to  be  in  writing  (Haydon  v.  Wil- 
liams, 4  Moo.  &  P.  818",'  7  Bing.  163;  Brigstock  v.  Smith,  1  C.  &  M.483). 

Plca.~\  The  statute  must  be  pleaded  specially,  (1  Ven.  191  ;  1  Lev.  110; 
Gould  v.Johnson,  1  Salk.  278;  Draper  v.  Glassop,  1  Ld.  Raym.  153). 
Although  it  should  appear  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  that  the  cause  of 
action  did  not  arise  within  six  years,  as  it  forms  no  defence  under  the  gene- 
ral issue  (2  Saund.  63,  n.  6;  Salk.  278 ;  Ld.  Raym.  153-838).  By  the  new 
rule  of  pleading,  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.,  all  defences  of  this  kind  must  be  put 
upon  the  record  ;  however,  it  seems  that,  after  a  considerable  lapse  of  time, 
the  jury  may  presume  payment,  and  Dallas,  C.  J.,  in  Stark.  497,  left  it  to 
the  jury,  after  a  lapse  of  thirteen  years ;  and,  on  a  note,  due  more  than 
twenty  years,  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  held  pit.  could  not  recover,  as  the  same 
rule  of  presumption  of  payment  raised  on  deeds  after  a  lapse  of  twenty  years, 
would  apply  (5  Esp.  Ca.  52;  see  post;  but  see  1  D.  &  R.  19).  In  debt,  it 
was  formerly  held,  that  as  the  plea  of  nil  debet  was  in  the  present 
[  *307  ]  tense,  the  statute  might  have  been  *given  in  evidence  under  it  (1 
Salk.  278  ;  scd  qucere,  1  Saund.  283,  n.  2).  But  the  new  rules  of 
pleading,  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.,  declare,  that  the  plea  of  nil  debet  shall  no  longer 
be  allowed  in  any  action ;  it  has,  however,  been  questioned  whether  actions 
of  debt  on  penal  statutes  come  within  the  purview  of  their  provisions  ;  semble, 
it  does  not  (Faulkner  v.  Chevell,  5  Ad.  &  E.  513). 

The  plea  that  the  causes  of  action  did  not  accrue  within  six  years  is  the 
best  form,  and  may  be  adopted  with  safety  in  all  cases,  as  the  statute  ope- 
rates a  bar  only  from  the  time  the  cause  of  action  arose;  and  it  is  the  only 
form  applicable  to  the  cases  of  actions  brought  for  breach  of  promises, 
founded  on  collateral  and  executory  considerations,  whereon  a  cause  of 
action  does  not  immediately  accrue  on  making  the  promise  (Selvv.  N.  P. 
135,  10th  edit.),  as  in  actions  upon  promises  to  pay  money  (3  B.  &  B.  288; 
2  Ld.  Raym.  838),  or  to  do  any  act  at  a  future  period,  &c.  (2  Taunt.  323  ; 
Saund.  33,  n.  2  ;  283,  n.  2 ;  2  Saund.  63  (6)  ).  But  if  the  assignee  of  a 
bankrupt  declare  that  the  deft,  was  indebted  to  the  bankrupt,  and  promised 
pit.  to  pay,  this  plea,  this  would  be  no  answer,  and  is  bad  on  demurrer  (2 
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Stra.  919 ;  see,  also,  2  H.  B.  561).  This  is  the  necessary  form  in  an  ncti<?n 
for  a  tort,  where  the  cause  of  action  docs  not  rise  immediately  on  the  tort 
being  committed,  but  from  some  consequence  of  such  tort  (sec  Dystcr  v. 
Battyo,  3  B.  &  A.  448) ;  where  the  plea  of  "  not  guilty  within  six  years?* 
was  held  bad.  A  plea,  that  the  several  tuppo*fd  causes  of  action  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  did  not  accrue,  is  good,  because  "supposed**  is  equiva- 
lent to  "alleged"  (Eavestaff  v.  Russell,  10  M.  dc  W.  305).  It  may  be 
pleaded  with  (ho  general  issue,  and  any  other  plea.  In  assumpsit  on  several 
promises  in  different  counts,  if  the  deft,  plead  the  Statute  of  Limitations  to 
the  whole,  and  it  is  a  bad  plea  as  to  one  of  the  counts,  it  will  also  bo  insuf- 
ficient as  to  the  residue  (1  Lev.  49). 

It  seems  that  the  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  need  not  conclude 
with  a  verification  (Bodcnham  v.  Hill,  7  M.  A:  W.  274 ;  8  Dowl.  803 ;  and 
see  Attwood  v.  Taylor,  1  M.  A:  G.  2?8,  n.  (a) ;  but  it  must,  nevertheless, 
be  signed  by  counsel  (Roberts  v.  Howard,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  607;  see  al$o 
Spong  v.  Wright,  9  M.  A;  W.  029). 

Replication.]  Where  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  pleaded,  the  pit.  may 
reply  either  that  the  deft,  did  promise,  or  tint  the  cause  of  action  did  accrue 
within  six  years,  in  the  negative  of  the  word*  of  the  plea  (see  Murray  v.  E. 
I.  Comp.  5  B.  A:  A.  215-210).  Pit.  should  reply  thnt  (lie  writ  in  the  action 
issued  within  six  years,  when  the  time  of  issuing  the  writ  is  material. 
Thus,  if  tho  cause  of  action  accrued  within  six  year*  before  the  issuing  of 
the  writ,  but  not  before  the  day  of  which  the  declaration  is  entitled,  and  tho 
deft,  plead  the  statute  run  "  before  tho  exhibiting  of  the  pit.'*  bill/*  the  pit. 
should  not  traverse  the  plea,  but  show  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  a«  the  pro- 
duction thereof  would  not  n<-^«tive  tin?  plea  (sec  form  in  3  Ch.  PI.  440,  7th 
edit.;  5  B.  A:  A.  4-*3);  but  if  the  deft,  in  hn  plea  aver  tint  the  causes  of 
action  did  not  accrue  within  six  years  "  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,"  a  denial  of  the  plea  seem*  sufficient  (•*»  B.  A:  A.  45'.' ;  1  I).  A:  R.  27). 
The  above  is  the  proper  form  of  replication,  even  when  the  pit.  relies  on  his 
having  issiu  d  and  continued  n  writ  tinder  2  Will.  IV.  c.  39,  K.  10,  in  order 
to  bar  the  operation  of  tlv  statute  (Hi^i'i  v.  Mortimer,  1  Kxrh.  711  ;  Pratt 
v.  Hawkins  1ft  M.  &  W.  399;  Dickenson  v.  Teague,  1  C.  M.  A:  H.  211). 
When  continued  process  is  pli-adej,  the  first  writ  must  be  shown  to  have 
been  returned  (2  Saund.  03;  7  T.  R.  7;  0  i!>.  017).  It  seems  it  is  not  no- 
cessary  to  reply  the  issuing  and  return  of  successive  writs,  under  2  Will. 
IV.  c.  39  (Harper  v.  Phillips  7  M.  A:  G.  397).  The  exceptions 
*lo  the  statute,  as  that  pit.  was  abroad  (see  form  in  3  Ch.  PI.  411,  [  *33H  J 
7  edit.);  that  the  debts  or  accounts  were  due  between  merchants 
(0  T.  R.  193 ;  2  Saund.  124,  Arc. ;  3  Wils.  79);  or  infancy  (2  SaunJ.  1H; 
Luiw.  243),  must  be.  replied. 

An  op'-n  account  between  two  tradesmen,  for  goods  sold  by  each  to  tho 
other,  without  any  agreement  that  the  good's  delivered  on  the  one  side  shall 
be  considered  as  payment  for  those  delivered  on  tin?  other,  d«»es  not  consti- 
tute such  an  account  ns  concerns  tho  trade  of  uvrvhandi^1,  beiwoi-n  mer- 
chant and  merchant,  within  the  exception  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (21 
Jac.  I.  c.  10,  s.  3);  for  th"  exception  in  this  statute  does  not  apply  when  an 
action  of  account  cannot  be  maintained  (Cottam  v.  Partridgi-,  -1  M.  A:  G. 
271),  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer  has  decided  that  the  exception  dix-s  not 
applv  in  any  cnso  to  an  action  of  indc'iilutus  assumpsti  (Inglish  v.  Haigh, 
H  M'  ,V  W.  769). 

Fraud  cannot  be  set  up  as  an  answer  to  tho  statute,  if  the  replication  con- 
tain a  mere  traverse  of  the  plea  (Clark  v.  Hougham,  2  B.  A:  C.  149:  3  D. 
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&  R.  322).  As  to  replications  in  actions  at  the  suit  of  executors,  see  1 
Salk.  282;  Raym.  1101;  6  Mod.  309;  B.  N.  P.  150;  1  Tidd,  Pr.  21;  3 
East,  409;  2  Saund.  68,  &c.;  in  actions  against  husband  and  wife,  1  B.  & 
C.  248  ;  2  D.  &  R.  863 ;  Tidd,  Pr.  1250.  And,  if  the  pit.  rely  on  fraud 
in  deft.,  it  must  be  specially  replied.  It  is  a  rule,  that  an  entire  replication 
bad  in  part  is  bad  for  the  whole;  as,  if  to  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions to  two  counts  of  a  declaration,  the  pit.  should  reply,  that  the  accounts 
were  between  the  pit.  and  deft.,  as  merchants,  if  his  replication  should  be 
bad  as  to  one  of  the  counts,  it  is  bad  also  to  the  other  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader, 
F,  25;  3  T.  R.  376;  1  Saund.  28,  n.  3 ;  2  Saund.  127).  Where  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  is  pleaded  in  an  action  of  trespass,  or  on  the  case, 
or  in  trover,  the  replications  will  be  similar  to  those  in  assumpsit  (1  Ch. 
PI.  510).  A  conditional  promise  may  be  shown  under  a  common  issue, 
on  a  plea  of  the  statute  (Hart  v.  Prendergast,  14  M.  &  W.  743,  per 
Parke,  B). 

It  seems  that  by  paying  money  into  court  generally  on  the  common 
counts  for  goods  sold,  &c.,  the  deft,  is  not  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  the 
statute  with  respect  to  the  remainder  of  the  plt.'s  demand  upon  that  count 
(Reid  v.  Dickens,  5  B.  &  Ad.  499;  Long  v.  Greville,  3  B.  &  C.  10). 


Precedents  (Ch.  PI.  126,  172,  140,  318,  480,  441). 


Evidence. 

Enactment  of  21  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  s.  3.]  By  this  statute  it  is  enacted,  that 
"all  actions  of  trespass,  quare  clausitm  frcgit,  &c.,  detinue,  trover,  and 
replevin,  for  taking  away  goods  or  cattle;  all  actions  of  account  and  upon 
the  case  (other  than  such  accounts  as  concern  the  trade  of  merchandise  be- 
tween merchant  and  merchant,  their  factors  or  servants);  all  actions  of  debt, 
grounded  upon  any  lending  or  contract  without  specialty,  or  for  arrearages 
of  rent ;  and  all  actions  of  assault,  menace,  battery,  wounding,  and  impri- 
sonment, shall  be  commenced  and  sued  within  the  times  hereafter  expressed, 
and  not  after;  that  is  to  say,  the  said  actions  upon  the  case,  other  than  for 
slander,  account,  trespass,  quare  clausum  frcgit,  &c.,  debt,  detinue,  and 
replevin,  within  six  years  next  after  the  cause  of  such  actions  or  suit, 
and  not  after;  actions  of  assault,  battery,  wounding,  or  impri- 
[*309]  sonmcnt,  within  four  years;  and  actions  upon  the  case  *for 
words,  within  two  years  next  after  the  words  were  spoken,  and 
not  after." 

The  seventh  section  enacts,  that  "  if  a  person  entitled  to  any  such  action 
be,  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  within  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  feme  covcrtc,  non  compos  mentis,  imprisoned,  or  beyond  the  seas,  he 
may  sue  within  six  years  from  the  time  such  impediment  shall  be  removed." 
And  the  statute  4  A'nne,  c.  16,  s.  19,  enables  a  creditor  to  sue  his  debtor, 
who  was  abroad  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  within  six  years  after 
such  debtor's  return  to  this  country. 

When  issue  is  joined,  the  burden  of  proof  lies  on  the  pit.  (Willy  v.  Herr- 
i-nan, 2  C.  &  M.  658).  The  commencement  of  the  action  appears  on  the 
record,  and  that  is  conclusive  (Harper  v.  Phillips,  7  Man.  &  G.  397). 
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To  \chai  Gues  it  extends.']  The  operation  of  this  act  is  confined  to  tb« 
particular  actions  therein  mentioned,  and  does  not  extend  to  actions  of  debt 
on  bonds,  and  other  specialties  ( 1  Snund.  282;  ib.  66  ;  Bac.  Abr.  Limitation?, 
,  4 ;  see  "  DEBT  ;"  3  A:  4  Will.  IV.  c.  4*2):  nor  does  it  extend  to  actions  of 
annuity  (see  "  ANNUITY"),  or  of  account,  concerning  the  trade  of  merchants 
(Ib).  It  extends  to  all  actions  upon  a  written  or  paroi  contract  (Ib. ;  Bac. 
Abr.  Limitations,  D,  2,  4) ;  or  on  a  bill  of  exchange  (Garth.  3) ;  or  for 
attorney's  fees  (3  Lev.  367);  or  to  an  action  for  rent  on  a  parol  demise 
(Leigh  v.  Thompson,  1  B.  A;  A.  6'J5);  sec  the  respective  heads  throughout 
the  work. 

WJien  tlte  Statute  Ugint  to  run.]  In  nssumpsit,  th-  statute  begins  to  run 
not  from  the  time  when  the  damtigc  results  from  the  breach  of  the  promise, 
but  the  time  when  the  breach  of  promise  takes  place  (Short  v.  M'Cnrthey,  3 

B.  &  Ad.  620  ;  Batiley  v.  Faulkner,  ib.  2SS ;  Brown  v.  Howard,  2  B.  A:  B. 
75  ;  Colvin  v.  Buckle,  8  M.  At  W.  690;  Hemp,  v.  Garland,  4  Q.  B.  519). 
Whatever  be  the  form  of  action,  the  breach  of  duty  is  substantially  thccaune 
of  action ;  and  the  statute  is  a  bar  to  tlte  original  cause  of  action,  and  to  nil 
the  consequential  damages  resulting  from  it,  unl-  ss  it  can  be  shown  that 
those  damages,  or  any  part  of  \\v  in,  constitute  a  new  cauxc  of  action,  which 
accrued  within  six  years  (Howrll  v.  Young,  5  B.  A:  C.  '.'60  ;  2  C.  A;  P.  238; 
1  Sulk.  11  ;  Gillon  v.  Boddington,  Russ.  A:  M.  161  ;  2  II.  HI.  14) ;  and,  in 
such  case,  thn  allegation  of  special  dann^c  in  a  mere  explanation  of  the 
manner  in  which  tlte  misconduct  of  the  deft,  (which  is  the  cause  of  action) 
1ms  become  injurious  to  pit.;  but,  if  the  f/xriV)/  {/anuipc  bo  of  itsrlf  a  cause  of 
action,  it  would  be  otherwise  (Parker  v.  ll.iyli*,  2    B.  A:  B.  75  ;  Brown  v. 
Howard,  4  Moo.  512;  3  P.  Wins.  143).     t'pon  a  promise  to  indi -Minify,  iho 
statute  runs  from  damnification  (lluntly  v.  Saundcrsoo,  1  C.  A:  M.  467; 
Reynolds  v.  Doyle,  I    Man.  A:  G.  753;  Collinga  v.  Hey  wood,  9  Ad.  A:  12. 
633;  Hun:!' v  v.  Saundcrsoo,  1   t'.  A:  M.  407).     Mich  continuance  of  a 
nuisance  constitutes  a  I'M  sh  cautc.  of  action;  and,  where  the  il>  !":•*.  undermine 
a  wall,  but  winch  docs  not  fall  till  three  iiK>nlln,  that  being  'If  gravamen, 
or  cause  of  action,  the  limitation  runs  fr>>m  such  event  (Roberts  v.  R  ad,  16 
Kast,  215  ;  R.  A:  M.  101).     The  rlK-ct  of  fraud  practised  by  deft,  seems  to 
have  been,  however,   subject  to  some  d.tubt  ;  but  it  would  secrn,  that  though 
the  slatu'.e  was  a  bar  where  the  fr.md  was  complete  more  tliun  six  years 
before  the  action  brought,  yet  that,  where  ihe  party  h:id  be**n  active  ia  cor- 
recting the  original    fraud   wi  Inn    that  time,  such  act  would  be  a 
sullicicitt  ground  to  avoid  the  statute  '(Clarke  v.  Hougham,  2  B.  A:  [  *310  ] 

C.  153-6  ;  D.  A:  R.  3J;.' ;  Doug.  654  ;  1  Bli.  315). 

The  statute  begins  to  run  as  soon  us  tin  re  is  a  complete  cause  of  action, 
mid  not  from  the  time  of  making  the  contract  or  promise';  us,  when.'  a  party 
contracts  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  at  a  future  [toriud,  or  on  \\\<;  happening  of 
a  certain  event,  as  on  the  marriage  of  J.  S.,tl»c  cause  of  action  only  accruing 
on  the  arrival  of  such  lime  or  event,  the  statute  does  not,  till  then,  liegin  to 
0|>erutc  (Fen ton  v.  Eniblers,  1  131.  R.  i.'53- 1  ;  Shu'.ford  v.  Uorough,  Godb. 
437). 

Where  the  promise  is  to  pny  as  soon  as  d.  ft.  U  able,  the  statute  Ix-gins  to 
run  from  the  lime  of  becoming  able  to  pay,  though  pit.  had  no  notice  of  the 
ability,  and  made  no  demand  (Waters  v.  Tl.anet,  -  Q.  B.  757).  In  the 
case  of  an  attorney's  bill  (see  Phillips  v.  Hoadley,  9  Q.  13.  744  ;  Kothery  v. 
Munnings,  1  B.  A:  Ad.  15).  Where  a  sum  of  money  is  payable  by  instal- 
ments (Hemp  v.  Garland,  4  Q.  B.  519);  of  principal  and  surely  (Duvies  v. 
Humphreys,  6  M.  Ai  W.  153).  Where  work  is  done  under  a  general 
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contract  (Emery  v.  Day,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  245).  Where  goods  are  sold  on 
credit  (Helps  v.  Winterbottom,  2  B.  &  Ad.  431).  On  a  bill  payable  at  a 
future  time,  the  statute  runs  from  such  time,  and  not  from  date  of  bill;  and, 
if  a  note  be  payable  a  month  after  sight,  the  statute  operates  only  from  the 
expiration  of  a  month  after  presentment  (Holmes  v.  Kerrison,  2  Taunt.  323; 
and  see  1  Russ.  &  M.  388).  As  to  when  the  statute  begins  to  run  on  bills 
of  exchange,  see  that  title.  Where  a  bill  of  exchange  is  given  as  a 
security  for  money  lent  at  the  time  of  drawing  the  bill,  the  payee  may 
sue  at  any  time  wilhin  six  years  from  the  bill  becoming  due,  and 
not  from  the  loan  (Wittersheim  v.  Carlisle  (Countess  of),  1  H.  Bl. 
631  ;  Wheatley  v.  Williams,  1  M.  &  W.  533).  An  action  for  unliquidated 
damages  is  within  this  clause  (Piggott  v.  Rush,  4  Ad.  &  E.  912). 
If  a  party  who  is  in  prison  when  the  cause  of  action  accrues,  com- 
mences such  an  action  after  the  six  years  have  elapsed,  but  during  the 
continuance  of  the  imprisonment,  the  operation  of  the  statute  is  barred  by 
this  section  (Piggott  v.  Rush,  4  Ad.  &  E.  912).  When  a  married  woman, 
being  an  executrix,  lent  part  of  the  assets  to  her  husband  on  his  and  a 
surety's  promissory  note  for  the  amount :  held,  that  she  had  six  years'  after 
her  husband's  death  to  sue  the  surety  (Richards  v.  Richards,  3  B.  &  Ad. 
447).  If  a  right  of  action  accrue  against  several,  and  one  of  them  be  beyond 
seas,  the  statute  does  not  run  until  his  return,  though  the  others  have  never 
left  the  kingdom  (Fannin  v.  Anderson,  7  Q.  B.  811).  If  the  debtor  once 
arrive  in  this  country,  and  he  stop  but  a  few  days,  and  unknown  to  the 
creditor,  the  statute  runs  from  his  arrival  (Gregory  v.  Hurrill,  5  Q.  B.  341  ; 
see  Holl  v.  Hadley,  2  Ad.  &  E.  758).  And,  where  a  demand  or  notice  is 
necessary,  the  statute  only  runs  from  the  making  thereof.  Thus,  if  goods 
be  consigned  to  a  factor  for  sale,  a  demand  of  account  must  be  made,  and 
an  action  will  not  lie  till  such  demand  ;  the  statute,  therefore,  begins  to  operate 
only  from  the  time  of  such  demand  (Topham  v.  Braddick,  1  Taunt.  572). 
So,  when  the  cause  of  action  does  not  arise  until  after  request  (Gould  v. 
Johnson,  2  Salk.  422  ;  2  Saund.  63  b,  n.). 

If  the  pit.  be  abroad  at  the  time  when  the  cause  of  action  accrues,  the 
statute  will  not  begin  to  run  till  his  return  (Rochcthildt  v.  Leibman,  2  Stra. 
836;  Fitz.  Abr.  81);  and  he  has  still  six  years  after  his  coming  hither  to 
bring  his  action  (3  Wils.  145;  Strithorst  v.  Grame,  2  Bl.  R.  723;  Le 
Veux  v.  Berkeley,  5  Q.  B.  836) ;  and,  if  he  never  come,  his  right  is  still 
unbarred  by  the  statute,  and  so  is  that  of  his  executors  and  administrators 

(see  ante,  p.  305);  and  foreigners  receive  the  same  advantage  of 
[  *311  ]  this  clause  as  natives  *(2  Bl.  R.  723;  3  Wils.  145);  but,  if  he  be 

in  England  when  the  cause  of  action  accrues,  though  he  afterwards 
goes  abroad,  the  statute  begins  to  run,  as  in  other  cases  (1  Wils.  134).  If 
one  of  several  pits,  be  in  England,  they  must  sue  within  the  six  years  (Perry 
v.  Jackson,  4  T.  R.  516).  Scotland  is  not  considered  as  beyond  sea  (King 
v.  Walker,  1  Bl.  R.  286),  but  Ireland  was  (1  Show.  91).  No  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom  and  Ireland,  nor  the  islands  of  Man,  Guernsey,  Jersey, 
Alderney,  Sark,  nor  any  island  adjacent  to  any  of  them  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  beyond  seas  (3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  7).  The  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  19, 
as  we  have  seen,  extends  the  exception  in  21  Jac.  I.  to  cases  where  the  deft, 
is  beyond  the  seas;  and,  by  virtue  of  that  act,  a  right  enures  to  the  pit.  for 
six  years  "  after  deffs  return  from  beyond  the  seas."  Therefore,  where 
the  deft,  was  in  the  East  Indies  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  it  was 
held  that  pit.  might  sue  him  within  six  years  after  his  return  to  England 
(Williams  v.  Jones,  13  East,  449  ;  see  Plummer  v.  Woodburnc,  4  B.  &  C. 
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625 ;  7  D.  Ac  R.  25).    So,  from  bia  return  from  Ireland  (Lane  v.  Bennett,  1 
.M.  .V  W.  70). 

Where  the  case  is  one  of  merchants'  accounts,  the  exception  applies, 
although  there  may  have  been  no  item  on  either  side  lor  a  period  exceeding 
six  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action  or  suit  (Robinson  v.  Alt  x- 
ander,  8  Bli.  N.S.  352;  Inglis  v.  Haigh,  8  M.  Ac  W.769).  Where  A.  has  an 
account  against  B.  some  of  the  items  of  which  are  more  than  six  years  old, 
and  B.  has  a  cross  account  against  A.,  and  they  meet  and  go  through  both 
accounts,  and  a  balance  is  struck  in  A.'s  favour,  this  amounts  to  an  agree* 
ment  to  set  off  B.'s  claim  ngwnst  the  earlier  items  of  A.'s,  out  of  which 
arises  a  new  consideration  for  the  payment  of  the  balance,  and  takes  the 
case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (Ashby  v.  James,  11 
M.  &  W.  542). 

The  courts  have  never  laid  it  down  that  an  actual  statement  of  a  mutual 
account  will  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute;  they  have  indeed  deter- 
mined that  a  mere  pnrol  statement  of,  and  promise  tu  pay  an  existing  debt 
will  not  have  that  effect  (\shby  v.  James,  11  M.  A:  w.  543;  Jones  tr. 
Ryder,  4  M.  At  W.  32;  overruling  Smith  v.  Forty,  4  C.  A:  P.  120;  soe 
Hopkins  v.  Logan,  5  M.  A:  S.  248).  Qutrre,  whether  the  drawing  of  a  bill 
in  plt.'s  favour  is  evidence  of  an  acknowledgment  of  a  debt  in  respect  of  (ho 
original  demand  for  which  the  bill  is  given  in  an  action  on  the  original 
demand  (Gowan  v.  Furstcr,  3  B.  &  Ad.  512).  U'ltcru  a  proctor  »ued  the 
deft,  for  the  amount  of  his  bill,  chiefly  for  work  done  in  prosecuting  an 
appeal  to  judgment,  and  it  appeared  that  after  the  judgment  a  communication 
had  been  made  by  the  opposite  party  to  the  pit.  as  proctor,  and  attended  to 
by  him,  respecting  his  costs,  and  that  on  item  in  respect  of  this  transaction 
had  been  added  to  the  plt.'s  bill,  but  that  no  previous  part  of  the  demand  had 
accrued  within  six  years:  h«  Id,  thnt  the  latter  item  did  not  take  the  rest  out 
of  the  statute.  But  if  there  be  evidence  that  all  the  item*  accrwd  under  ono 
contract  the  statute  will  not  operate  (Koihcry  v.  Manning*,  1  II.  &  Ad.  15; 
Phillips  v.  I  load  ley,  U  Q.  B.  744).  If  money  l<«dg»-d  in  tlic  usual  w.iy  at  a 
banker's,  remain  in  his  hands  for  six  your*  without  any  payment  by  him  of 
the  principal  or  allowance  of  interest  thereon,  the  statute  will  be  a  b:ir  (Puit 
v.  Clegg,  10  M.  A:  W.  321). 

As  to  when  the  statute  begins  to  run  for  and  against  executors.  sc<j  unlf, 
that  title.  When  once  the  statute  begins  to  run,  it  continues  (Cotterell  v. 
Dutton,  4  Taunt.  8-0),  though  the  debtor  die  within  six  years,  und  an  exe- 
cutor be  not  appointed  until  after  six  years  (UluJ  -s  v.  Sim-lhurst,  0  M.  A: 
W.  531). 

*E.rcrption  as  to  Merchants'  Ac.-ottnts.]  This  exception  extends 
only  to  mutual  accounts  which  am  current  or  o;vn,  ami  not  to  [  *312] 
accounts  stated  between  them  (1  Mod.  70;  1  Yin'.  M) ;  1  L'-v. 
•JOB;  2  Satind.  124,  127  a,  n.) ;  but,  if  th--  account  I*-  rumuM^  f>r  tweiry 
years,  it  is  cxcepted  (Ib.);  but,  if  once  slated,  th-.-  statute  operates  (Farrin^- 
ton  v.  Lee,  2  Mod.  311,  312),  unless  p:ir:i.  s  continu;-  to  d<-:il,  ..Ve.  (Ik). 
The  exception  extends  only  to  actions  of  account,  or  perhaps  to  n<-:iun.s  on 
the  cas'j  lor  not  accounting  (Inglis  v.  Hai^h,  M  M.  &  \V.  TOD;  Uottam  v. 
Partridge,  4  Man.  cc  G.  271);  and  not  to  casts  wlii-re  the  pr»|ier  form  of 
action  is  itulcbUatus  assumpsit.  This  exception  is  not  confined  to  ;/i:/r  mer- 
chants (('ranch  v.  Kirkman,  Pea.  C.  121  ;  and  the  case  of  Sli'-rman  v. 
With*  rs,  C'li.  t'a.  152,  is  not  law;  2  Sannd.  27).  And,  where  there  arc 
rnutinl  accounts  (though  not  merchants'  accounts),  for  any  item  of  which 
credit  has  been  givt  n  within  six  yeirs,  this  is  evidence  of  an  acknowledg- 
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ment  of  the  accounts  being  open,  and  sufficient  to  raise  a  promise  to  pay  the 
balance,  so  as  to  avoid  the  statute  (Catling  v.  Scoulding,  6  T.  R.  189  ; 
Selw.  N.  P.  140);  this  extends  only  to  mutual  accounts;  and,  per  Denison, 
J.,  in  Cotes  v.  Harris,  B.  N.  P.  149,  "where  all  the  items  are  on  one  side, 
as  in  an  account  between  a  tradesman  and  his  customer,  the  last  item  which 
happens  to  be  within  six  years  shall  not  draw  after  it  those  that  are  of  a 
longer  standing"  (cited  Selw.  N.  P.  140).  See  2  Saund,  12G  (6).  But 
since  the  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  the  mere  fact  of  there  being  an  open  and  unsettled 
account  between  two  parties  is  not  sufficient,  there  must  be  a  part  payment, 
or  something  equivalent  to  it,  or  a  distinct  written  acknowledgment  to  have 
this  effect  (Williams  v.  Griffiths,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  45;  Mills  v.  Fowkes,  5 
Bing.  N.  C.  455;  Coitam  v.  Partridge,  4  Man.  &  G.  271 ;  Clark  v.  Alex- 
ander, 8  Sco.  N.  R.  147). 

How  the  Demand  may  le  revived  by  Acknowledgment  or  Promise.']  In 
assumpsit  it  has  been  holden,  that  although  six  years  have  elapsed  since  the 
debt  was  contracted,  if  the  debtor  promises  to  pay  it  within  six  years,  the 
statute  docs  not  attach,  because  the  promise  founded  on  the  existing  debt 
(which  is  a  sufficient  moral  consideration)  gives  a  new  cause  of  action. 

Nature  of  Acknowledgment  or  Promise.]  The  statute  9  Gco.  IV.  c.  14, 
makes  no  alteration  in  the  law  further  than  acquiring  the  acknowledgment 
or  promise  to  be  in  writing  signed  by  the  parly  chargeable.  No  particular 
form  is  specified.  It  will  suffice  though  it  state  neither  date,  address,  nor 
amount  due  (Hartley  v.  Wharton,  11  Ad.  &  E.  934;  but  see  Kennett  v. 
Milbank,  8  Bing.  38).  An  unequivocal  promise  to  pay  the  claim  yearly 
takes  the  ease  out  of  the  act.  An  express  acknowlca 'gment  of  the  debt 
would,  perhaps  (Heylingv.  Hastings,  1  Raym.  421),  always  be  sufficient  to 
infer  a  promise  to  pay,  or  evidence  of  a  promise,  unless  it  were  accompanied 
with  a  direct  refusal,  or  something  said  at  the  time  to  repel  the  inference  of  a 
promise  (A'Court  v.  Cross,  3  Bing.  329).  The  writing  must  import  an  unquali- 
iicd  acknowledgment  of  a  debt  from  which  a  promise  may  be  inferred  (Fearu 
v.  Lewis,  6  Bing.  349).  The  acknowledgment  must  be  such  as  will  afford 
some  evidence  that  the  party  intended  to  pay  (Pittam  v.  Foster,  1  B.  &  C. 
250;  2  D.  &  R.  303;  Owen  v.  Woollcy,  Bing.  N.  C.  148;  Trueman  v. 
Fenton,  Cowp.  548;  Bri<Tstock  v.  Smith,  1  C.  &  M.  483;  Crips  v.  Davis, 
12  M.  &  W.  159);  Williams  v.  Griffiths,  18  Law  J.  210,  Ex.;  Gardner  v. 
M'Mahon,  3  Q.  B.,  501;  Wnllcy  v.  Lacy,  1  Sco.  N.  R.  186; 
[  *313  ]  Morrell  v.  Frith,  3  M.  &  W.  402;  Bird  v.  Gammon,  5  Sco.  213  ; 
*Dabbs  v.  Humphreys,  10  Bing.  440;  Collidge  v.  Horn,  3  Bing. 
119). 

It  seems,  also,  that  if  a  party  acknowledge  that  the  debt  once  existed,  but 
at  the  same  time  assert  lhat  it  has  been  paid  or  discharged,  or  that  there  is 
an  adequate  set-off  against  it,  the  statute  is  not  defeated  (Swann  v.  Souell,  2 
B.  &  A.  759;  but  sec  Boydell  v.  Drummond,  2  Camp.  161  ;  Craig  v.  Cox, 
Holt,  N.  P.  381  ;  Birk  v.  Guy,  4  Esp.  184;  Snook  v.  Mears,  5  Pri.  636). 
In  Clark  v.  Hougham,  2  B.  &  C.  154,  it  is  said.  "  wherever  it  appears,  by 
the  acknowledgment  of  the  party,  that  it  is  not  paid,  that  takes  the  case  out 
of  the  statute"  (and  sec  Leapcr  v.  Tatton,  16  East,  420  ;  Douthwuit  v.  Tib- 
butt,  5  M.  &  S.  75);  and,  according  to  those  cases,  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  the  acknowledgment  be  accompanied  by  a  promise  or  refusal,  but 
see  3  Bing.  329;  11  Moo.  198).  In  conformity  with  this  doctrine,  it  has 
been  held,  that  an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  after  commencement  of  the 
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action,  would  take  it  out  of  the  statute  (Yea  v.  Fowraker,  2  Burr.  1099.   But 
this  case  has  been  overruled  by  Bateman  v.  Finder,  3  Q.  B.  574). 

A  conditional  or  qualified  promise  will  suffice,  and  evidence  on  the  part  of 
the  pit.  will  be  allowed,  to  rebut  such  condition  or  qualification,  in  cases 
where  the  deft,  states  that  the  debt  was  discharged  by  particular  means,  to 
which  he  refers  with  precision,  and  where  he  has  designated  the  time  and 
mode  so  strictly  (hat  it  is  impossible  it  could  be  discharged  in  any  other 
manner  than  that  specified  (Beale  v.  Nind,  4  B.  &  A.  568 ;  Davis  v.  Smith, 
4  Ksp.  36 ;  see  Partington  v.  Butcher,  6  Esp.  66 ;  Hillings  v.  Shaw,  7  Taunt. 
008;.  A  promise  to  pay  when  able,  is  sufficient,  on  proof  of  ability  (lb. ; 
sec  Besford  v.  Saundcn,  2  II.  Bl.  116;  Tanner  v.  Smart,  6  B.  Ac  C.  603; 
Edmonds  v.  Downs,  4  Tyrw.  73).  Where  the  deft,  promises  to  pay  thn 
debt  by  instalments,  if  time  be  given,  no  proof  of  the  time  being  given  nord 
be  adduced  (Thompson  v.  Osborne,  '2  Stark.  98  ;  Cnmpb.-ll  v.  Scwell,  1  Chit. 
Rep.  609).  So,  where  deft,  said  he  would  pay  if  others  did  so,  proof  that 
they  had  done  so  was  held  unnecessary  (Delamaincr  v.  Winteringham,  4 
Camp.  165).  Whether  the  promise  be  qualified  or  nut  is  a  question  for  the 
court  (Routledge  v.  Ramsey,  8  Ail.  A:  E.  *J'J1). 

The  acknowledgment  is  not  sufficient,  if  it  merely  import  lint  the  claim  i< 
unsatisfied,  without  admitting  that  it  ever  existed,  and,  A  fortiori,  it  is  in- 
operative, if  the  deft,  dispute  thit  he  tcrr  was  liable.  It  must  appear,  and 
lie  acknowledged,  that  there  was  on  original  demand  (Ch.  jun.  Contr.  319; 
Rowcroft  v.  Lomas,  4  M.  A:  S.  457).  A  qualified  admission  by  a  pirty 
who  relies  on  an  objection  which  \vould,  at  any  time,  have  exempted  him 
from  payment,  docs  not  take  a  case  out  of  the  act  (Delatorre  v.  Barclay,  1 
Stark.  7;  A'Court  v.  Cross,  3  Bing.  329;  Hart  v.  Prenderg-ist,  14  M.  A:  W. 
741).  A  general  admission  that  «omc  debt  is  due  is  sufficient,  and  pit  in  ty 
show*tho  amount  by  other  evidence  (Che»lyn  v.  D-ilSy,  4  Y.  At  C.  *J3-»; 
Waller  v.  Lacy,  1  Man.  A:  G.  5-1 :  see  Dickinson  v.  (bitfield,  1  M«x>.  A;  R. 
141  ;  Spong  v'.  Wright,  9  M.  A:  W.  6J9;  and  cases  collected  in  Ch.  Contr. 
715).  A  promise  to  pay  a  proportion  of  a  joint  debt  will  entitle  thn  pit.  to 
that  portion  which  nny  bo  shown  by  other  evidence  (Lechmciv  v.  Fletcher, 
1  C.  At  M.  ""-'a ;  Bird  v.  Gammon,  3  Iling.  X.  C.  «S;i). 

Tltc  following  answers  have  been  held  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  stntutc  :  tonclaim  for  charges  relative  to  the  grant  of  mi  annuity,  <k-fi. 
said  "bethought  tint  it  had  been  settled  at  the  lime  ihcannnity  was  granted; 
that  he  had  U-en  in  so  much  trouble  since  that  he  did  not  n-coll-.-ct  anything 
about  ii"  (llellings  v.  Shaw,  7  Taunt.  611).  So,  where  dvft.  re- 
ferred pit.  to  his  attorney,  "  who  was  *  n  p  «ssessi  >n  of  his  detenni-  [  *31  1  ] 
nation  nnd  nbili'y"  (Ilicknell  v.  rv-ppel,  1  N.  R.  'JO).  "  I  will  sec 
my  attorney,  nnd  will  tell  him  to  do  what  is  right"  (Mill'-r  v.  Caldwell,  3  1). 
A:  R.  3i>7).  S  >,  "  I  cannof  afford  to  pay  my  new  debts,  much  less  my  old 
ones''  (Knott  v.  Farren,  4  D.  A:  R.  470).  S  »,  "  I  know  that  I  ow«:  t he- 
money,  but  the  bill  I  gave  was  on  a  threepenny  receipt  stamp  nnd  I  will 
never  pay  it"  (A'Court  v.  Cross,  3  Hing.  3.'l»).  The  <-xpn  s-'n-n  of  a  ho;  c 
that  a  debtor  n>ay  be  able  to  pay  nt  a  fu'ure  day  will  not  do  (Hart  v.  I'r«-n- 
dorgast,  14  M.  A^  W.  741  ;  see  "Bird  v.  Gammon,  3  Uing.  X.  C.  S-'3).  .So, 
"Send  me  your  bill,  and  if  just  I  will  not  give  you  the  trouble  of  going  to 
law"  (Spoug  v.  Wright,  9  M.  Ac  W.  G'J'J).  S  »,  "  Since  the  rec.  ipt  ol  yo'.ir 
Icfer  (and  indeed  for  some  time  previously),  1  have,  been  in  uli:ost  daily 
expectation  of  being  enabled  to  give  a  satisfactory  reply  to  your  application 
respecting  the  demand  of  Messrs.  M.  against  ni",  an.1  propose  being  in  (). 
to-morrow,  and  will  call  upon  you  on  th"  matter"  (Morn;!!  v.  Frith,  3  M.  A: 
W.  402). 
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A  part  payment  of  the  demand  will  revive  the  debtor's  liability  to  the  re- 
mainder (see  Doug.  650).  But,  by  9  Geo.  VI.  c.  14,  s.  3,  it  is  enacted, 
"  that  no  indorsement  or  memorandum  of  any  payment,  written  or  made, 
after  the  time  appointed  for.  this  act  to  take  effect,  upon  any  promissory 
note,  bill  of  exchange,  or  other  writing,  by  or  on  the  behalf  of  the  party  to 
whom  such  payment  shall  be  made,  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  proof  of  such 
payment,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute."  As 
to  payment  of  money  into  court,  see  po*t,  "  MONEY,  PAYMENT  OF  INTO 
COURT"). 

The  payment  must'  be  such  as  to  warrant  the  inference  of  an  intention  to 
pay  the  rest  (Wainman  v.  Kynman,  1  East,  118).     It   must  be  made  on 
account  of  the  debt  for  which  the  action  is  brought,  and  as  part  payment  of 
a  larger  debt  (Tippets  v.  Heane,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  252).     Where  the  payment 
is  made  as  and  for  the  whole  which  the  deft,  considers  to  be  due,  that  will 
not  revive  the  rest  (see  Waugh  v.  Cope,  6  M.  &  W.  824).     Where  an  agent 
was  authorized  to  offer  a   less  sum  in  discharge  of  tho  whole  debt,  which 
was  refused ;  whereupon  the  agent  paid  the  sum  offered  in  part  discharge,  in 
doing  which  he  exceeded  his  authority:  held,  not  to  be  a  part  payment  within 
the  statute  (Linsell  v.  Bonsor,  2  B.  N.  C.  241);  and  a  payment  in  goods,  if 
taken   as   money,  suffices  (Hart  v.  Nash,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  337;   Hooper  v. 
Stephens,  4  Ad.  &  E.  71).     The  part  payment  by  one  of  several  makers  of 
a  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  will  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  as 
against  all  (Whitcomb  v.  Whiting,  2  Doug.  654;  Wyatt  v.  Hodson,  8  Bing. 
309;  Pease  v.  Hirst,  10  B.  &  C.  122;  Bowling  v.  Ford,  11  M.  &  W.  329; 
Channcll  v.  Ditchburn,  5  M.  &  W.  494;  Periham  v.  Raynal,  2  Bing.  306); 
but  it  must  appear  to  be  made  on  account  of  the  note  (Holme  v.  Green,  1 
Stark.  488).     But  where  the  surviving  maker  of  the  note  paid  interest^on  it 
afier  his  joint  maker's  death,  this  will  not  revive  the  note  against  the  execu- 
tors of  the  deceased  party,' who  were  never  jointly  liable  with  the  survivor 
(Atkins  v.  Trcdgold,  2  B.  &  C.  23);  nor  will  the  payment  by  the  executors 
of  the  deceased  party  revive  the  note  against  the  joint  maker  (Slater  v.  Law- 
son,  1  B.  &  Ad.  396).     Payment  of  interest  will  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute  (Bcaly  v.  Grcensladge,  2  Cro.  &  J.  61 ;  Purdon  v.  Purdon,  10  M.  & 
W.  562 ;  Evans  v.  Davies,  4  Ad.  &  E.  840).     Where  a  third  person  makes 
a  payment  to  a  creditor  to  the  use  of  the  debtor,  such  payment  cannot  be 
appropriated  so  as  to  bar  the  statute  (Waller  v.  Lacy,  1  Man.  &  G.  54). 
Where  there  are  two  debts,  and  a  part  payment  is  made  without  any  appro- 
priation, neither  debt  is  taken  out  of  the  statute  (Burn  v.  Boulton,  2  C.  B. 
r  *-.n  •-  1    476).     *If  a   bill  be  given  in  part  payment,  it  operates  from  the 
J    delivery,  and  not  from  the  payment  (Irving  v.  Veitch,  3  M.  &  W. 
90).    Qua-rc,  whether  a  part  payment  by  one  co-executor  would  be  evidence 
against   another   (Scholey  v.  Walton,   12  M.  &  W.  510;    per  Parke,  B., 
':  Payment  on  a  note  by  an  administrator  who   has  not  administered  in  the 
diocese  in  which  the  note  is  loinnn  'notalile  suffices"  (Clark  v.  Hooper,  10 
Ding.  430). 

Where  the  signature  of  the  joint  maker  who  lias  made  the  payments  is 
attested  bv  a  witness,  that  witness  must  be  called  to  show  that  such  maker  is 
a  party  (Wylde  v.  Porter,  3  Ncv.  &  M.  585). 

Three  overseers  borrowed  money  for  their  parish  on  the  security  of  their 
notes,  signed  in  their  public  character;  interest  was  paid  by  the  vestry,  one 
of  the  overseers  having  signed  the  accounts  :  held,  a  bar  to  the  statute  (Re\v 
v.  Pcttct,  1  Ad.  &  E.  196).  Where  trustees  of  certain  legatees  lent  to  deft, 
part  of  the  trust  moneys,  upon  a  promissory  note,  describing  them  as  trus- 
tees: held,  that  part  payment  of  principal  and  interest  to  one  of  the  legatees, 
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took  the  case  out  or  the  statute  (Megginson  r.  Harper,  4  Tyrw.  04).  So 
will  a  payment  made  by  one  of  several  partners,  though  made  in  fraud  of 
his  partners,  and  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy  (Goddard  v.  Ingram,  3  Q.  B. 
639). 

Where  the  part  payment  is  proved  only  by  the  oral  admission  of  the  deft. 
it  is  not  enough  (Willis  v.  Newham,  S  X.  *  J.  518  ;  Maghee  v.  O*Ncil,  7 
M.  &  W.  531  ;  see  Doe  v.  Beckett,  4  Q  B.  601).  The  admission  must  be 
in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  party  charged  (Bayley  v.  Ashton,  12  Ad.  Ac 
E.  49:);  Eastwood  v.  Saville,  0  M.  At  W.  615).  The  appropriation  of  pay* 
mcnt  to  the  particular  debt  may  be  proved  by  the  declaration  of  the  debtor 
if  the  payment  itself  bo  proved  by  other  evidence  (Waters  v.  Tomkins,  2 
C.  M.  At  R.  723;  Bcvan  v.  Getting,  3  Q.  B.  740). 

In  all  cases  where  the  terms  used  by  the  deft,  are  ambiguous,  it  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  they  amount  to  a  sufficient  acknow. 
lodgment  (Lloyd  v.  Maund,  '2  T.  R.  760;  Rucker  v.  Hannay  (SirS.),  cited 
4  East,  604,  n.;  Frost  v.  Bengough,  1  Ding.  '206;  Linsell  v.  Bcnsor,  2  Biog. 
N.  C.  241  ;  but  we  Morrell  v.  Frith,  3  M.  Ac  W.  404  ;  Roulledge  v.  Ram- 
say, 8  Ad.  At  E. 


Acknowledgment  or  Promise  mutt  be  in  Writing.]  By  the  late  impor- 
tant act,  9  Cieo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  1,  it  is  enacted,  "  that  in  actions  in  debt  or 
upon  the  case,  grounded  upon  any  simple  contract,  no  acknowledgment  or 
promise,  by  words  only,  shall  bo  deemed  sufficient  evidence  of  a  new,  or 
continuing  contract,  whereby  to  take  any  en*'  out  of  the  operation  of  /ho 
said  enactments,  or  either  of  them,  or  to  deprive  any  party  of  the  benefit 
thereof,  unless  such  acknowledgment  or  promise  shall  be  made  or  contained 
by  or  in  some  writing,  to  be  signed  by  the  party  chargeable  thereby,  and 
that,  Where  there  shall  be  two  or  more  joint  contractors,  or  executors,  or 
administrators  of  any  contractor,  no  such  joint  contractor,  executor,  or  ad- 
ministrator, shall  lu.se  the  benefit  of  lite  said  enactment*,  or  either  of  them, 
so  as  to  be  chargeable  in  respect  or  by  reason  only  of  any  written  acknow- 
ledgment or  promise,  made  and  signed  by  nny  other  or  others  of  them,  pro- 
vided  always  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  niter  or  take  nway,  or  lessen 
the  e  fleet  of  any  payment  of  nny  principal  or  interest  made  by  any  person 
whatsoever;  provided  also,  thai  in  actions  to  bo  commenced  against  any  two 
or  more  of  such  joint  contractors,  or  executors,  or  administrators,  if  it  shall 
appear  at  the  trial,  or  otherwise,  that  the  ph.,  though  barred  by  either  of  th-j 
said  recited  acts,  or  this  act,  as  to  one  or  more  of  such  joint  con- 
tractors, or  executors,  or  administrators,  'hhrill  nevertheless  bo  [  *316  ] 
entitled  to  recover  against  any  other  or  others  of  the  defks.  by 
virtue  of  a  new  acknowledgment,  or  promise,  or  otherwise,  judgment  may 
be  given,  and  costs  allowed,  for  the  pit.  ns  to  such  deft,  or  defis.,  against  whom 
ho  shall  recover,  and  for  the  other  dell,  or  dells,  against  tho;>tt.  :"  see  the  third 
section  as  to  indorsements  of  payment.  Before  this  act,  :iot  only  n  verbal  pro- 
mise to  pny  the  debt,  but  a  mere  acknowledgment,  wo'.ld  lake  the  case  oul  of 
the  act,  not  only  against  the  party  making  it,  hut  also  agninst  his  co-contractor 
(2  Saund.  63);  though,  indeed,  such  promise  or  r.cknowledgment  would  not 
affect  the  executor  of  a  contractor  (Atkins  v.  Trcdgold,  2  B.  &  C.  23). 

To  ulnom  Promise  or  Acknowledgment  should  be  ma/lc.]  It  is  not  neces- 
sary, to  take  the  case  out  of  the  act,  that  the  acknowledgment  be  made  to 
pit.  himself,  or  even  with  a  reference  to  the  particular  suit.  An  acknow. 
ledgmcnt  to  a  mere  stranger,  or  third  person,  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  promise 
(Clark  v.  llougham,  2  B.  &  C.  154  ;  Mouutstephea  v.  Brook,  3  B.  &  A. 
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141  ;  Halliday  v.  Ward,  3  Camp.  32),  So,  where  deft,  said,  with  reference 
to  another  action,  I  must  pay  Mr.  Peters  first,  then  I  will  pay  you,  this  was 
held  sufficient  in  an  action  at  the  suit  of  Mr.  Peters  (Peters  v.  Brown,  4  Esp. 
46).  And  therefore  where  A.,  by  a  misrepresentation,  received  of  B.,  and 
several  other  of  his  tenants,  different  sums  of  money,  and  when  B.  applied 
to  him,  saying  that  he  and  the  other  tenants  had,  through  the  misrepresenta- 
tion, paid  more  than  was  due,  and  A.  replied,  that  if  there  was  any  mistake 
it  should  be  rectified,  it  was  held,  that  this  obviated  the  statute,  as  well  to  the 
other  tenants  as  to  A.  (2  B.  &  C.  149).  An  acknowledgment  must  be  to  a 
person  who  is  in  existence  to  receive  it  (Ward  v.  Hunter,  6  Taunt.  210). 
An  acknowledgment  to  an  executor  will  not  support  a  count  laying  a  pro- 
mise to  the  testator  ( I b. ;  Sarell  v.  Wine,  8  East,  409;  2  Saund.  63  g,  n.). 

By  uhom  Promise  or  Acknoidcdgmcnt  should  le  madc^\  Formerly  it 
was  not  necessary  deft,  himself  should  make  the  acknowledgment;  one,  by 
an  authorized  agent,  was  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  (Bust 
v.  Palmer,  5  Esp.  145);  and,  on  this  principle  it  had  been  held,  that  where 
pit.  relied  on  a  new  promise  made  by  the  wife,  who  managed  the  business, 
and  generally  gave  orders  and  paid  for  goods,  that  her  promise  was  binding 
on  her  husband,  and  would  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  (Palethrop  v. 
Furnish,  2.  Esp.  511).  And,  in  an  action  against  husband,  for  goods  sup- 
plied to  his  wife  while  she  lived  apart,  but  he  occasionally  visited  her,  her 
acknowledgment  was  sufficient  (Gregory  v.  Parker,  1  Camp.  394;  Pittam  v. 
Foster,  4  B.  &  C.  248;  3  D.  &  R.  22)  ;  and,  if  deft,  referred  pit.  to  a  third 
person,  he  was  bound  by  such  third  person  (Williams  v.  Inncs,  1  Camp.  304, 
366,  n.)  ;  or,  perhaps  by  an  admission  made  by  his  counsel  at  the  trial,  in 
deft.'s  hearing  (Colledge  v.  Horn,  3  Bing.  119).  But  the  statute  9  Geo,  IV. 
c.  14,  requires  the  acknowledgment  to  be  signed  by  the  party  chargeable; 
an  agent  will  not  suffice,  although  he  sign  in  his  principal's  name,  and  with 
his  assent  (Hyde  v.  Johnson,  2  B.  N.  C.  776). 

An  acknowledgment  by  one  of  several  joint  debtors  was  formerly  sufficient 
to  take  the  case  out  of  the  act ;  but  now,  by  the  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  as  we  have 
seen,  the  promise  or  acknowledgment  by  one  or  more  of  two  joint  contractors, 
is  not  sufficient  to  bind  the  rest  (ante,  p.  315).  The  principle  on  which  this 
was  decided  was,  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Mansfield  (Doug.  682),  that  "  payment 
by  one  is  payment  by  all,  the  one  acting  virtual/'//  as  agent  for  ike  rest;  and,  in 

the  same  manner,  an  admission  by  one  is  an  admission  by  all,  and 
[  *317  ]  the  *la\v  raises  the  promise  to  pay  when  the  debt  is  admitted  to  be 

due:"  see  also  Perham  v.  Raynal,  2  Bing.  309.  Therefore,  an 
acknowledgment  by  one  of  several  makers  of  a  joint  and  several  promissory 
note,  has  been  holden  to  be  sufficient  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute,  as  to  the 
others,  and  mighi  have  been  given  in  evidence  in  a  separate  action  (Ib.) ; 
and  that  too,  where  the  other  was  only  a  surety  (2  Bing.  306) ;  so  an  ad- 
mission after  dissolution  of  partnership  (1  Taunt.  104).  But  an  acknow- 
Icd^ment  by  one  of  several  joint  contractors  should  always  have  been  explicit 
and  positive,  to  have  the  effect  of  binding  the  others;  and  it  was  not  sufficient 
to  show  a  general  payment  by  a  joint  maker  of  the  note  to  the  payee  within 
the  six  years,  so  as  to  throw  i"  on  the  deft,  to  prove  that  it  was  not  made  on 
the  note  (Holme  v.  Green,  1  Sinrk.  488).  And  so,  where  one  of  the  joint 
and  several  makers  became  a  bankrupt,  it  was  held  that  the  payment  of  the 
last  dividend  within  six  years  was  a  sufficient  acknowledgment  as  to  the 
other  joint  makers  (2  II.  Bl.  340).  The  propriety  of  this  case  was  doubted 
by  Lord  Ellenborough  and  Bayley,  J.  in  Brandram  v.  Wharton,  1  B.  &  A. 
468,  on  the  ground  that  the  acknowledgment,  besides  being  a  constructive 
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one,  was  made  by  the  assignee,  who  never  could  be  called  upon  for  contri- 
bution also  (Atkins  v.  Tredpold,  2  B.  &  C.  27).  A  nd  so,  in  an  action  against 
A.,  on  the  joint  and  several  note  of  himself  and  B.,  it  was  holden,  that  a 
letter  written  by  A.  to  B.,  desiring  him  to  settle  the  money,  took  it  out  of  the 
statute  (Halliday  v.  Ward,  3  Camp.  3*2),  and  that  the  court  would  not  go 
beyond  that  case;  therefore,  where  one  of  two  joint  drawers  of  a  bill  became 
a  bankrupt,  and,  under  his  commission,  the  indorsee  proves  a  debt  (beyond 
the  amount  of  the  bill)  for  goods  sold,  and  they  exhibited  the  bill  as  a  secu- 
rity which  they  held  for  their  debt,  in  an  action  by  them  against  the  solvent 
partner,  it  was  held  that  the  statute  was  a  good  defence,  although  the 
dividend  had  been  paid  by  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt  partner  within  six 
years  (Ib.). 

Where  a  debtor  stated  in  writing  that  arrangements  had  been  making  to 
enable  him  to  discharge  the  account  ;  that  B.  was  appointed  trustee  of  certain 
funds,  and  that  B.  had  authorized  him  to  refer  the  ph.  to  him,  held  not  suffi- 
cient, as  the  debtor  did  not  charge  himself  (Whippy  v.  Hillary,  3  B.  As  Ad. 
MO).  So,  likewise,  if  the  debtor  refer  the  credi'or  to  particular  funds,  and 
desire  him  to  pay  himself  out  of  them  (Routledgc  v.  Ramsay,  8  Ad.  &  B. 
2*21).  Even  before  0  Goo.  IV.  c.  14,  as  against  an  executor,  it  was  neces- 
sary to  show  nn  ex  press  promise;  a  mere  acknowledgment  was  not  sufficient; 
and  if  there  were  several  executors,  a  promise  by  all  (Tullock  v.  Dunn,  R. 
AJ  M.  416;  Scholcy  v.  Walton,  12  M.  &  W.  510).  An  admission  by  a 
bankrupt  in  his  balance-sheet  will  not  revive  the  debt  as  against  his  assignees 
(Pott  v.  Clegg,  16  M.  6c  W.  U21).  9  CJeo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  8,  exempts  from 
stamp  duty  such  agreements  (see  Morris  v.  Dixon,  4  Ad.  Ac  K.  845). 


Partiff  attfoatl]  A  party,  whether  Kngliihman  or  foreigner,  to  whom  a 
cause  of  action  accrues  while  abroad,  has  always  the  right  of  action  in  him 
while  he  continues  abroad,  and  if  he  dies  abroad  hi*  executors  may  sue  for 
it,  although  more  than  six  yenrs  have  cl.-iptcd  from  its  accruing  (Townsend 
v.  Deacon,  13  Jur.  306  ;  1*8  Law  J.  29*,  Kxch.). 

Sed  qutrre,  whether,  under  such  circumstances,  the  executors  arc  not 
bound  to  sue  within  six  yenrs  oiler  his  death  (Ib.). 

The  cases  in  which  it  WHS  held  that  I/>rd  Tenterdon's  Act,  the  9  CJeo.  IV. 
c.  14,  applied  to  actions  brought  before  the  1st  January,  H29,  when  that 
act  came  into  operation,  but  nut  tried  until  after  that  day,  were  not  rightly 
decided;  and  quart  of  the  case  of  Tuwler  v.  Chatterton,  (6  Hing.  258  ;  3  M. 
At  P.  619),  also  decided  on  that  statute  (per  Uolfe,  B.,  Moore  v.  Durdcn,  12 
Jur.  139,  Exch.). 

To  a  plea  under  the  3  A:  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  f>,  that  the  cause  of  action 
on  a  deed  did  not  accrue  within  twenty  yenrs  a  replication  alleging  a  written 
acknowledgment  of  the  debt  within  twenty  years  need  not  set  out  the  writing 
in  its  terms  (Kemp  v.  Gibbon,  12  Jur.  697  ;  17  Luw  J.  29S,  Q.  B.). 

Defts.  employed  pit.,  an  attorney,  in  several  transactions,  and,  among 
others,  in  procuring  him  money  to  pay  off  a  mortgage.  In  an  action  against 
deft,  for  pit.'.*  bill  of  costs,  it  appeared  by  items  in  the  bill  that  he  had  made 
applications  in  several  quarters  for  this  purpose,  but  without  success,  after 
which  he  wrote  to  pit.,  informing  him  what  he  had  done,  and  requesting  to 
know  his  wishes.  This  item  bore  date  more  than  six  years  before  action 
was  brought.  The  next,  dated  within  six  years,  was,  "  Paid  the  postage  of 
your  answer."  By  subsequent  itemg  it  appeared  that  further  endeavours 
were  made  by  the  pit.  to  raise  the  money.  Ultimately,  it  was  obtained  : 
held,  that  the  transaction  was  not  one  in  which  the  attorney's  employmeM 
was  continuous,  and  that  the  latter  items  did  not  draw  after  them  the  pre- 
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vious  ones,  so  as  to  take  these  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (Phillips  v. 
Broadley,  9  Q.  B.  744). 

In  an  action  of  assumpsit  which  contained  several  demands,  the  deft, 
pleaded,  except  as  to  one,  a  set-off  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  The  pit., 
in  order  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  put  in  evidence  the  particulars  of 
set-off,  containing  an  item,  "  paid  to  the  pit.  15/.:"  held,  that  the  particulars 
were  no  evidence  in  support  of  the  deft.'s  plea  of  set-off  (Burkitt  v.  Blanshard, 
3  Exch.  89). 

Acknowledgments  to  bar.']  In  an  action  for  money  lent,  the  deft,  pleaded 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  at  the  trial  the  pit.  proved  the  transmission 
of  the  "money  to  the  deft.,  and  the  payment  by  him  of  a  half-yearly  sum  for 
interest  up  to  a  certain  time,  and  produced  an  answer  to  a  bill  in  chancery, 
in  which  the  deft,  admitted  having  paid  the  same  half-yearly  sum  within  six 
years,  but  asserted  that  it  was  paid  by  way  of  annuity,  and  not  of  interest. 
Assuming  that  an  acknowledgment  of  a  payment  must  be  in  writing,  and 
signed,  under  the  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  1,  in  order  to  bar  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations :  held,  that  the  evidence  for  the  pit.  was  sufficient  to 
go  to  the  jury;  that  the  construction  of  the  admission  in  the  answer  was 
for  the  court ;  and  that  the  whole  of  it  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury,  but 
that  they  might  believe  the  fact  of  the  payments  having  been  made  half- 
yearly,  but  reject  the  residue,  and  infer  from  the  other  evidence  that  the  pay- 
ments were  really  made  in  respect  of  interest  (Baildon  v.  Walton,  1  Exch. 
Rep.  617  ;  17  Law  J.  357,  Exch.— Exch.  Cham.). 

Words  used  at  the  time  of  making  a  payment  qualify  it,  but  it  is  for  the 
jury  to  judge  of  the  truth  of  a  statement  accompanying  the  admission  of  a 
previous  payment  (Ib.). 

To  a  declaration  upon  an  indenture  for  non-payment  of  money,  deft, 
pleaded  that  the  cause  of  action  did  not  accrue  within  twenty  years.  Repli- 
cation, that  it  did  accrue  within,  &c. :  held,  under  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c. 
42,  ss.  3,  5,  that  plaintiff  could  not,  in  support  of  this  issue,  give  evidence  of 
an  acknowledgment  by  letter  within  the  twenty  years  (Kempe  v.  Gibbon,  9 
Q.  B.  609). 


LITERARY  PROPERTY. 
See  "  COPYRIGHT." 

[  *318  ]  LODGINGS. 

See  "  BOARD  AND  LODGING,"  ante,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  647,  1025. 

LUNACY. 

Pleadings,  fyc.,  as  to.~\    For  a  cause  of  action  arising  to  a  lunatic,  the 
action  should  be  brought  in  his  name,  and  not  in  that  of  his  committee 
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(Thorn  v.  Coward,  2  Sid.  124, 125 ;  Com.  Dig.  Idiot,  B,  7 ;  Rock  v.  Slade, 
7  Dowl.  22).  Ejectment  must  be  in  the  name  of  the  lunatic,  for  his  com- 
roittce  is  but  a  bailiff,  and  has  no  interest  (Vol.  I.,  p.  981);  but  the  committee 
may,  by  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  grant  leases  (43  Geo.  HI.  c.  75,  s. 
14),  in  which  case  the  remedy  would  be  by  the  committee  (see  6  Geo.  IV. 
c.  74 ;  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  78).  The  deft,  may  give  lunacy  in  evidence  under  the 
general  issue  (2  Stra.  1104  ;  Clark  v.  Dangcrficld,  1  Cb.  jun.  Lunacy,  228; 
Ch.  Contr.  Lunacy);  even  on  a  specialty,  where  non  atfactum  is  pleaded 
(3  Camp.  126;  2  Bla.  Com.  291).  He  is,  however,  at  liberty  to  plead  it 
specially  (1  Ch.  PI.  420;  see  Dane  v.  Kirkwell,  8  C.  &  P.  670;  R.  G.  H. 
T.  4  Will.  IV.;  Harrison  v.  Richardson,  I  Moo.  At  R.  54 ;  Alcock  v.  Alcock, 
3  Man.  &  G.  268).  The  lunacy  of  a  deft,  subsequent  to  his  entering  into  a 
contract  is  no  defence  (Jones  v.  Evans,  8  Dowl.  425 ;  see  a  plea  justifying 
imprisonment  of  a  lunatic,  1  C.  B.  18).  Though  an  idiot  should  appear  in 
person,  yet  a  lunatic,  or  one  who  becomes  turn  comjnt  mmlis,  must  appear 
by  guardian  if  he  be  wiihin  age,  and  by  attorney  if  be  is  of  full  age  (4  Co. 
124 ;  1  Ch.  PI.  469).  If  pit.  be  a  lunatic  any  one  may  sue  for  him  to  his 
name  (Rock  v.  Slade,  7  Dowl.  22). 

Effect  of.]  Though  a  lunatic  is  not  punishable  criminally,  he  is  liable  to  a 
civil  action  for  any  tort  he  may  commit  (Hob.  134).  It  would  seem,  where 
a  lunatic  is  under  actual  restraint,  or  is  sued  on  the  mere  ground  of  the  con- 
tract itself,  that  his  lunacy  may  bo  given  in  evidence  to  defeat  (he  action,  as 
he  would  not  be  considered  as  bound  by  contracts  in  the  ordinary  meaning 
of  the  term  (2  C.  &  P.  179);  but,  in  an  action  on  an  executed  contract  for 
necessaries,  where  the  lunatic  has  been  at  large  in  the  world,  and  has  been 
supplied  with  necessaries,  Ace.,  suitable  to  his  rank,  and  no  imposition  prac- 
tised, and  has  been  in  the  habit  of  conducting  his  ordinary  affairs,  bis  lunacy 
is  no  defence,  even  though  an  inquUition  of  lunacy  have  found  that  he  WM 
non  compos  at  the  tune  (Baxter  v.  Portsmouth  (Lord),  5  B.  At  C.  172 ;  see 
Ch.  Contr.  Lunacy). 

An  executed  contract  entered  into  LontifiJt,  and  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business,  is  not  void  by  reason  of  one  of  the  parties  having  been  at  the 
time  of  such  contract  of  unsound  mind,  where  such  unsoundness  was  not 
known  to  the  other  party  (Molion  v.  Comroux,  2  Exch.  437,  in  error;  see 
Brown  v.  Jutlrell,  3  C.  A:  P.  30).  A  lunatic  is,  in  law,  incapable  of  stating 
on  account  (Farbrick  v.  Bispham,  2  M.  Ac  W.  2). 

Proof  of,  as  to  ]  The  lunacy  and  restraint  may  be  proved  by  medical  at- 
tendants, or  other  persons  of  competent  knowledge,  who  are  acquainted  with 
tho  lunatic;  or  by  proving  the  inquisition,  as  in  the  case  of  inquisitions  pail 
mortem,  and  which  may  be  rebutted  by  contrary  evidence  (2  Atk.  412  ;  ante, 
"  INQUISITION").  It  will  be  necessary,  when  the  party  is  at  large,  to  show 
that  some  advantage  *wns  taken,  or  that  the  action  is  brought 
for  recovery  for  what  was  unsuitable  to  dcft.'s  rank  in  life  (lb.).  [  *319  ] 
Where  a  party  was  sane  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made,  evi- 
dence of  previous  or  subsequent  insanity  is  immaterial :  however,  if  the 
case  were  doubtful,  it  would  be  sufficient  to  create  a  suspicion  of  insanity 
at  the  time  the  agreement  was  entered  into  (M'Adam  v.  Walker,  1  Dow. 
177).  It  should  be  shown  that  the  party  is  non  compos;  for,  if  he  be  merely 
proved  to  be  of  weak  intellect,  it  will  be  insufficient  (3  P.  Wms.  129). 

A  lunatic  may  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  during  a  lucid  interval  (Bac. 
Abr.  Ev.  A.). 
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MAGISTRATES. 
See  "JUSTICE  OF  PEACE." 


MALICIOUS  ARREST  AND  PROSECUTION.(a) 

FORM  OP  REMEDY  FOR,  p.  319. 

FORM  OF  PLEADINGS,  321. — In  Action  for  Malicious  Arrests,  p.  321. — Jn 
Action  for  Malicious  Prosecution,  p.  324. — Plea,  p.  326. 

PRECEDENTS,  p.  328. 

EVIDENCE  IN  ACTION  FOR  MALICIOUS  ARREST,  p.  328. — Issuing  of  Writ, 
and  other  Proceedings,  p.  328. — Arrest,  or  giving  Bail,  p.  330. — Ter- 
mination of  former  Suit,  p.  331. — Malice  and  want  of  Provable  Cause, 
p.  332. — Damages,  p.  335. — Competency  of  Witnesses,  p.  335. 

EVIDENCE  IN  ACTION  FOR  MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION,  p.  336. — Induce- 
ment, p.  336. —  The  proceedings  taken  against  Plaintiff,  p.  336. —  The 
Termination  of  the  charge,  p.  338. —  The  Defendants  Leing  Prosecutors, 
p.  339. — Malice,  p.  339. — Want  of  probable  Cause,  p.  340. — Damages, 
p.  345. 


Form  of  Remedy. 

WHENEVER  an  injury  to  a  person,  or  his  property  or  reputation,  is  oc- 
casioned by  regular  process  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  maliciously 
adopted,  the  remedy  is  by  an  action  on  the  case,  and  trespass  does  not  lie 
(3  T.  R.  185;  1  ib.  535;  3  Esp.  135;  11  East,  297;  1  Camp.  295;  2 
Ch.  Rep.  304;  1  D.  &  R.  97;  Moor  v.  Shattin,  2  Show.  295;  Jones  v. 
Gwynn,  Gilb.  185).  But  trespass  may  be  supported  where  the  court  has  no 
jurisdiction,  and  case  is  a  concurrent  remedy  therewith,  if  the  proceedings 
be  also  malicious  and  unfounded  (2  Wils.  302).  If  however  the  proceedings 
were  irregular,  the  remedy  should  be  in  trespass  (2  T.  R.  225;  2  Ch.  PI. 
434,  n.  (k),  and  see  ante,  p.  261);  as  to  actions  against  justices  Barclay  v. 
Hunt,  4  Burr.  1993;  ante,  p.  261.  Case  lies  for  maliciously  impleading 
the  pit.  and  causing  him  to  be  excommunicated  (Hocking  v.  Matthews,  1 
East,  86). 

Where  a  party  is  arrested  without  a  sufficient  probable  cause  of  action, 
either  because  no  debt  is  due  or  that  he  is  held  to  bail  for  too  large  a  sum, 
as  for  the  penalty  of  a  bond  (1  Saund.  58,  a.),  or  because  he  is  detained  in 
custody  alter  a  sufficient  tender  of  debt  and  costs,  &c.  (5  T.  R.  185;  2 
Wils.  305 ;  4  B.  &  C.  26 ;  6  D.  &  R.  129 ;  2  Ch.  PI.  434,  n.  (k) ;  or  the 
pit.  in  an  action  adopts  an  irregular  *procceding  as  issuing  a 
[  *320  ]  second  fi.  fa.  pending  the  first  (Waterer  v.  Freeman,  Hob.  205 — 
266;  1  Brownl.  12),  his  remedy  is  by  an  action  on  the  case; 
but,  where  there  was  sufficient  cause  to  warrant  the  exercise  of  a  legal 
remedy,  though  the  person  be  actuated  by  motives  of  personal  malice,  no 
action  lies  against  him  (1  Salk.  14).  A  party  is  liable  to  this  action  where 
there  is  an  admitted  set-off  and  he  arrests  without  regarding  it  (Austin  v. 

(a)  3  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  1 ;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.,  p.  377;  1  Ann.  Dig.  p.  357;  2  Id.  p.  268; 
3  Id.  p.  326. 
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Debenham,  3  B.  &  C.  139;  Dronefield  v.  Archer,  5  B.  &  A.  513;  see 
Sherwood  v.  Taylor,  6  Bing.  283;  Barclay  v.  Hunt,  4  Burr.  1993).  It 
has  been  decided,  that  an  action  on  the  case  to  recover  damages  against  the 
lessor  of  the  ph.  in  a  vexatious  ejectment  is  not  maintainable  (1  B.  &  P. 
205).  If  A.  knowing  pit.  to  be  an  attorney  in  practice,  wilfully  and  malici- 
ously causes  him  to  be  arrested  on  mense  process,  an  action  on  the  case  lies 
against  A.,  and  the  fact  of  his  having  a  good  cause  of  action  for  a  large  sum 
of  money  will  be  no  ground  of  defence,  and  the  attorney  of  A.  may  be  joined 
in  the  action,  if,  besides  acting  as  his  attorney,  he  co-operated  with  A.  in 
causing  the  arrest  ( Whalley  v.  Pbepps,  7  C.  <Sc  P.  506).  It  may  be  brought 
•gainst  one  only  (Mills  v.  Mills,  Cro. Car.);  and  where  it  is  brought  against 
two  or  more  defts.  although  a  conspiracy  be  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and 
a  verdict  be  found  for  all  the  defts.  except  one,  yet  the  pit.  will  be  entitled 
to  judgment  (Price  v.  Crofts,  1  LA.  Itnym.  160;  Pollard  v.  Evans,  2  Show. 
50;  see  also  Dudley  v.  Mott,  1  Wils.  210). 

A  husband  alone  may  maintain  an  action  for  tho  malicious  prosecution  of 
his  wife,  the  expenses  of  which  had  been  defrayed  by  the  husband  (Smith 
v.Nixon,  2  Stra.  977). 

Where  the  immediate  act  of  imprisonment  proceeds  from  the  deft,  the  ac- 
tion must  be  trespass,  and  trespass  only  ;  but  where  the  act  of  imprisonment 
by  one  is  in  consequence  of  information  from  another,  then  on  action  on  the 
fjurr  is  the  proper  remedy,  because  the  injury  is  sustained  in  consequence  of 
the  wrongful  act  of  that  o:her  (Ib. ;  per  Ashurst,  J.).  If  a  party  make  a 
complaint  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  which  the  justice  conceives  to  amount 
to  a  felony,  and  issues  his  warrant,  accordingly  to  arrest  the  party  com- 
plained against,  nnd  the  facts  do  not  amount  to  a  felony,  no  action  for  a 
malicious  prosecution  will  lie  against  tin*  party  who  made  the  complaint 
(Leigh  v.  Webb,  3  lv*q.  105).  Averment  that  deft,  charged  the  pit.  with 
assttu/ting  ami  beuting  him,  and  procuring  a  warrant,  to  apprehend  him  for 
the  said  offence,  and  the  rtnrgc  in  fact  made,  was  for  assaulting  an/I  Unk- 
ing nnd  the  warrant  produced  recited  the  charge  to  be  for  violently  assault, 
ing,  held  no  vnrinnce  (Byne  v.  Miorc,  5  Taunt.  1*7).  Where  tlw  decla- 
ration stated  a  malicious  charge  of  having  feloniously  stolen  certain  articles, 
nnd  the  proof  was  that  the  deft,  luid  an  information,  in  which  he  depoaed 
thnt  the  articles  Ind  been  stolen,  nnd  tli.it  he  suspected  and  believed  that 
they  had  been  stolen  by  the  pit. ;  held  no  variance  (Davis  v.  Noake,  6  M. 
As  S.  li?»).  But  variances  of  this  kind  would  now  be  amended  at  nisi  priua 
(sec  "  VARIANCE").  The  pit.  gave  deft,  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  enter  up 
judgment  if  certain  costs  should  lie  unpaid  within  four  days  niter  the  Master 
should  have  taxed  the  same.  IVft.  procured  a  taxation  CJT  partf,  and,  by  an 
incorrect  representation  to  the  Master,  obtained  from  him  on  allocatur  for 
more  costs  than  they  were  entitled  to;  by  order  of  a  judge  a  new  taxation 
was  directed,  pending  which  the  deft,  arn-sted  the  jilt.;  and  afterwards  ihe 
costs  were  reduced.  Pit.  declared  in  case  for  wrongful  arrest,  nnd  deft, 
pleaded  that  the  cos's  had  been  taxed,  and  a  sum  found  due  for  which  he 
arrested:  held,  that  pit.  might  properly  sue  in  a  case  fora  milicious  arrest, 
and  was  not  bound  to  declare  for  deceitful  *  representations  to  the 
Master  (Snxon  v.  Castle,  0  Ad.  &  IS.  05'J).  Case  is  not  main-  [  *  321] 
tain:ili!e  against  an  attorney  whn,  being  retained  to  sue  fur  a  debt  a 
person  of  the  same  name  with  thr*  pit.  by  mistake  and  without  malice  takes 
all  the  proceeding  to  judgment  and  execution  against  the  ph.,  or  having  ob- 
tained judgment  against  the  right  person,  by  mistake,  and  without  malice, 
issues  execution  against  the  pit.  (Davis  v.  Jenkins,  11  M.  As  W.  745).  In 
tho  latter  cose  the  pit.  has  a  remedy  in  trespass  (Ib.)  A  person  is  liable 
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•who  gives  evidence  in  support  of  the  charge,  and  who  represents  himself  as 
preferring  it  (Clements  v.  Chorly,  2  C.  &  P.  686).  The  county  courts 
have  no  jurisdiction  (9  &  10  Viet.  c.  95,  s.  58). 

Form  of  Pleadings. 

In  Action  for  Malicious  Arrest.]  The  venue  is  transitory.  It  must  be 
stated  that  deft,  had  no  reasonable  or  probable  cause  whatever  for  the  arrest 
(1  T.  R.  544;  2  T.  R.  231).  In  1  Salk.  15,  it  is  said  the  pit.  should  allege 
how  much  is  due;  sed  qucere,  at  all  events,  the  present  form  of  declaring  is 
not  so.  It  has  been  considered  sufficient,  in  an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest 
for  too  much,  where  there  was  a  set-off,  to  aver  that  the  deft.,  "  not  having 
any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  of  action  whatsoever  against  the  pit.,  to 
the  amount  of  the  money  for  which  deft,  arrested  pit."  (Austin  v.  Deben- 
ham,  3  B.  &  C.  143  ;  4  D.  &  R.  653). 

The  deft.'s  malicious  motives  to  injure  and  oppress  must  be  expressly 
stated  ;  and  it  is  not  enough  to  say,  that  the  deft,  brought  an  action  'against 
the  pit.  ex  malitia  and  sine  causa,  per  quod,  he  put  the  pit.  to  great  charges 
(2  Wils.  30,  35;  1  Wils.  233),  but  falsely,  wrongfully,  &c.,  have  been 
holden  to  be  sufficient  allegations  to  support  proof  of  a  malicious  intent  in  the 
deft.  (1  Saund.  242  a,  n.  2).  In  an  action  for  abusing  the  process  of  the 
court  in  order  to  illegally  compel  a  party  to  give  up  his  property,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  aver  that  the  process  was  sued  out  without  reasonable  or 
probable  cause  (Granger  v.  Hill,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  212  ;  but  see  Saxon  v.  Castle, 
6  Ad.  &  E.  652).  Where  the  judgment  was  arrested,  because  the  declara- 
tion alleged  only  that  the  deft,  had  wrongfully  and  injuriously  delivered  the 
•writ  to  the  sheriff  without  adding  maliciously  (De  Medina  v.  Grove,  15  Law 
J.,  Q.  B.  284). 

In  an  action  on  the  case,  for  taking  a  judgment  debtor  or  his  goods  in 
execution  for  more  than  is  due  on  the  judgment,  it  is  necessary  to  allege 
express  malice ;  and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  say  that  the  defts.  issued  the  writ 
wrongfully  and  injuriously,  and  the  omission  of  the  word  maliciously  is  a 
good  ground  for  arresting  the  judgment  (De  Medina  v.  Grove,  15  Law  J., 
N.  S.,  Q.  B.,  284).  The  only  foundation  for  an  action  for  a  malicious 
arrest,  under  the  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110,  is  that  the  pit.  has  obtained  the  judge's 
order  for  the  capias  by  falsehood  or  fraud:  the  declaration  must  therefore 
show  that  (ib. ;)  Daniels  v.  Fielding,  16  M.  &  W.  200);  but,  after  verdict, 
a  declaration  was  held  sufficient  which  alleged  that  the  clefts,  not  having  any 
reasonable  or  probable  cause  to  believe  that  the  pit  was  about  to  quit  England, 
falsely  and  maliciously,  and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  caused 
and  procured  a  judge  to  make  an  order  for  a  capias  against  the  pit.,  and 
falsely,  &c.,  by  colour  of  the  said  order  caused  a  capias  to  be  sued  out 
thereon,  and  the  pit.  to  be  arrested  under  it  (Ib.).  As  to  what  constitutes 
malice  and  want  of  probable  cause,  and  when  it  is  a  mixed  question  of  fact 
and  law,  sec  post. 

The  court  out  of  which  the  process  was  issued  should  be  correctly  described 

(see  R.  v.  Leonard,  1  Stra.  302 ;  3  M.  &  S.  166;  3  Taunt.  *271  ; 

[  *322  ]  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  308.     In  an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest  on  a 

plaint  out  of  the  Sheriffs'  Court  in  London,  it  is  sufficient  to  say, 

"at  the  Sheriffs'  Court  in  London,  before  J.  A.,  one  of  the  sheriffs,"  &c. 

So,  the  Court  of  Assize  may  be  stated  to  be  held  either  before  the  judges  of 

assize  or  before  the  one  who  in  fact  sat  at  the  time  (14  East,  216;  R.  v. 

Alford,  cited  ib.,  218,  n.  (a)  ).     But  where  it  was   alleged  that  the  trial  and 

acquittal  took  place  "  in  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  himself,"  and  the 
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proof  was  of  a  trial  at  nisi  prius  and  acquittal  jn  bane,  the  variance  was 
held  fatal  (Woodford  v.  Ashley,  11  East,  508 ;  2  Camp.  193).  ID  2  Wils. 
802,  it  was  held  necessary  to  aver  in  the  declaration  that  the  deft  knew  of 
the  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  court  having  no  jurisdiction.  It  should  seem, 
that  in  action  for  a  malicious  arrest,  where  there  was  a  set-off,  the  declara- 
tion should  aver  a  sctentrr  of  the  set-off,  or  at  least  should  state  that  the  deft, 
had  not  cause  of  action  for  an  amount  for  which  he  could  arrest  (2  Ch.  PI. 
434,  n.  (m) ;  2  Wils.  203). 

The  issuing  of  the  writ  must  be  stated.  The  day  laid  to  this  fact  should 
be  either  the  day  of  the  tote  of  the  writ,  or  the  day  it  was  actually  sued  out. 
When  the  writ  is  stated  to  be  sued  out  in  vacation,  it  should  be  laid  under  a 
videlicet,  or  it  will  bedemurrable  (5  Burr.  2566  ;  Atkinson  v.  Anderson,  cited 
in  note  (b),  3  T.  R.  164) ;  but  if  the  day  be  laid  under  a  videlicet,  although 
it  may  be  a  day  in  vacation,  and  it  be  alleged  that  the  court  was  then  held, 
the  day  mny  be  rejected  as  surplusage  (Luckett  v.  Plummer,  2  B.  dt  B.  659), 
and,  if  it  be  not  alleged  that  the  court  was  then  held,  a  writ  may  be  suited 
in  pleading  to  have  issued  in  vacation  (15  East,  378 ;  Harrington  v.  Taylor, 
1  Saund.  330  d,  n.  1).  The  writ  itself  should  be  correctly  stated,  or  a  vari- 
ance would  be  fatal  (1  IL  Bl.  49;  1  T.  R.  238  ;  Gadd  v.  Bennett,  5  Pri. 
650).  It  is  usual  to  set  out  the  writ  fully,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  be 
necessary  (1  T.  R.  239).  Where  the  introduction  of  a  letter  or  word 
renders  the  meaning  nonsensical,  it  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage  (Ib. ; 
Camp.  229);  and  even  the  addition  of  a  name,  as,  where  the  declaration 
stated  a  latitut  against  Dooner  and  J.  Doe,  with  an  ac-etiam,  and  the  writ 
produced  was  against  Donner  and  two  others,  and  not  against  Doe,  it  was 
held  not  to  bo  a  material  variance  (Hendray  v.  Spencer,  cited  in  1  T.  R. 
238,  n.  a);  nor  would  the  misdescription  of  a  person  be  a  fatal  variance,  no 
ambiguity  being  thereby  created ;  and,  where  the  record  described  a  person 
as  "  Samuel  Glover,  the  younger,"  but  the  declaration  styled  him  **  Samuel 
Glover,"  Lord  Ellenborough  overruled  the  objection,  and  said  that,  had  there 
been  a  wrong  description,  or  two  persons  of  the  same  name,  "  some  ambiguity 
would  have  arisen  from  the  omission,  and  the  objection  might  have  been 
fatal"  (1  Camp.  15).  But  it  has  been  held,  that  the  misspelling  a  name  was 
fatal,  though  of  similar  sound  ;  and  Lord  Kenyon  observed,  "  In  case  of 
picas  of  abatement,  it  is  sufficient  that  the  sound  is  the  same  ;  but  here  it  is 
a  matter  of  written  evidence.  A  writ  stated  and  set  out,  and  not  correspon- 
ding with  that  produced  in  evidence,  I  think,  is  bud"  (Brown  v.  Jacobs,  '2 
Esp.  726 ;  2  Camp.  270).  A  writ,  directed  generally  to  the  Sheriff  of 
Middlesex,  may  be  described  as  directed  to  the  individual  by  name  who  was, 
in  fact,  sheriff  of  the  county  at  the  time  (2  Camp.  525 ;  see,  further,  as  to 
what  is  a  variance  in  slating  the  writ,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  306. 

The  indorsement  on  the  writ  for  bail  is  usually  slated.  This  should  be 
according  to  the  fact  (Gadd  v.  Bennett,  supra).  Where  the  declaration  for 
a  false  return  on  a  Ji.  fa.,  in  setting  out  the  writ,  stated  the  indorsement  to 
levy  the  sum,  together  with  the  sheriffs'  poundage,  officers'  fees,  and  other 
legal  chargn  and  incidental  expenses  *  attending  tJie  same,  and 
the  writ,  when  produced,  is  to  levy  the  sum,  together  with  the  [  *323  ] 
sheriffs'  poundage,  officers',  etctetera,  it  was  held  fatal  (5  lisp.  133) ; 
but,  where  the  indorsement  was  stated  to  be  241.,  and  the  writ  produced  was 
24/.  and  upwards,  it  was  held  sufficient  (see  2  (Jh.  PI.  447  b).  In  Gadd  v. 
Bennett  (5  Pri.  540,  544),  it  was  held,  that  slating  the  ac-etiam  clause  of  the 
writ  as  sued  out  for  501.  (instead  of  30/.,  according  to  lite  fact),  and  an 
indorsement  for  15/.,  the  warrant  being  for  30/.,  is  a  material  variance. 
The  date  of  the  indorsement  should  be  stated  on  the  day  on  which  the  writ 
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is  stated  to  have  issued,  adopting  the  same  venue.  See,  further,  as  to  the 
mode  of  stating  the  indorsement,  and  what  a  variance,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p. 
309. 

The  arrest  must  be  stated,  and  that  it  was  effected  maliciously;  or,  if 
there  was  no  actual  arrest  of  plt.'s  body,  but  pit.  found  bail,  this  fact  should 
be  stated  accordingly.  If  there  has  been  no  actual  arrest,  and  the  deft,  to 
avoid  it  was  obliged  to  execute  a  bail  bond,  or  to  deposit  money,  then  in- 
stead of  the  arrest,  state  the  facts  (2  Ch.  PI.  433,  n.  t.)  The  time  during 
which  deft,  remained  in  custody  should  be  stated,  but  the  precise  time  is 
immaterial  (Bristow  v.  Hay  wood,  1  Stark.  48.  See  the  form  of  a  count  for 
maliciously  holding  to  bail  without  stating  an  arrest,  Small  v.  Gray,  2  C.  & 
P.  603). 

The  determination  of  the  former  suit  must  be  alleged,  and  that  it  was 
legally  determined  in  his  favour,  and  the  averment  must  be  proved  precisely 
as  stated  (Co.  Rep.  193;  2  T.  R.  225).  But  the  allegation  is  immaterial 
where  the  action  is  for  malicious  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  court  for  the 
purpose  of  vexation  (Heywood  v.  Collinge,  9  Ad.  &  E.  269;  Grainger  v. 
Hill,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  212).  Where  the  declaration  states  how  the  suit  was 
ended,  the  pit.  cannot,  if  denied,  show  any  other  determination  of  the  suit 
than  the  mode  stated;  the  acceptance  of  the  debt  and  costs  in  satisfaction  of 
the  action  under  a  judge's  order,  or  a  rule  of  reference,  is  a  sufficient  deter- 
mination of  the  suit  (Coombe  v.  Capron,  iMoo.  &  R.  398).  But  the  aver- 
ment must  be  appropriate  (Ib).  In  the  Common  Pleas  it  seems  the  pit.  must 
prove  a  discontinuance  by  an  entry  of  it  on  the  roll  (1  M.  &  P.  195).  In 
Hallett  v.  Mountstephen  (2  D.  &  R.  343),  it  was  held,  that  an  agreement 
which  was  made  a  rule  of  court  to  stay  all  proceedings  in  the  replevin,  upon 
payment  by  the  latter  of  a  certain  sum  of  money,  was  admissible  evidence 
to  negative  the  allegation  that  the  suit  was  still  pending  and  undetermined. 
(Hancock  v.  Richards,  3  Ad.  &  E.  733 ;  Coombe  v.  Capron,  1  M.  &  R. 
398).  It  seems  that  a  general  allegation  of  discontinuance  is  sufficient, 
without  stating  in  what  manner  (5  Pri.  545 ;  see  2  Ch.  PI.  7th  ed.  436,  n. 
(g)  ).  In  Morg.  Prec.  404,  405,  the  allegation  of  discontinuance  is  thus : 
"that  the  plaint  was  duly  ended  and  determined;"  and,  in  the  precedent,  in 
3  Raym.  Rep.  300,  "  that  the  said  suit  of  the  said  W.  M.  is  now  wholly 
ended  and  determined  ;"  (and  see  post,  Hunter  v.  Finch,  Willes,  517 ;  1 
Camp.  295  ;  see  also,  1  Esp.  80).  When  a  rule  to  discontinue  the  action 
on  payment  of  costs  has  been  obtained  by  the  pit.,  but  the  costs  not  paid  till 
a  subsequent  period,  the  court  held  that  the  judgment  of  discontinuance, 
when  entered,  related  back  to  the  day  when  the  rule  to  discontinue  was 
taken  out,  and  the  action  was  to  be  considered  discontinued  from  that  time 
(1  B.  &  C.  649 ;  2  1).  &  R.  363).  It  is  usual  to  refer  to  the  proceedings, 
as  remaining  of  record  ;  but  this  does  not  seem  necessary,  and  had  better 
be  omitted  (see  2  Ch.  PI.  605,  n.  (d)  ).  Under  such  an  averment  the  record 
must  be  produced  (5  Pri.  540;  post). 

The  special  damages,  if  any,  resulting  from  the  arrest,  &c., 
[*324]  should  be  *statcd  ;  otherwise  the  pit.  will  be  precluded  from  going 
into  evidence  of  them  (Pea.  46,  62;  see  ante,  p.  16).  Under 
assault  and  battery,  where  the  declaration  stated  that  pit.  was  detained  till 
he  gave  bail  to  the  sheriff,  and  it  appeared  that  he  had  only  paid  the  debt, 
and  10/.  for  costs,  under  the  statute,  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  "  Certainly 
the  pit.  cannot  recover  any  damages  for  being  held  to  bail,  or  being  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  debt  and  costs,  &c. ;  but  he  may,  nevertheless,  support  the 
action  pro  tanto ;  and,  if  the  arrest  was  malicious,  and  without  probable 
cause,  I  think  he  will  be  entitled  to  a  verdict"  (4  Camp.  214).  Pit.  cannot 
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recover  damages  for  imprisonment  after  gaol  delivery,  as  remaining  was  his 
own  fault  (Bro.  Damages,  pi.  115;  Sayer,  ib.  87;  see  pott,  "  TEES  PASS  ;" 
evidence  under  alia  enormia}.  The  pit.  is  entitled  to  recover  the  taxed 
costs  only,  and  not  extra  costs  (4  Taunt.  7 ;  1  Camp.  151,  152 ;  9  East, 
861;  R.'&M.  419). 

In  Action  for  a  Malicious  Prosecution.]  The  venue  is  transitory.  The 
declaration  usually  commences,  as  in  slander,  with  an  inducement  of  the 
plt.'s  general  good  character;  but  this  is  not  material  or  trnversable  (Sty. 
118).  If  the  proceedings  were  not  prejudicial  to  the  plt.'s  character,  it  had 
better  be  omitted  (Gilb.  L.  Ar  E.  185;  12  Mod.  208). 

In  an  action  for  maliciously  issuing  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  aver  that  the  pit  had  not  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
(Chapman  v.  Pickersgill,  2  Wils.  145—147 ;  sec  Whitworth  v.  Hall,  2  B. 
&  Ad.  695).  The  four  circumstances  necessary  to  support  this  action 
should  be  stated:  viz.  the  falsehood  in  the  original  charge;  the  want  of 
probable  cause  for  instituting  it;  the  malice  of  the  deft.;  and  the  damage  to 
pit.,  either  by  imprisonment,  or  expense  to  him,  or  loss  to  his  reputation 
(Gilb.  L.  &  E.  185,  202).  As  to  the  allegation  of  want  of  probable  cause 
and  malice,  see  ante,  p.  321. 

The  deft.'s  proceetlingt  in  the  transaction  should  be  stated.  A  variance 
would  sometimes  be  fatal.  Thus,  stating  that  deft,  went  before  a  magistrate, 
misnaming  such  magistrate,  would  be  fatal ;  and  a  variance  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  justice's  deputy  would  be  fatal  (see  2  B.  Ac  Ad.  756 ;  3  D.  At  R. 
234  ;  1  Ib.  266).  It  has  been  said  that  ph.  should  allege  that  tho  former 
proceeding  was  instituted  against  pit.  before  a  justice,  or  a  court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction ;  but  this  seems  now  immaterial  (2  Wils.  302 ;  Com.  Dig. 
Action  on  Case  for  Conspiracy,  4  T.  R.  247  ;  1  Salk.  15;  2  Ch.  PI.  608, 
n.  (a)  ).  An  action  may  be  supported  for  the  malicious  prosecution  of  a 
bad  indictment  (Ib. ;  0  Moo.  At  S.  29).  The  proceedings  should  be  stated 
to  correspond  with  the  record  of  acquittal,  a  copy  of  which  should  bo  pro- 
duced at  the  trial,  if  the  prosecution  were  lor  a  felony,  but  not  where  it  was 
for  a  misdemeanor  (1  Bl.  K.  365;  1  T.  K.  518).  In  stating  an  indictment 
preferred  against  pit.,  the  statement  should  accord  with  the  caption  or  stylo 
of  the  particular  sessions,  as  appears  on  the  record  of  acquittal  in  Busby  v. 
Watson,  2  Bla.  1050,  a  declaration  for  maliciously  indicting  at  the  general 
quarter  sessions,  instead  of  the  general  sessions,  was  held  sufficient,  because 
the  indictment  was  cognizable  at  both  sessions  (3  I).  &  R.  220;  4  B.  Ac 
Ad.  435).  The  justices'  names  need  not  be  stated  ;  as  to  how  to  describe 
the  justice  see  1  D.  At  R.  200 ;  and  as  to  what  arc  variance,  Cro.  Jac.  32 ; 
Barnes  v.  Constantine,  Yelv.  40;  9  East,  157. 

In  case  for  a  malicious  prosecution  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove 
on  acquittal,  for  it  may  be  brought  under  such  circumstances  as 
•would  preclude  the  possibility  of  such  en  acquittal,  as  where  a  [  *325  ] 
bill  has  been  ignored  (Payn  v.  Porter,  Cro.  Jac.  799).  So, 
where  the  indictment  has  been  preferred  coram  non  judicc  (Rol.  Abr. 
112;  2  Selw.  N.  P.  1003).  So,  where  a  party  has  lx-<-n  acquitted  on  a 
delect  in  an  indictment  (Jones  v.  Gwynne,  Gilb.  1H5;  Wicks  v.  Fantham, 
4  T.  R.  247;  see  Chambers  v.  Robinson,  Sir.  091;  Pippett  v.  Hcarn,  5 
B.  A:  A.  034).  So,  the  expense  incurred  by  a  groundless  prosecution 
will  support  tin's  action  (Saville  v.  Roberts,  Salk.  13;  Carth.  410;  Ld. 
Ray  in.  374). 

When  thi;  declaration  stated  that  the  pit.  had  been  indicted  as  a  common 
barrator  before  certain  justices  ad  fclonias,  A;c.  ncc  non  ad  pacem  conier- 
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vandam  assigned,  and  the  deft,  having  demanded  oyer  of  the  indictment,  it 
was  certified  to  have  been  taken  before  certain  justices  ad pacem  consfrvan- 
dam  assignat;  holden,  that  the  action  lay,  for  the  justices  mentioned  in  the 
indictment  were  not  justices  of  another  nature  or  power  than  those  which 
were  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  both  were  justices  of  the  peace,  and  such 
as  had  power  to  receive  such  manner  of  indictment.  It  was  admitted,  how- 
ever,  that  if  such  indictment  had  mentioned  justices  of  assize,  and  the  certifi- 
cate had  been  of  a  thing  taken  before  justices  for  gaol  delivery,  the  variance 
would  have  been  fatal,  for  they  are  distinct  in  power  (Barnes  v.  Constantine, 
Yelv.  46 ;  see  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  23). 

An  allegation  that  the  justices  were  appointed  such  by  letters-patent  is 
unnecessary  (Willes,  689;  2  R.  C.  P.  158).  It  is  not  necessary  to  state 
the  court  or  justices  had  jurisdiction,  (ante,  p.  321);  but  it  should  appear 
that  the  court  had  authority  to  determine  the  charge  (2  Ch.  PI.  612,  (6)  ). 
In  an  action  for  maliciously  issuing  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  it  must  not 
be  stated  that  the  commission  issued  out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  (3  Camp. 
58;  1  Taunt.  71).  Where  an  indictment  was  preferred,  and  thrown  out,  it 
should  be  described  as  a  "bill,"  and  not  as  an  indictment  (1  Salk.  376; 
Com.  Dig.  Indictment,  B.). 

The  charge  instituted  against  pit.  should  be  stated  according  to  the  fact; 
where  the  charge  was  laid  before  a  magistrate,  the  statement  of  it  is  to  be 
taken  from  the  magistrate's  warrant,  or  from  the  examination  of  the  deft,  on 
oath,  when  a  sight  of  them  can  be  obtained.  A  count,  stating  that  the  deft, 
had  maliciously  indicted  the  pit.  for  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  is  good  after 
verdict,  although  the  count  did  not  set  forth  any  indictment  (5  B.  &  Ad.  634  ; 
1  D.  &  R.  266).  An  averment  generally,  that  deft,  charged  pit.  with  an 
offence  punishable  by  law,  has  been  held  good  (2  B.  &  C.  283 ;  3  D.  &  R. 
519  ;  6  Moo.  &  S.  29).  If  the  facts  be  stated  specially,  they  must  be  proved 
accordingly.  Where  the  substance  only  of  the  charge  contained  in  a  judg- 
ment or  information  before  a  magistrate  is  alleged,  it  seems  that  a  variance 
will  not  be  material  unless  the  charge  itself  be  different.  Where  the  decla- 
ration professed  to  set  out  the  substance  of  the  indictment,  and  in  specifying 
the  goods,  and  their  value,  used  the  words  valoris  for  valentice,  it  was  held, 
the  variance  was  immaterial  (6  Mod.  216).  Where  the  declaration  alleged, 
that  the  deft,  charged  the  pit.  before  a  justice  with  assaulting  and  beating 
him,  and  the  charge  in  fact  was  for  assaulting  and  striking ;  it  was  held 
that,  as  the  declaration  did  not  profess  to  describe  the  warrant,  and  had  sta- 
ted the  charge  correctly  in  substance,  the  variance  was  not  material  (Byne 
v.  Moore,  1  Taunt.  589).  So,  where  the  declaration  for  a  malicious  arrest 
stated  the  warrant  to  be  to  arrest  the  pit.  for  an  assault  with  intent  to  rob 
A.  (the  informant),  and  the  words  of  the  warrant  were,  with  intent  to  rob, 
as  he  verily  believes  (2  Stark.  Ev.  909).  And,  where  it  was  alleged  in  the 

declaration,  that  the  deft,  charged  the  pit.  with  felony  before  a 
[  *326  ]  *magistrate ;  it  was  held,  that  the  averment  was  supported  by  proof 

of  a  charge  made,  stating  the  suspicion  of  the  deft.  (Davis  v.  Nook, 
1  Stark.  377).  Evidence  that  the  deft.,  upon  his  application  to  a  magistrate, 
stated  facts  which  showed  the  pit.  to  have  been  guilty  of  nothing  more  than 
a  tortious  conversion  of  the  deft.'s  goods,  upon  which  the  magistrate  issued  a 
warrant  to  apprehend  the  pit.  on  suspicion  of  felony,  will  not  support  an 
averment  that  the  deft,  imposed  the  charge  of  felony  upon  him  (Leigh  v. 
Webb,  3  Esp.  166).  An  averment,  setting  out  the  indictment,  as  that  pit. 
"then  and  there  did  make  an  assault,"  when  the  indictment  really  said  "did 
then  and  there  make  an  assault,"  is  supported  in  evidence  by  such  indict- 
ment (1  C.  &  P.  137).  If  the  pit.,  in  his  declaration,  set  forth  the  indict- 
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m*nt,  which  contains  several  charges,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  some  of 
them  were  maliciously  preferred,  although  there  were  good  grounds  for  tho 
rest  (Reed  v.  Taylor,  4  Taunt.  616 ;  2  Stark.  Ev.  910).  A  general  count, 
staling  the  proceedings  very  generally,  should  be  adopted  (see  5  B.  6t  Ad. 
634 ;  1  D.  &  R.  07,  266). 

It  must  be  stated  that  the  prosecution  came  to  a  legal  end  before  action 
brought,  but  the  omission  will  be  cured  by  verdict  (see  Lewis  v.  Parrel,  1  Stark. 
114;  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  Case  for  Conspiracy,  c.  5 ;  Parker  v.  Langtey,  Gilb. 
Rep.  163;  Arundell  v.  Trecons,  Yelv.  116*;  I  it-inner  v.  Gunton,  1  Saund. 
228 ;  Penton  v.  Marshall,  1  Sel.  N.  P.  1070  n ;  Ch.  jun.  PI.  538,  n.  (M)  ). 
It  is  not  however  necessary  that  the  pit.  should  have  been  formally  acquitted 
of  tho  charge  (3  Esp.  165  ;  2  Ch.  PI.  443).  An  averment  that  the  pit  was 
"released  and  discharged  from  the  said  imprisonment,"  would  not  suffice; 
and,  if  there  has  been  a  regular  acquittal,  it  mny  as  well  be  stated  (2  T.  R. 
231).  It  suffices  to  state  dell,  was  acquitted  by  a  jury  (Willes,  517;  11 
East,  5,  1,  3,  4) ;  or  acquitted  generally  (Yelv.  161).  In  staling  a  trial  and 
acquittal,  the  statement  should  correspond  with  tho  record  of  acquittal;  a 
variance  would  be  fatal  (see  4  T.  R.  560,  590;  Willes,  517;  Purccll  v. 
M'Namara,  9  East,  157  ;  ante,  p.  323).  If  it  be  stated  that  the  acquittal 
was  "  in  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,"  when  it 
was  at  nisi  prius,  the  variance  would  be  fatal  (11  Enst,  508 ;  2  Camp.  193). 
The  day  stated  of  the  acquittal  is  immaterial  (see  Purcell  v.  M'Namara,  9 
Rut,  157).  It  docs  not  seem  necessary  to  aver,  in  an  action  for  maliciously 
issuing  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  that  the  same  was  superseded  (2  Wilt. 
383;  Eilcn  ted  ride  7  Taunt.  399).  The  allegation  falsely  and  maliciously, 
and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  charged  and  accused,  Ate.,  it 
sufficient,  without  saying  that  pit.  gavn  information  on  oath  ;  but  if  it  be  to 
stated,  it  must  be  proved  (Gregory  v.  Derby,  8  C.  At  P.  749). 

The  danutget  sustained  by  pit.  should  agree  with  the  fact  (see  ante,  p. 
884).  All  damages  not  necmarily  incidental  to  the  premises  should  be 
stated. 

Pfea.]  The  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  the  arrest  by  the  procurement 
of  the  deft.  (Watkins  v.  Lee,  5  M.  Ac  W.  270).  The  determination  of  the 
suit,  when  it  is  material,  mutt  be  specially  traversed,  and  is  not  put  in  issue 
by  the  plea  of  not  guilty  (Watkins  v.  Lee,  tupra).  Money  cannot  be  paid 
into  court  in  on  action  for  malicious  prosecution  (sec  3  At  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s. 
21).  The  usual  defence  is,  that  the  deft,  had  reasonable  or  probable  grounds 
of  suspicion  against  the  pit.,  and  therefore  it  is  not  necnssary  that  they 
should  be  legal  grounds,  for  if  it  can  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  that  the  deft,  was  not  actuated  by  any  improper  motive, 
but  an  honest  desire  to  bring  the  offender  to  justice,  it  will  *be  a  [  *327  ] 
sufficient  answer  to  the  action  (Coxe  v.  Wirrall,  Cro.  Jac.  193, 
recognised  in  Panton  v.  Williams,  2  Q.  B.  169),  such  circumstances  tend- 
ing to  disprove  that  which  is  the  substance  of  the  action,  viz.,  the  malico  of 
the  deft.  Not  guilty  denies  the  probable  cause  and  malice  (Cotton  v.  Brown, 
3  Ad.  A:  E  312  ;  Hounsficld  v.  Drury,  11  Ad.  &  E.  98;  James  v.  I'helps, 
11  Ad.  &  E.  433;  Watkins  v.  Lee,  5  M.  At  W.  270).  It  also  denies  the 
prosecution  or  arrest  itself  (Cotton  v.  Brown,  supra,-  Gough  v.  Cribb,  11 
M.  At  W.  497).  In  an  action  for  maliciously  proceeding  to  outlawry,  which 
was  afterwards  reversed,  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  only  the  existence  of  rea- 
sonable and  probable  cause,  and  not  the  reversal  of  the  outlawry  (I)rummond 
v.  Pigou,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  114,  recognised  in  Atkinson  v.  Raleigh,  3  Q.  B.  79). 
In  case  for  maliciously  and  without  probable  cause  laying  au  information  on 
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the  game  laws,  it  appeared  there  had  been  a  conviction  and  no  appeal :  held, 
lhat  as  deft,  had  acquiesced  in  the  conviction,  this  was  evidence  of  probable 
cause,  and  so  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  (Mellor  v.  Baddeley,  2  C. 
&  M.  675 ;  see  special  plea,  stating  the  bankruptcy,  &c.,  in  an  action  for 
maliciously  issuing  out  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  2  B.  &  C.  908). 

In  an  action  for  procuring  a  false  and  malicious  charge  to  be  made  against 
the  pit.  before  a  magistrate,  and  proceedings  to  be  taken  thereon  without  any 
reasonable  or  probable  cause,  the  deft,  pleaded  that  he  procured  the  charge 
to  be  made,  "  upon  and  with  a  reasonable  and  probable  cause,"  stating  it 
and  showing  the  circumstances  attending  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
charge  before  the  magistrate  arose;  it  seems  the  plea  should  have  shown 
that  at  the  time  he  caused  the  charge  to  be  made,  he  had  been  informed  of, 
or  knew,  or  in  some  manner  acted  on  those  circumstances  (Delegal  v. 
Highly,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  950).  In  an  action  for  maliciously  indicting  deft,  for 
felony,  for  maliciously  obstructing  the  air-way  of  a  mine;  the  pit.  committed 
the  act  in  question  under  a  claim  of  right  and  bona  fide :  held,  that  it  should 
have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  deft,  knew  at  the  time  of  pre- 
ferring the  indictment,  that  the  pit.  had  done  the  act  under  a  claim  of  right 
and  bona  fide,  for  then  there  was  not  any  probable  cause  for  a  charge  of 
felony  (James  v.  Phelps,  11  Ad.  &  E.  483).  If  a  deft,  were  bound  over 
against  his  will;  as,  for  instance,  if  a  third  party  had  informed  a  magis- 
trate that  the  pit.  had  been  seen  to  pick  the  deft.'s  pocket,  and  the  magistrate 
sent  for  the  deft.,  and  bound  him  over  to  prosecute,  the  deft,  would  not  be 
liable  to  an  action  (per  Littledale,  J.,  in  Dubois  v.  Keats,  11  Ad.  &  E.  331)  ; 
for  the  recognizance  would  then  furnish  an  answer,  for  this  reason  only, 
that  in  such  a  case,  the  pit.  could  not  prove  that  the  deft,  was  actuated  by 
a  malicious  motive  in  making  his  charge  before  the  magistrate  (lb.).  But 
where  the  party  is  actuated  by  malicious  motives  in  preferring  a  charge 
before  a  magistrate,  and  he  is  bound  over  to  prosecute,  the  recognizance  so 
obtained  does  not  justify  the  party,  or  prevent  his  subsequent  conduct  from 
being  malicious  (Ib.) ;  and  the  judge  is  not  bound  to  put  it  to  the  jury  speci- 
fically, whether  the  charge  before  the  grand  jury  proceeded  from  malice,  or 
from  the  necessity  under  which  the  deft,  was  placed  by  the  recognizance, 
even  where  the  injury  alleged  in  the  declaration  is  the  preferring  at  the  ses- 
sions of  the  court  a  charge  which  is  there  maliciously  made  (Ib.). 

The  prosecution  may  be  put  in  issue  by  a  plea  of  mil  ticl  record,  when  it 
is  alleged  in  the  declaration  with  a  prout  patct  per  rccordum,  on  which  issue 
the  original  record  should  be  produced.  But  not  guilty  seems  to  have  the 
effect  of  obliging  the  pit.  to  prove  the  wrongful  act  (see  Drummond  v.  Pigou, 
2  N.  C.  115).  Where  the  suit  is  alleged  to  have  been  determined  by 
"judgment,  as  appears  *by  record,"  n  ul  ticl  record  would  seem  to 
[  *328  ]  be  the  proper  plea  (see  Brown  v.  Jones,  15  M.  &  W.  191). 

The  deft,  may  prove  the  plt.'s  guilt,  as  such  evidence  will  show 
good  ground  for  prosecution  (B.  N.  P.  15);  and  for  this  purpose  he  may  use 
his  own  depositions  at  the  trial  (Ib. ;  Jackson  v.  Buller,  2  Moo.  &  R.  177) ; 
or  those  of  his  wife  (B.  N.  P.  15).  In  order  to  show  probable  cause,  deft, 
may  prove  that  the  jury  deliberated  long  on  the  trial  (Smith  v.  M'Donald,  3 
Esp.  7) ;  and  he  may  give  evidence  of  the  plt.'s  bad  character  (Rodriguez  v. 
Tadmire,  2  Esp.  721  ;  per  Ld.  Kenyon,  C.  J.) ;  but  this  has  since  been 
refused,  for  it  affords  no  proof  of  probable  cause  to  justify  deft.  (Newsman 
v.  Carr,  2  Stark.  70 ;  Cornwall  v.  Richardson,  R.  &  M.  305 ;  see  also 
Downing  v.  Butcher,  2  Moo.  &  R.  374).  If  the  deft,  have  laid  all  the  facts 
of  the  case  fully  and  fairly  before  counsel,  and  acted  bona  fide  upon  the 
advice  given,  however  erroneous  it  may  be,  it  will  be  evidence  to  prove  pro- 
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table  cause  (Ravcnga  v.  Mackintosh,  2  B.  Ac  C.  687 ;  Hewlett  v.  Crutchley, 
5  Taunt.  281). 

Where  to  an  action  for  maliciously  and  without  probable  cause  procuring 
a  writ  of  extent  at  the  suit  of  the  Queen,  to  be  issued  against  the  plt.'s  lands 
and  chattels,  alleging  that  the  writ  was  superseded,  the  deft,  pleaded  that 
although  true  it  is  that  the  execution  of  the  writ  of  extent  was  superseded,  it 
was,  by  the  grace  and  favour  of  the  Queen,  granted  that  the  execution  of  the 
•aid  writ  of  extent  should  be  superseded  upon  the  terms  that  the  pit.  should 
pay  the  sheriff's  costs  relating  to  the  execution  of  (he  said  writ,  which  terms 
being  complied  wilh,  the  said  writ  waw  superseded ;  the  pica  was  held  bad, 
as  it  was  consistent  with  it  that  the  writ  of  extent  had  been  sued  out  mali- 
ciously, and  without  any  probable  cause  (Craig  v.  Hascll,  3  Gal.  dc  Dav.  299). 
See  a  plea  denying  malice  and  determination  of  suit  in  actions,  for  mali- 
cious arrest  (Coombe  v.  Capron,  1  Moo.  At  R.  308).  Where  the  pit.  gavo 
the  dert.  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  enter  up  judgment,  if  certain  costs  should 
be  unpaid  within  four  days  after  taxation,  the  d«ft.  taxed  ex  parte,  and  by  a 
misrepresentation  obtained  from  lite  master  his  allocatur  for  more  costs  than 
he  was  entitled  to.  A  judge  ordered  a  revision  of  taxation,  and  whilst  it  was 
pending,  the  deft,  arrested  the  pit.;  afterword*,  by  the  revision,  the  costs 
were  reduced.  Pit.  declared,  in  case  for  a  wrongful  arrest,  and  the  deft, 
pleaded  that  the  costs  had  been  taxed,  and  a  sum  found  due  for  which  pit. 
was  arrested :  held,  that  the  plea  was  not  supported,  there  having  been,  in 
•Act,  no  taxation,  when  the  deft,  arrested,  and  that  (lie  pit.  was  not  bound  to 
reply  the  facts  which  rendered  the  first  taxation  invalid  (Saxon  v.  Castle,  6 
Ad.  &  E.  653).  It  docs  not  deny  the  annulling  of  the  fiat,  in  an  action  for 
maliciously  suing  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  (Atkinson  v.  Raleigh,  3  Q.  B.  79). 
If,  in  an  action  for  maliciously  preferring  an  indictment  containing  several 
assignments  of  perjury,  the  deft,  hod  probable  cause  for  SOUK*,  though  not 
for  others,  he  should  plead  a  justification  as  to  the  first,  for  he  cannot  give 
evidence  of  it  and  pay  money  into  court  on  the  others  (Ellis  v.  Abrahams, 
15  Law  J.  221,Q.  B.). 

If  the  action  be  not  brought  within  six  years  next  oiler  the  causo  of  action, 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  (sec  "  LIMITATIONS,  STA- 
TUTE OF"). 

Sec  form  for  a  malicious  arrest,  without  regard  to  a  srt-ofl*  (Austin  v. 
Dcbenham,  3  It.  A:  C.  13'J);  for  maliciously  issuing  execution  on  a  cognovit 
(Wentworth  v.  Huller,  U  It.  A;  C.  H-tU);  for  a  malicious  arrest  pending 
another  suit  between  the  sumo  parties  (I  lay  wood  v.  Culling*;,  9  Ad.  dt  E. 
263);  for  maliciously  issuing  execution  on  n  warrant  of  attorney  for  a  sum 
larger  than  was  really  due  ((.Jough  v.  Cribb,  11  M.  Ai  W.  497); 
*for  a  malicious  arrest  on  a  warrant  of  attorney  without  regard  to  [  *329  ] 
the  defeasance  (Saxon  v.  Castle,  0  Ad.  A;  E.  652) ;  for  maliciously 
causing  pit.  to  be  outlawed  (Drurnmond  v.  Pigou,  7  C.  A:  P.  228  ;  2  Ring. 
N.  C.  114);  for  arresting  a  privileged  witness  (Stokes  v.  White,  1  C.  M.  A: 
K.  223;  and  see  Magnay  v.  Hurt,  5  Q.  It.  3^1);  for  causing  an  extent  to 
issue  against  plt.'s  goods  (Craig  v.  Hassell,  4  Q.  It.  4*1);  against  a  client 
nml  his  attorney,  for  not  releasing  the  pit.  after  satisfaction  of  debt  and  costs 
in  an  action  (Crozcr  v.  Pilling,  4  B.  A:  C.  26);  for  refusing  to  receive  a 
debt  and  costs,  for  which  pit.  hud  l>oen  taken  on  a  ca.  &t.,and  which  he  ten- 
dered to  defendant,  and  for  refusing  to  direct  the  shcritl*  to  discharge  the 
pit.  (Ib.) ;  for  neglecting  to  countermand  a  ca.sa.  (Lewis  v.  Morris,  2  C.  At 
M.  712) ;  Smith  v.  Eggington,  7  Ad.  Ai  E.  107)  ;  for  neglecting  to  counter- 
mand the  second  writ  of  capias  which  was  issued  into  another  coui>ty,  one 
of  which  was  executed,  and  the  debt  paid  (Tubbct  v.  Holt,  1  C.  Ai  K.  2b2  ; 
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see  Schniebel  v.  Fairbain,  1  B.  &  P.  392 ;  Lewis  v.  Morris,  supra] ;  for 
maliciously  issuing  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  (Whitworth  v.  Hall,  2  B.  &  Ad. 
695 ;  Mellor  v.  Baddeley,  2  C.  &  M.  675 ;  Hay  v.  Weakley,  5  C.  &  P. 
861 ;  Atkinson  v.  Raleigh,  3  Q.  B.  79;  Kemp  v.  King,  1  C.  &  M.  396). 

Malicious  Prosecution,]  See  form  for  maliciously  obtaining  search  war- 
rant, and  searching  plt.'s  house  (Hemsworth  v.  Fowkes,  4  B.  &  Ad.  449) ; 
for  charging  pit.  with  uttering  threats  against  deft.'s  life  (Venafra  v.  Johnson, 
10  Bing.  301);  for  a  malicious  prosecution  (Delesser  v.  Toune,  1  Q.  B. 
333);  for  malicious  charge  before  a  justice,  who  discharged  pit.  (Biggs  v. 
Clay,  3  N.  &  M.  464) ;  for  procuring  another  to  make  a  false  charge  before 
a  magistrate  (Delegal  v.  Highley,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  951 ;  5  Sco.  154);  for  pro- 
curing a  conviction  before  a  magistrate  (Miller  v.  Baddeley,  6  C.  &  P.  374; 
2  Cr.  &  M.  67);  for  exhibiting  articles  of  the  peace  (Venafra  v.  Johnson, 
10  Bing.  307);  for  a  malicious  prosecution  before  a  court-martial  (Sutton  v. 
Johnson,  1  T.  R.  493,784);  against  a  landlord,  for  charging  his  tenant 
before  a  magistrate  wilh  having  wilfully  damaged  his  premises  (Dowell  v. 
Benningfield,  1  C.  &  M.  9). 

In  an  action  for  malicious  arrest  the  declaration  must  state  that  the  deft, 
arrested  the  pit.  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause  (Rout  v.  Lewis,  17 
Law  J.  98  Exch.). 

The  pit.  was  in  custody  under  an  attachment  from  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
for  non-payment  of  costs  to  the  pit.  in  a  suit  in  equity,  the  deft,  in  this  action. 
After  the  costs  were  paid,  the  solicitor  of  the  pit.  in  equity  (the  now  deft.) 
refused  to  give  an  order  to  the  sheriff  to  discharge  the  pit.,  saying,  "Let 
him  go  to  the  Court  to  purge  his  contempt."  The  judge  in  equity  dis- 
charged him  on  motion :  held,  that  no  action  was  maintainable  for  refusing 
to  give  the  order  to  the  sheriff,  and  thereby  prolonging  plt.'s  imprisonment, 
except  on  proof  of  express  malice  (Moore  v.  Gardner,  16  M.  &  W.  595). 

Though  the  question  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  is  to  be  determined 
on  facts,  the  existence  of  which,  in  cases  of  doubt,  can  only  be  properly 
decided  by  the  jury,  yet  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  judge,  where  there  are  a 
variety  of  facts,  to  leave  each  fact  specifically  to  the  jury,  but  to  decide,  on 
a  general  view  of  the  circumstances,  whether  there  is  or  is  not,  reasonable 
and  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution  (Rowlands  v.  Samuel,  17  Law  J.  65, 
Q.  B.;  11  Q.  B.39). 

Where  one  of  several  defendants,  in  an  indictment  for  conspiracy,  pays  the 
costs  of  himself  and  the  others  of  defending  the  indictment,  he  may  recover 
such  costs  as  damages  in  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution  (lb.). 

No  action  lies  against  an  execution-creditor  or  his  attorney,  ibr  issuing  a 
fi.fa.  indorsed  to  levy  the  whole  sum  recovered  by  a  judgment,  which,  to  the 
knowledge  of  both,  has  been  partly  satisfied  by  payments,  unless  malice  and 
want  of  probable  cause  be  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  proved  (De  Medina 
v.  Grove,  10  Q.  B.  152).  Held,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  affirm- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  no  action  lies  against 
an  execution-creditor,  or  his  attorney,  for  issuing  a  fi.  fa.  indorsed  to  levy 
the  whole  sum  recovered  by  a  judgment,  which,  to  the  knowledge  of  both, 
has  been  partly  satisfied  by  payments,  unless  malice  and  want  of  probable 
cause  be  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  proved  (S.  C.,  ib.  172 ;  17  Law  J. 
321,  C.  P.).  Quaere,  by  Wilde,  C.  J.,  whether,  even  if  such  allegation  and 
proof  were  made,  an  action  is  the  proper  remedy  (Ib.).  Where  husband 
and  wife  have  judgment  against  them  for  costs  in  an  action  brought  by  them 
jointly,  a  ca.  sa.  for  the  costs  against  both  is  regular,  and  no  action  lies  for 
suing  out  the  writ  and  arresting  the  wife  upon  such  ca.  sa.,  though  it  appear 
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upon  the  record  that  the  party  suing  out  or  arresting  knew  of  the  coverture 
(Newton  v.  Boodle,  9  Q.  B.  948). 


Precedent*  (Ch.  PI.  434,  441). 


Evidence. 

In  Action  for  Malicious  Arrest.]  The  pit.  should  be  prepared  to  prove— 
first,  the  issuing  of  the  writ  and  proceedings  previous  to  (he  arrest ;  second, 
the  arrest ;  third,  the  termination  of  the  former  suit ;  fourth,  the  malice  and 
want  of  probable  cause  for  the  arrest ;  and,  fifth,  the  plt.'s  damages. 

Proof  of  the  Issuing  of  Writ^  awl  Proctetlings  previous  to  tke  Arrtst.} 
As  to  issuing  writ,  see  "  WRIT."  The  observations  already  made,  (««/«, 
p.  321),  as  to  the  form  of  (he  declaration,  requiring  strict  proof  of  the  affi- 
davit to  hold  to  bail,  Ate.,  will  here  apply.  It  is  unnecessary  to  prove  the 
affidavit,  if  the  declaration  do  not  stale  tho  indorsement  was  made  by  virtue 
of  an  affidavit  filed,  &c.  (Arundcl  v.  White,  14  Hi.  .24  ;  a/i/r,  p.  322;  and 
Vol.  I.,  p.  308.  It  is,  however,  advisable  and  usual  to  prove  the  affidavit,  to. 
connect  the  d  ft.  with  the  arrest,  which  is  done  by  producing  the  original,  or 
an  examined  copy,  and  proving  (he  handwriting  of  the  deft.,  or  his 
agent,  Subscribed  to  it  (11.  N.  P.  13;  Woulfc  v.  Skills,  1  II.  Bl.  [  *339] 
282;  Arundcl  v.  White,  14  Ivist,  224;  1  Burr.  330;  Crook  v. 
Dowling,  3  Doug.  75 ;  B.  N.  P.  14 ;  Cusburn  v.  Read,  2  Mar.  00;  ROM  v. 
Bowen,  1  M'Cle.  At  Yo.  392  ;  sec  Vol.  I.,  p.  85). 

The  writ  must  be  returned  nnd  proved,  ns  post,  "  WRIT."  If  there  be  a 
variance,  it  will  be  fatal  (ante,  p.  322  ;  and  Vol.  I.,  p.  308). 

Proof  of  Arrtst  or  filling  Dai!.]  The  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue 
the  arrest  by  the  procurement  of  the  deft.  (Watkins  v.  Lee,  5  M.  A:  W.  270; 
Cotton  v.  Brown,  3  Ad.  A:  H.  312).  Tin?  arrest,  or  ihut  pit.  was  put  to 
some  expense,  in  finding  bail,  A:c.,  must  bo  proved.  To  prove  tho  actual 
arrest,  call  the  officer,  or  other  witness  pivsent.  The  officer  should  be  served 
with  a  subpa-rtd  n'ucrs  tfcum  to  product;  the  warrant  directed  to  him,  though 
this  is  not  indispensably  necessary,  and  it  will  bs  sufficient  to  prove  the 
arrest  (Jones  v.  Wood,  3  Camp.  228;  Fuirlie  v.  Birch,  ib.  397).  Where 
the  declaration  alleged  that  th<>  defendant  maliciously,  and  without  reas  ma- 
ll-•  nnd  probable  cause,  obtained  a  judge's  order  to  hold  pit.  to  bail,  and 
without  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  believing,  and  not  believing  that 
tho  pit.  was  about  to  quit  England,  suing  out  a  cap  its,  anil  wrongfully  and 
maliciously  causing  the  pit.  to  be  arrested  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
writ,  nnd  to  be  thereupon  imprisoned,  A:c. :  held,  upon  the  issue  of  not  guilty, 
thnt  it  was  sufficient  to  show  that  the  j:lt.  had  been  arrested  under  the 
writ,  without  producing  the  warrant  (I'etrie  v.  Lamont,  3  Man.  At  Cl.  702); 
but  it  will  be  observed  that  the  declaration  contained  no  allegation  that  the 
pit.  was  arrested  under  a  warrant  (Ib.).  The  allegation  that  the  pit.  was 
arrested  is  satisfied  by  proof  of  a  detainer  (Whalley  v.  Pepper,  7  C.  At  P. 
500);  but  it  is  not  proved  by  evidence  of  a  bailment  without  a  caption  (Berry 
v.  Adamson,  0  B.  At  C.  528  ;  see  Bates  v.  Billing,  2  C.  At  M.  374 ;  Amor 
v.  Bloficld,  9  Bing.  91). 

VOL.  IL  23 
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It  would  seem  that  the  sheriff's  return  of  cepi  corpus  would  be  sufficient 
for  this  purpose,  as  it  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated 
(Gyfford  v.  Woodgate,  11  East,  299  ;  2  Ph.  Ev.  166).  In  one  case,  though 
the  return  of  cepi  corpus  appeared  upon  the  writ,  Lord  Kenyon  ruled  that, 
as  against  the  defendant  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  arrest  having  been 
under  the  writ,  and  the  pit.  not  being  able  te  prove  the  warrant,  was  non- 
suited (Lloyd  v.  Harris,  Pea.  174).  And  it  has  been  held  that  ihe  writ  in- 
dorsed is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  holding  to  bail  (Rogers  v.  Ilscornbe,  2 
Esp.  38).  The  length  of  time  stated  in  declaration,  during  which  pit.  re- 
mained in  custody,  need  not  be  proved  to  its  full  extent  (Bristovv  v.  Hey  wood, 
1  Stark.  48). 

With  respect  to  what  constitutes  an  arrest,  it  is  essential  that  some  restraint 
has  been  imposed  on  pit.  contrary  to  his  will,  and  bare  words  used  to  the 
party  at  the  time  ore  insufficient  (Genner  v.  Sparkes,  1  Salk.  79);  but  a 
touch,  however  slight,  will  constitute  an  arrest  (6  Mod.  173).  It  is  sufficient, 
however,  if  pit.  prove  that  the  officer  said  to  him,  "  I  arrest  you,"  or  any 
words  to  that  effect,  and  that  the  deft.,  in  consequence  thereof,  acquiesced 
and  went  with  the  officer.  But,  if  instead  of  going  with  the  bailiff  he  had 
gone  away  or  escaped,  it  would  be  no  arrest  unless  the  bailiff  had  actually 
laid  his  hand  upon  him  (Homer  v.  Battyn,  B.  N.  P.  153;  1  C.  &  P.  153). 
But,  where  a  sheriff's  ofliccr,  having  a  writ  against  A.  B.,  tells  him  that  he 
lias  a  writ  against  him,  upon  which  A.  B.  says,  "  Very  well,  I  will  come  to 
you  immediately,"  and  shortly  after  makes  his  escape, without  having  been 
touched  by  the  officer,  it  is  no  arrest  (R.  &  M.  26).  And  so,  if  a  bailiff 
come  into  a  room,  and  tell  the  deft,  he  arrests  him,  and  lock  the 
[  *331  ]  door,  that  is  an  arrest,  for  he  is  *then  in  the  custody  of  the  officer 
(Williams  v.  Jones,  Rep.  t.  Hard.  301;  2  N.  R.  211,  212).  Placing 
a  party  under  restraint  of  a  sheriff's  officer  who  holds  a  writ  of  capais  may 
be  an  arrest  without  proceeding  to  actual  contract  (Grainger  v.  Hill,  4  B. 
N.  C.  212). 

But,  where  a  constable,  directed  by  the  deft,  to  take  the  pit.  on  a  charge 
of  felony,  told  the  latter,  "you  must  go  with  me,"  upon  which  the  pit.,  with- 
out further  compulsion,  attended  the  constable,  it  was  held  that  this  was  a 
sufficient  imprisonment  (Pocock  v,  Moore,  R.  &  M.  321). 

Where  a  sheriff's  officer,  having  a  warrant  to  arrest  the  pit.,  sent  a  mes- 
sage to  him  to  fix  a  time  to  call  and  give  bail,  and  pit.  accordingly  fixed  a 
time,  attended,  and  gave  bail,  this  was  held  a  sufficient  arrest,  for  which  this 
action  could  be  maintained  (Berry  v.  Adamson,  6  B.  &  C.  528  ;  George  v. 
Radford,  3  C.  &  P.  464).  But  it  should  seem  that,  though  there  has  been 
no  arrest,  yet,  that  proof  of  the  pit.  being  compelled  to  procure  bail  would 
suffice  to  sustain  the  action.  In  a  case,  however,  where  A.,  by  mistake, 
sues  out  a  bailable  writ  against  B.,  and  gives  it  to  C.,  au  officer,  to  be  exe- 
cuted, and  C.  says  to  B.  he  has  a  writ  against  him,  but  B.  denying  that  he 
owed  the  money,  C.  did  not  take  him  into  actual  custody,  and,  on  inquiry, 
the  mistake  was  discovered,  and  B.  was  told  he  need  give  himself  no  farther 
trouble  in  the  matter,  but,  notwithstanding  this,  he  afterwards  put  in  bail 
above  and  incurred  an  expense  of  14/. ;  it  was  held,  that  he  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  against  A.  for  a  malicious  arrest  (Bietcn  v.  Burridge,  3  Camp. 
139;  see  further  what  constitutes  arrest,  tit.  "  FALSK  IMPRISONMENT''). 

Proof  of  Termination  of  the  former  Suit.']  Where  the  plea  traverses  the 
termination  of  the  former  suit  (VVatkins  v.  Lee,  5  M.  &  W.  272),  it  is  an 
.essential  requisite  that  it  should  be  proved  (3  Pri.  543  ;  Norrish  v.  Richards, 
2  Ad.  &  E.  722  ;  Coombe  v.  Capron,  1  Moo.  &  R.  398).  It  must  be  de- 
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termined  by  some  legal  means  (Kirk  v.  French,  1  Esp.  80).  Where  it  is 
.-mined  by  rule  of  court,  it  is  generally  proved  by  putting  in  the  rule  of 
court  to  stay  proceedings;  and  the  mere  production  of  a  rule  of  court  is  suffi- 
cient, if  under  the  hand  of  the  proper  officer  of  any  of  the  court*  at  West- 
minster;  and  there  is  no  need  to  prove  it  to  be  a  true  copy,  for  it  is  an 
original  (B.  N.  P.  229 ;  2  Ld.-Raym.  745 ;  see  ••  Ruin  or  COURT").  Proof 
of  a  rule  to  stay  proceedings  and  deliver  up  to  the  then  deft,  the  bill  of  ex- 
change  upon  which  the  action  was  brought  has  been  held  sufficient  (Brooke 
\ .  '  'arpenier,  3  Bing.  297).  Where  the  party  discontinued  by  rule  of  court, 
on  payment  of  costs,  it  was  objected,  tlmt  some  record  of  discontinuance 
ought  to  be  produced ;  but  it  was  beld,  where  there  is  a  rule  of  court  to  die* 
continue,  on  which  the  parly  obtaining  it  has  acted  by  paying  the  costs,  that 
it  was  of  itself  sufficient;  for  that,  where  there  is  merely  a  writ,  followed  up 
with  a  discontinuance,  no  entry  of  judgment  is  ever  made  (Bristow  v.  Hay- 
wood,  4  Camp.  214  ;  1  Stark.  49;  Gadd  v.  Bennett,  5  PH.  540;  Brandt  v. 
Peacock,  1  B.  At  C.  040;  Pk-rec  v.  Street,  8  II.  At  Ad.  897 ;  Webb  v.  Hill, 
•  C.  &  P.  485;  Judge  v.  Morgan,  13  Bust,  547).  The  pit.  should,  in  that 
case,  prove  that  the  costs  have  been  taxed  »nd  paid.  A  jutlge't  order  to 
stay  proceedings  has  been  held  insufficient  evidence  of  the  termination  of  a 
suit  (Kirk  v.  French,  1  Esp.  Ca.  80;  but  sec  Austen  v.  Dcbcnham,  3  B.  & 
C.  140;  4  D.  At  R.  053).  Where  it  wo*  averred  that  "the  pits,  in  that 
action  did  not  prosecute  their  suit,  but  therein  made  default,'1  Ace.;  it  was 
held  that  this,  being  an  allegation  of  a  nonsuit,  was  not  proved  by  a  rule  to 
discontinue  (\VYhb  v.  Hill,  M.  At  W.  253). 

*The  declaration  stated  that  it  was  referred  to  the  pmthonotnry 
to  ascertain  the  debt,  the  COM*  to  be  in  his  discretion,  that  he  found  [  "332  ] 
the  debt  to  be,  A:c.,  and  ordered  tl»e  pit.  to  pay  the  co*la,  »*  where- 
upon  and  whereby  the  Kaid  suit  was  determined,"  it  was  proposed  to  prove 
that  a  rule  had  been  obtained  to  refer  the  action  to  the  proihonotary,  that 
the  parties  attended  him,  that  he  found  the  debt  due,  and  that  lite  pit.  ac- 
cepted tint  and  the  costs :  held,  not  admissible  under  the  allegation  in  the 
d  -duration.  The  mere  acceptance  of  the  d«-bt  without  the  intervention  of 
the  court  could  not  properly  be  called  a  termination  of  the  suit  (Coombe  v. 
C'jpron,  1  Moo.  «fc  R.  39H).  Not  declaring  for  a  year  after  tin-  return  of  th« 
writ  is  evidence  of  the  termination  of  the  suit,  nnd  will  Hiipport  on  averment 
that  the  parly  did  not  declare,  but  |iermitted  the  suit  to  be  discontinued 
(Pierce  v.  Street,  3  B.  A:  Ad.  3«J7).  It  is  doubted  (in  Norrish  v.  Richards, 
3  Ad.  Ac  E.  733),  whether  this  action  will  lie  where  the  suit  alleged  to  have 
determined  has  been  removed  by  habeas  corpus  from  mi  inferior  court  at  the 
instance  of  the  deft.  As  to  whether  u  suit  can  be  snid  to  have  determined 
whcru  the  pit.  neglects  to  dccl.ire  for  two  terms,  see  Ib.  The  writ  of  capias 
is  no  longer  a  step  in  the  action,  and  therefore  the  pit.  is  not  longer  bound 
to  declare  before  the  end  of  the  next  term  after  the  arrest  (Ireland  v.  Berry, 
6  Q.  B.  551).  It  must  be  such  u  determination  as  will  show/vima  facie 
that  the  action  was  without  foundation.  Thus  a  &tct  pwfstus  by  consent  of 
the  parlies  is  not  sufficient,  fur  the  deft,  might  have  recovered  in  the  former 
uctiou  if  the  pit.  had  not  stopped  by  consent  (Wilkins  v.  llowell,  Moo.  At  M. 
45*5).  lu  an  action  for  n  malicious  presentment  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
it  must  appear  that  the  presentment  has  determined  (Fisher  v.  Bristow,  1 
DOUJJ.  'J15).  Th^  omission  to  show  that  the  suit  has  been  determined  is 
cured  by  verdict  (I  Saund.  228  l>).  SrmAfc,  the  mode  in  which  the  original 
action  is  determined  need  not  be  such  as  in  itself  shows  a  want  of  reasonable 
cuusc  (Norrish  v.  Richards,  3  Ad.  At  E.  737  ;  see  Wilkins  v.  Ilowcll).  The 
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rule  to  discontinue  is  sufficient  proof,  without  producing  the  judgment  roll 
(Watkins  v.  Lee,  5  M.  &  W.  270). 

In  an  action  for  a  false  arrest,  upon  a  plaint  in  the  sheriff's  court  of  Lon- 
don, evidence  was  given  that  tho  usual  course  of  that  court,  upon  the  aban- 
donment of  a  suit  by  the  pit.,  was  to  make  an  entry  in  the  minute  book  of 
"  withdrawn,"  and  it  was  held,  that  proof  of  such  entry  in  the  minute-book 
was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  determination  of  the  suit  (Arundell  v.  White, 
14  East,  216). 

In  an  action  for  maliciously  suing  out  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  it  must 
be  averred,  and,  if  traversed,  proved,  that  the  commission  was  superseded 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action  (Whitworth  v.  Hall,  2  B.  &  Ad. 
695);  but  the  plea  of  not  guilty  does  not  call  for  this  proof  on  the  part  of  the 
pit.  (Atkinson  v.  Raleigh,  3  Q.  B.  79).  See  further,  ante,  p.  324. 

Proof  of  Malice  and  Want  of  probable  Cause.']  This  is  a  most  essential 
proof,  and  a  failure  in  it  would  entitle  the  deft,  to  a  verdict  (see  Co.  Lit.  161, 
n.  4;  3  Lev.  210  ;  2  Wils.  305  ;  1  Lev.  275).  Though  the  pit.  should  prove, 
malice,  yet,  if  he  failed  to  prove  the  want  of  probable  cause  for  the  proceed- 
ing, he  would  not  succeed  (see  Purton  v.  Ilonnor,  1  B.  &  P.  205 ;  Austin  v. 
Debenham,  3  B.  &  C.  139;  4  D.  &  R.  653).  The  want  of  probable  cause 
is  evidence  of  malice  (Gibbons  v.  Alison,  3  C.  B.  181);  and  these  are  put 
in  issue  by  a  plea  of  not  guilty  (Watkins  v.  Lee,  5  M.  &  W.  270;  Houns- 
field  v.  Drury,  11  Ad.  &  E.  98;  James  v.  Phelps,  11  Ad.  &  E.  433),  ante, 
p.  321. 

Malice  and  the  want  of  probable  cause  is  a  compound  proposition, 
{  *333  ]  *and  may  be  a  mixed  question  of  fact  and  law  for  the  jury  to  ascer- 
tain the  facts,  under  the  judge's  direction:  thus,  where  A.  arrested 
B.  on  professional  advice,  and  it  was  a  question  whether  he  acted  bonafide 
upon  such  advice,  the  jury  arc  to  draw  the  conclusion  us  to  his  sincerity  from 
the  facts  before  them ;  and  it  was  in  this  case  observed  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  that 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  question  of  "  probable  cause  was 
matter  of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  not  of  law,  for  the  judge  to  decide,  and  that 
he  had,  in  consequence,  directed  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  the  deft's  con- 
duct" but,  on  the  contrary,  if  the  fact  had  appeared  that  the  deft,  acted  bond 
fide  on  the  advice  given,  the  inference  of  want  of  malice  and  probable  cause 
would  then  have  been  a  matter  of  law  for  the  judge  to  determine,  who,  there- 
upon, must  have  nonsuited  the  pit.  (Ravenga  v.  Mackintosh,  4  D.  &  R.  193; 
2  B.  &  C.  693;  Snow  v.  Allen,  1  Stark.  50;));  whether  the  circumstances 
alleged  to  show  it  probable  or  not  are  true  and  existed  is  a  matter  of  fact, 
but  whether  supposing  them  true  they  amount  to  a  probable  cause  is  a  ques- 
tion of  law  (Johnstone  v.  Sutton,  1  T.  R.  545  ;  Williams  v.  Taylor,  6  Bing. 
186;  see  1  Wils.  232;  B.  N.  P.  14;  1  Gow.  20;  2  Moo.  82;  Freeman  v. 
Arkell,  1  C.  &  P.  138;  Davis  v.  Hardy,  6  B.  &  C.  225;  Musgrave  v. 
Newell,  1  M.  &  VV.  582).  Panton  v.  Williams,  2  Q.  B.  169;  sec  post,  p. 
340.  In  these  actions  proof  of  express  malice  will  be  required,  but  defis. 
are  less  favoured  than  in  those  arising  from  malicious  prosecution ;  as  a  civil 
suit  is  prosecuted  merely  for  the  private  benefit  of  the  individual,  whereas  a 
prosecution  of  an  offence  affects  the  public  interest  (2  Wils.  307). 

There  are  two  descriptions  of  malice:  malice  in  fact,  and  in  law.  The 
former,  in  common  acceptation,  means  ill-will  against  a  person;  the  latter 
means  a  wrongful  act,  done  intentionally.  And  the  question  of  malice,  as  a 
question  of  fact,  which  may  be  very  comprehensive,  including  the  truth  of 
the  whole  series  of  facts  forming  the  defendant's  justification,  from  the 
manner,  the  occasion,  &c.,  is  lor  the  jury,-  "but,  where  the  law  implies 
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such  malice  as  is  necessary  to  maintain  the  action,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge 
to  withdraw  the  question  of  malice  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury**  (4  B. 
&  C.  247 ;  6  D.  ft  R.  269 ;  see  Mitchell  r.  Jenkins,  5  B.  At  Ad.  588). 
From  want  of  probable  cause  the  jury  may  infer  malice,  but  proof  is  primA 
facie  evidence  of  malice,  but  this  is  an  inlercnce,  not  of  law  but  of  fact, 
which  the  jury  arc  not  bound  to  draw,  and  the  presenting  to  the  jury  the 
absence  of  probable  cause  as  conclusive  of  legal  malice  is  a  re*enration.(Ib.) 
And  one  of  these  two  descriptions  of  malice  must  be  proved.  It  is  not 
sufficient  to  show  that  a  writ  was  sued  out,  or  the  arrest  made,  after  the  pay* 
ment  of  the  debt ;  but  a  malicious  intent  must,  in  such  case,  be  made  out  in 
evidence  (Scheibel  v.  Fairbairn,  1  B.  At  P.  388 ;  Gibson  v.  Chaters,  2  B.  AJ 
P.  129;  Fife  v.  Wiple,  3  East,  314 ;  Morris  v.  Lewis,  4  Tyrw.  014;  an 
also  Saxton  v.  Brown,  6  Ad.  At  E.  652 ;  Hey  ward  v.  Collinge,  9  Ad.  At  E. 
268) ;  and  where  a  writ  was  issued  by  mistake  against  the  son  instead  of 
the  father,  nnd  he  was  imprisoned  four  days,  Abbott,  C.  J.,  held,  that,  as 
there  was  no  evidence  of  malice,  the  action  was  not  sustainable  (Guildhall, 
October,  1825,  MS.,  cited  3  Ch.  B.  C.  126).  It  is  not  of  itself  evidence  of 
malice  that  the  deft,  suffered  himself  to  be  nonprossed  in  the  former  suit 
(Sinclair  v.  Eldrid,  4  Taunt.  7);  as  to  taking  money  out  of  court,  pott.  But 
it  has  been  held  prima  facie  evidence  of  malice,  that  the  deft,  discontinued 
the  former  suit  immediately  after  being  ruled  to  declare,  on  the  ground, 
"  that  the  very  sh'ort  interval  that  elapsed  between  the  arrest  and  abandon* 
ment  of  the  action  precluded  the  sup|>osition  of  any  change  taking  place  in 
his- means  of  proof  '  (Nicholson  v.  *Coghill,  4  B.  As  C.  22;  Webb 
T.  Hall,  Moo.  At  M.  254) ;  and  where  a  deft,  is  in  custody  under  a  [*  334  ] 
eo.  $a.t  and  tenders  the  debt  and  costs,  the  pit.  is  bound  lo  accept 
them,  and  to  sign  an  authority  to  the  sheriff  to  discharge  him,  and  the 
refusal  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  malice  (Crogrr  v.  IMIing,  4  H.  At  C. 
26  ;  C  1).  &  K.  129.)  Where  the  pit.  was  actually  arrested  on  a  bill  which 
purported  to  bo,  l<ut  was  not  in  fart,  accepted  by  him ;  held,  no  action  lay  ; 
the  deft,  having  acted  through  mistake,  and  without  malice  (Spencer  v.  Jacob, 
M.  At  M.  180). 

In  nn  action  for  maliciously  issuing  execution  on  a  warrant  of  attorney 
for  11K1/.,  when  only  23/.  was  due,  it  wan  held  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty, 
that  it  by  on  pit.  to  prove  that  not  more  tlmn  'J3/.  was  due  (Gough  v.  Crib, 
11  M.  &  W.  497). 

It  is  not  enough  to  show  that  the  action  wns  unfounded ;  for.  if  there  was 
reasonable  ground  to  apprehend  that  the  sum  for  which  the  party  was  arrest* 
ed  was  due,  no  action  would  lie  (3  Esp.  34).  And  a  party  is  not  liable  if 
he  acts  under  what  he  conceives  the  sound  advice  of  a  plendcr  (Snow  v. 
Allen,  1  Stark.  502;  Ravcnga  v.  Mackintosh,  2  B.  A:  C.  693;  4  D.  At  R. 
107;  1  C.  c*  I'.  264).  And,  where  there  were  mutual  dealings,  if  it  be 
proved,  and  the  pit.  in  the  former  suit,  who  arrested  for  the  whole  amount, 
knew  there  was  u  set-off,  greatly  diminishing  his  d«-ht,  it  will  he  evidence  of 
want  of  probable  cause  and  malice  (Austin  v.  Uebenham,  3  B.  At  C.  139; 
4  I).  A:  R.  653,  overruling  Brown  v.  Pigeon,  2  Camp.  594).  In  such  case 
the  defl's  knowledge  of  the  set-off  may  be  proved  by  his  admission  or  settle- 
ment of  accounts,  or  by  evidence  of  the  set-off,  us  in  other  cases  (post, 
•*  Sitr-oFF").  Taking  a  less  sum  out  of  court,  and  not  proceeding  in  I  lie 
suit,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  ma. ice  and  want  of  probable  cause,  it  ap- 
pearing that  d  -ft.  had  claimed  a  larger  sum  (Jackson  v.  Burleigh,  3  Esp. 
34).  Proof  tint  the  suit  was  discontinued  was  held  not  to  be  evidence  of 
want  of  probable  cause  (Bristow  v.  I  lay  wood,  1  Stark.  50.  But  where  the 
del i.  had  arrested  the  pit.  ou  an  affidavit  of  debt  for  money  paid  lo  his  use, 
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but  did  not  declare  until  ruled  to  do  so,  and  soon  afterwards  discontinued  and 
paid  the  costs :  held  to  be  evidence  to  go  the  jury,  of  malice,  and  want  of 
probable  cause  (Nicholson  v.  Coghill,  4  B.  &  C.  21  ;  Webb  v.  Hill,  Moo.  & 
M.  254).  But  circumstances  will  often  exclude  the  presumption  of  malice 
and  want  of  probable  cause  :  thus  where  a  pit.  in  a  former  action  arrested 
deft,  for  251.  and  deft,  paid  91.  6s.  into  court,  which  pit.  took  out, 
it  was  held  not  to  be  evidence  of  malice  ;  though,  on  a  previous  settlement 
of  accounts  between  pit.  and  deft.,  deft,  made  himself  debtor  merely  in  a 
balance  of  91.  6s.,  it  appearing  that  the  pit.  had  then  claimed  a  balance  of 
251.  as  due  to  him;  and  Lord  Kenyon  observed,  "that  as  deft,  acted  under 
the  impression  of  a  mistake,  in  believing  more  than  10/.  to  be  due,  and  under 
that  belief  held  him  to  bail,  he  had  a  probable  cause,  and  was  warranted  in 
that  proceeding;"  that  pit.  (deft,  in  former  suit)  must  prove  that  the  arrest 
was  made  with  full  knowledge  that  the  debt  was  under  Wl.  (Jackson  v.  Bur- 
leigh,  3  Esq.  34) ;  and,  where  the  party  was  arrested  after  the  payment  of  the 
debt  to  deft.'s  agent,  but  upon  an  affidavit  made  before,  it  was  held  not  to  be 
malicious  (Gibson  v.  dialers,  2  B.  &  P.  129).  Also,  where  pit.  discon- 
tinued a  former  action,  on  a  note  against  the  deft.,  where  he  would  have 
been  acquitted  from  the  laches  of  the  former  pit.  in  not  giving  due  notice  of 
dishonour,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  malice  (Bristow  v. 
Heywood,  1  Stark.  48  ;  4  Camp.  213) ;  and  when,  after  suing  out  a  bailable 
writ,  pit.  was  told  not  to  trouble  himself,  but  went  to  the  c'xpense  of  putting 
in  special  bail,  it  was  held  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  a  malicious 

arrest  (3  Camp.  *139);  but  it  was  held  to  be  malice  to  have  sued 
[  *335  ]  out  a  writ  after  the  release  of  the  debt  (Hob.  267).  In  an  action 

for  abusing  the  process  of  court  in  order  illegally  to  compel  a  parly 
to  give  up  his  property,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the  process  was 
sued  out  without  probable  cause  (Grainger  v.  Hill,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  212;  Hey- 
wood v.  Collinge,  9  Ad.  &  E.  269).  In  an  action  for  maliciously  suing  out 
a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  a  supersedeas  alone  is  not  evidence  of  want  of 
probable  cause  (Flay  v.  Weakly,  5  C.  &  P.  361). 

The  question  is  whether  the  original  pit.  had  a  probable  cause  of  action 
for  the  amount  for  which  he  held  the  party  to  bail,  and  not  whether  he  had 
a  probable  cause  of  action  in  the  particular  form  in  which  the  action  was 
brought.  Therefore,  where  A.  had  a  separate  cause  of  action  against  B. 
and  C.,  on  a  covenant,  and  sued  B.  and  C.  jointly,  and  arrested  B.  in  that 
action  for  the  amount  of  the  debt:  held,  that  an  action  for  a  malicious 
arrest  would  not,  on  that  account,  lie  at  B.'s  suit  (Whalley  v.  Pepper,  7  C. 
&  P.  506). 

A  debtor's  going  abroad  after  an  arrest  for  debt  is  probable  cause  for  the 
creditor's  proceeding  to  outlawry,  notwithstanding  the  creditor  may  know 
that  the  debtor  was  an  agent  in  England  (Drurnmond  v.  Pigou,  2  Bing.  N. 
C.  114). 

Proof  of  Damages.']  The  special  damage  must  be  proved  as  laid  in  the 
declaration,  and  the  pit.  will  not  be  allowed  to  give  evidence  of  any  injury 
not  stated  therein  (see  ante,  p.  324).  It  is  necessary  the  arrest  should  actu- 
ally have  been  made,  and  the  merely  suing  out  a  bailable  writ,  to  which  pit. 
voluntarily  put  in  bail  above,  will  not  entitle  the  deft,  to  recover  his  costs 
(Bicten  v.  Burridge,  3  Camp.  139;  2  N.  R.  211  ;  and  he  must,  therefore, 
prove  the  expenses  he  was  put  to  in  consequence  of  the  arrest,  and  the  spe- 
cial damage  or  injury  above  stated  (Sinclair  v.  Eldred,  4  Taunt.  7;  2  Esp. 
Dig.  35 ;  ante,  p.  324). 

The  execution  of  the  bail-bond  should  be  proved,  as  stated,  and  the 
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charge  for  the  bond  and  execution  thereof,  &c.,  paid  by  the  pit.  for  tho 
same;  for  unless  the  pit.  give  proof  to  that  effect,  he  will  not  be  entitled  to 
recover  such  disbursement.  The  subscribing  witnesses  to  the  bond  should 
be  sul>;  u-nacd,  and  one  of  the  bail  or  sheriff's  officer  called  to  prove  the  dis- 
bursements. 

In  the  Common  Pleas,  it  has  been  held  that  the  pit.  is  not  entitled  to  reco- 
ver more  on  account  of  costs  than  the  taxed  costs,  which  he  had  incurred 
(Sinclair  v.  Eldrcd,  4  Taunt.  7 ;  Wibber  v.  Nicholas,  R.  &  M.  410;  and 
see  Rogers  v.  Iscombe,  2  Esp.  Dig.  335;  Jenkins  v.  Biddulph,  4  Bing.  100); 
but  he  may  recover  the  amount  of  costs  between  attorney  and  client  (Sand- 
back  v.  Thomas,  1  Stark.  300,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough ;  Gould  v.  Btrn«  • 
Moo.  &  R.  171,  per  Ld.  Abingor,  C.  B.;  see  Jones  v.  Dyke,  Sugd.  V.  and 
P.  app.  8;  Hodges  v.  Lichfield  (Earl  of),  1  N.  S.  C.  500;  Grace  v.  V 
gan,  2  N.  8.  C.  534 ;  and  Doe  v.  Filliter,  1 1  M.  &  W.  80,  per  curium). 

If  the  indictment  be  against  more  than  one,  it  must  be  lor  joint  acts,  and 
the  damages,  must  be  joint  (Hilditch  v.  Eylcs,  2  Selw.  N.  P.  1092);  and 
where  there  arc  several  pits,  they  can  only  recover  for  a  joint  d  image,  as 
for  the  expenses  of  the  action  defended  on  their  joint  retainer  (Barratt  v. 
Collins,  10  Moo.  440 ;  Puchell  v.  Watson,  8  M.  &.  \V.  091). 

Competency  of  Witnesses.}  An  arbitrator  cannot  be  called  as  a  witness 
to  prove  facts  wftich  transpired,  by  examining  the  parties  themselves,  and 
on  examining  the  plt.'s  books  on  a  reference  of  the  former  action  (Haber- 
shon  v.  Troby,  3  Esp.  38  ;  sal  vi/le  Gregory  v.  Howard,  3  E*p.  113). 

*In  an  action  on  the  case  for  malicious  prosecution,  where  then 
was  not  any  person  present  at  the  time  when  the  supposed  felony  [  '336  J 
was  committed,  exo-pt  dVfl.'a  wife,  Holt,  C.  J.,  allowed  her  evi- 
denco  given  at  the  trial  of  the  indictment  as  good  evidence  to  prove  a  felony 
having  been  committed  (Johnson  v.  Browning,  0  Mod.  'J10).  Tho  counsel 
for  the  pit.  culled  a  grand  juror,  before  whom  a  bill  of  indictment  had  been 
preferred,  to  prove  that  the,  deft,  was  the  prosecutor  of  the  indictment,  who 
was  objected  to  nn  tho  ground  that  he  could  collect  this  evidence  only  as 
grand  juror,  and  his  oath  prevented  htm  from  disclosing  it;  but  Kenyon,  C. 
J.,  thought  (lint  the  question  of  who  was  the  prusecu'.or  of  an  indictment  was 
one  of  fuel,  which  did  not  infringe  upon  the  witiu-!»'s  oath,  and  received  the 
evidence. 

ACTIONS  FOB  MALICIOUS  PBOSECI-TIOICS. 

Evidence.}  In  these  actions,  pit.  may,  by  proper  picas,  be  put  to  prove— 
1,  the  inducement,  if  it  be  material  to  support  the  action;  2,  the  prosecution 
ogainst  pit.;  3,  the  termination  thereof  in  plt.'s  favour;  4,  the  deft.'s  being 
the  prosecutor;  5,  the  deft.'s  malice,  and  want  of  probable  cause  for  tho 
prosecution  ;  and,  G,  the  damages. 

Fronf  of  Inducement.}  The  general  inducement  of  good  character, 
usually  inserted  in  declarations  for  malicious  prosecutions,  is  not  truvcrsa- 
ble,  anil  no  evidence  of  such  good  character  is  admissible  (Sty.  118;  antf, 
p.  3'J4  ;  /ws/,  "SLANDER").  But  special  inducements,  in  a  case  where  pit. 
has  been  peculiarly  injured  in  his  trade,  or  otherwise,  should  be  proved  (see 
post,  "  SLAMJKH").  In  an  action  for  maliciously  issuing  a  commission  of 
bankruptcy,  the  inducement  should  be  proved,  but  in  such  action  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  that  the  pit.  did  not  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy  (2 
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Wils.  145 — 147).     But  it  may  be  advisable  to  be  prepared  to  do  so,  or  else 
to  prove  pit.  was  not  a  trader,  or  otherwise  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws. 

Proof  of  the  Prosecution.']  As  to  how  this  is  put  in  issue,  see  ante,  p. 
326.  The  proceedings  themselves,  which  the  deft,  issued,  or  procured  to 
be  issued  against  him,  should  be  proved;  as,  where  deft,  has  been  taken  into 
custody  under  a  warrant  granted  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  information 
must  be  produced,  which  is  done  by  subpoenaing  the  justice  of  the  peace,  or- 
his  clerk,  with  a  duces  tecum  to  produce  the  original  information  (2  Selw. 
N.  P.  1073),  and  proof  by  them  of  the  deft.'s  handwriting,  and  that  he  had 
sworn  it,  and  then  the  warrant  granted  on  it,  which  must  be  produced,  and 
proved,  either  from  the  constable  or  the  justice,  and  evidence  must  be  given 
of  the  apprehension  and  detention  of  the  pit.  under  the  warrant,  and  his 
ultimate  discharge  must  also  be  shown  (lb.;  2  Stark.  Ev.  910,  1st  ed.;  and 
see  Freeman  v.  Arkill,  2  B.  &  C.  494).  But,  where  evidence  was  given  of 
the  loss  of  the  warrant,  parol  evidence  of  its  contents  has  been  received, 
without  proof  of  the  information  (Newsam  v.  Carr,  2  Stark.  70 ;  see  Clark 
v.  Postan,  6  C.  &  P.  4^3).  In  a  case  for  maliciously  charging  the  pit.  with 
an  assault  before  a  magistrate,  and  where  the  depositions  were  returned  by 
him  to  the  sessions,  and  a  bill  of  indictment  preferred  by  the  deft.,  which 
was  ignored,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  having  proved,  that  when  a  bill  of  in- 
dictment was  thrown  out  by  the  jury,  he  usually  destroyed  or  threw  away 
the  depositions,  and  those  in  the  present  case  having  been  searched  for  and 
not  found,  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient  evidence  of  their  destruction,  and  parol 

evidence  of  their  contents  was  admitted  (Freeman  v.  Arkell,  2  B. 
[*337]    &  C.  494).     *In  the  same  manner,  whether  the  prosecution  were 

by  indictment  in  the  K.  B.,  at  the  assizes,  or  quarter  sessions,  the 
prosecution  and  acquittal  must  be  proved  in  the  usual  way,  by  the  produc- 
tion of  the  record,  or  proof  of  an  examined  copy  (B.  N.  P.  13;  Kirk  v. 
French,  1  Esp.  81;  1  Bl.  R.  385  ;  post,  "  RECORD").  And  in  an  action  for 
a  malicious  prosecution,  by  indicting  the  pit.  at  the  quarter  sessions,  it  was 
held  insufficient  to  produce  the  original  indictment,  as  it  was  no  evidence  of 
the  caption,  which  was  a  material  averment  in  the  declaration,  viz.  that  the 
quarter  sessions  was  held  at  such  a  time,  such  a  place,  and  before  such  par- 
ties; as  Wilmot,  J.,  was  of  opinion,  that  this  could  not  be  supported  by 
parol  evidence  of  the  minutes  of  the  sessions,  but  that  a  record  should  have 
been  made  for  the  purpose,  and  an  original  or  an  examined  copy  thereof 
produced  (Edwards  v.  Williams,  2  Esp.  37;  R.  v.  Smith,  8  P.  &  C.  341 ; 
Porter  v.  Cooper,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  388 ;  R.  v.  Bellamy,  R.  &  M.  171).  The 
record,  or  copy,  is  admissible,  without  proof  of  an  order  of  the  court  or 
a  fiat  of  the  attorney-general  (Legatt  v.  Tollervey,  14  East,  302 ;  Cuddy 
v.  Barlow.  1  Moo.  &  R.  275).  If  the  court  will  not  grant  a  copy  of  the 
record,  or  pit.  cannot  otherwise  obtain  it,  no  action  can  be  supported  (I 
Ch.  Com.  L.  835).  But,  if  it  be  obtained,  it  is  immaterial  how  (Man.  &  R. 
275). 

If  A.  be  indicted  for  felony  and  acquitted,  and  be  desirous  of  bringing  an 
action,  the  judge  will  not  permit  him  to  have  a  copy  of  the  record,  if  there 
were  probable  cause  for  the  indictment,  and  he  cannot  have  a  copy  without 
leave  (per  Holt,  C.  J.;  1  Ld.  Raym.  252).  It  is  made  a  qucere  in  Brown  v. 
Curnming,  (10  B.  &  C.  70),  whether  a  party  tried  for  felony,  and  acquitted, 
has  a  right  to  have  a  copy  of  the  record  of  acquittal,  and  in  a  note  to  the 
same  case,  page  73,  it  is  said  Holt,  C.  J.,  was  present  at  the  trial  of  Lord 
Preston,  but  he  there  does  not  deny  that  a  party  acquitted  of  felony  has  a 
a  right  to  a  copy  of  the  indictment  for  the  purpose  of  using  it  in  evidence, 
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although  he  refused  it  to  a  prisoner  about  to  take  his  trial  for  the  offence 
charged  in  the  indictment.  In  coses  of  misdemeanor  it  has  been  considered 
that  a  party  acquitted  is  entitled  to  a  copy  of  the  record  (Morrison  v.  Kelly, 
1  W.  Bl.  395 ;  Evans  v.  Philips,  2  Selw.'N.  P.  1072).  So  also,  in  cases  of 
summary  convictions  (Rex  v.  Midlam,  3  Burr.  1720).  The  distinction  between 
such  cases  and  those  of  indictments  for  felony,  seems  to  rest  entirely  on  the 
order  of  the  judgrs  made  at  the  Old  Bailey  as  reported  by  Kelynge.  Qn&ret 
'what  power  they  had  to  alter  the  law.  In  Evans  v.  Philips,  supra,  Adams, 
B.,  said,  in  all  cases  of  indictments  for  misdemeanors  the  party  is  entitled  to 
a  copy  of  the  record,  but  in  cases  of  indictments  for  felony  he  should  look 
upon  the  copy  as  a  surreptitious  record,  and  not  pay  any  regard  to  it  union 
the  judge  had  been  applied  to  and  had  ordered  a  copy.  But  it  has  since 
been  holden  that  the  record  or  a  true  copy  must  be  received  in  evidence, 
although  it  does  not  appear  that  the  officer  producing  the  record  or  giving 
the  copy  had  any  authority  from  the  court,  or  any  fiat  from  the  attorney* 
general  for  that  purpose  (Legatt  v.  Tollcrvcy,  14  East,  302);  and  it  is  not 
requisite  that  the  copy  should  have  been  granted  to  the  pit.  in  the  action  for 
malicious  prosecution,  or  at  his  instance.  Therefore,  where  the  pit.  offered 
the  copy  in  evidence,  and  the  order  at  the  Old  Bailey  was  read  by  way  of 
objection,  Lee,  C.  J.,  said  he  would  not  refuse  to  let  the  pit.  read  it  (the  copy) 
for  an  order  was  not  necessary  to  make  it  evidence  (Legatt  v.  Toller vey, 
supra;  and  see  Stockflilh  v.  Detastel,  4  Camp.  10);  nor  is  it  ever  produced 
in  order  to  introduce  it.  So  the  copy  was  read,  and  pit.  obtained  a  verdict, 
which  the  court  refused  to  set  aside  (Gordon  v.  Lewis,  2  *Sira. 
11'.';  14  East,  305,  n. ;  see  also  Caddy  v.  Brown,  1  Man.  ot  Ry.  [  '339  ] 
375). 

Where  it  was  stated  in  the  declaration  that  the  deft,  imposed  upon  the  pit. 
the  crime  of  felony,  by  reason  of  which  ho  was  imprisoned,  and  on  produc- 
tion of  the  information  before  the  justice  there  is  no  charge  of  felony,  though 
the  warrant  wns  to  arrest  the  pit.  for  felony,  it  was  held  that  tho  evidence 
did  not  support  the  declaration,  and  the  pit.  wns  nonsuited  (3  E*p.  105). 

Wo  have  already  seen  that  tho  action  may  be  supported,  although  the 
original  prosecution  was  on  a  bad  indictment,  or  though  no  further  act  was 
done  than  obtaining  a  warrant  against  pit.  (ante,  p.  325).  Proof  must  be 
given  to  identify  the  pit.  with  the  person  prosecuted. 

We  have  already  seen  what  will  constitute  a  variance  between  the  state- 
ment  and  proof  as  to  the  prosecution  against  pit.:  if  the  mode  of  prosecution 
and  charge  against  pit.  be  substantially  proved,  it  will,  in  general,  suffice. 

Proof  of  Determination  of  Prosecution  in  Plaintiffs  Ftirour.]  The  plea 
of  not  guilty  does  not  put  this  in  issue,  it  must  be  specially  pleaded  (Drum- 
mond  v.  Pigou,  2  B.  N.  C.  247  ;  Waikins  v.  Ix-e,  A  M.  A:  \V.  270 ;  Ifodrick 
v.  Hnine,  17  Law  J.  313,  Q.  B.;  12  Jur.  409).  When  traversed  therefore 
it  must  be  proved  that  the  prosecution  was  determined  in  pll.'s  favour  (B.  N. 
P.  13;  Hunter  v.  French,  Wills.  517;  Arundell  v.  Trcgono,  Yelv.  117).  It 
is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  proceedings  were  stayed  by  the  nolle  pro- 
$fqui  of  the  attorney-general  (Goddard  v.  Smith,  6  Mod.  202);  as,  notwith- 
standing the  nolle  prosrqui,  fresh  proceedings  may  be  sued  out  upon  the  in- 
dictment (II).).  Hut  it  is  otherwise  if  he  had  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  the 
attorney-general  had  confessed  it  (Ib.).  It  is,  however,  sufficient,  if  the  party 
were  acquitted  upon  a  defect  in  the  indictment  (Wicks  v.  Fentham,  4  T.  R. 
247  ;  2  Stark.  Ev.  907).  The  return  of  "  not  a  true  bill  by  the  grand  jury, 
or  the  verdict  of  acquittal,  will  be  evidence  of  the  termination  of  the  prosecu- 
tion in  plt.'s  favour  (Hunter  v.  French,  Willes,  517);  und  an  averment  that 
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the  pit.  "  by  a  jury  of  the  said  county,  &c.,  was  duly,  and  in  a  lawful  man- 
ner acquitted,"  is  proved  by  a  record  by  which  it  appears  that  the  jury 
found  the  pit.  not  guilty,  and  that  judgment  of  acquittal  was  given  by  the 
Court  (Ib.).  It  must  appear  that  the  pit.  was  acquitted  upon  the  prosecution 
before  the  action  brought,  but  the  day  is  not  material  (Purccll  v.  Macnamara, 
9  East,  157,  overruling  Pope  v.  Forster,  4  T.  R.  590;  see  also  Woolford  v. 
Ashlay,  2  Camp.  194 ;  Phillips  v.  Shaw,  4  B.  &  A.  435 ;  Stoddart  v.  Palmer, 
3  B.  &  C:  2). 

Therefore,  when  it  was  stated  in  the  declaration  under  a  videlicet  that  the 
acquittal  took  place  on  the  morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity  (which  allegation 
was  not  accompanied  with  a  prout  patet  per  recordam),  and  by  the  record 
when  produced  in  evidence  it  appeared  it  took  place  on  Tuesday  next  after 
Easter  Term,  the  latter  day  having  been  before  action  brought,  the  variance 
was  held  immaterial  as  the  day  mentioned  in  the  declaration  was  not  alleged 
as  part  of  the  description  of  the  record  of  acquittal  (Selw.  N.  P.  1174.  The 
action  lies,  although  the  pit.  was  acquitted  on  a  mere  defect  in  the  indictment 
(Wicks  v.  Fentham,  4  T.  R.  247  ;  Pippet  v.  Hearn,  5  B.  &  A.  634). 

An  action  for  maliciously  suing  out  a  commission  of  bankrupt  against  pit., 
under  which  his  goods,  &c.,  were  sold,  is  sustainable,  whether  the  commission 
F  *3SO  1  ^"as  ^een  suPersc(ted  or  nof>  if  the  party  be  *not  liable  to  the  bank. 
-"  rupt  laws  (see,  however,  7  Taunt.  399).  But  the  supersedeas  must,  at 
all  events,  be  proved,  if  stated;  and  it  is  not  enough  to  prove  an  order  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  directing  it  to  be  superseded  ;  but  a  writ  of  supersvdeas, 
under  the  great  seal,  should  be  proved  (Poynton  v.  Forster,  3  Camp.  58;  see, 
generally,  1  Salk.  14;  1  B.  &  P.  205;  l"  Saund.  238,  239).  But  now  the 
Lord  Chancellor's  order  has  the  effect  of  a  supersedeas  (I  &  2  Will.  IV.  c. 
56,  s.  19).  It  seems  that  the  mere  order  for  annulling  the  fiat  is  not  evi- 
pence  of  want  of  probable  cause,  as  that  may  have  proceeded  on  strict  legal 
grounds  (2  Selw.  N.  P.  1068  ;  and  see  Hay  v.  Weakley,  5  C.  &  P.  361,  per 
Tindal,  C.  J.;  see  "  BANKRUPTCY"). 

Proof  that  Defendant  icas  Prosecutor.']  Where  the  prosecution  is  by 
indictment,  the  pit.  must  prove  the  deft,  to  have  been  the  prosecutor.  For 
this  purpose,  it  may  be  shown  that  deft,  employed  an  attorney  or  agent  to 
conduct  the  prosecution ;  that  he  gave  instructions  concerning  it,  paid  the 
expenses,  &c.,  or  was  otherwise  instrumental  in  forwarding  the  prosecution 
(2  Stark.  Ev.  908).  The  indorsement  of  the  deft.'s  name  on  the  back  of  the 
bill  will  only  be  sufficient  to  prove  him  to  be  a  witness,  but  not  the  prose- 
cutor (B.  N.  P.  14).  He  may,  therefore,  establish  that  fact,  by  calling  one 
of  the  grand  jury  who  found  the  bill  (Sykes  v.  Dunbar,  Selw.  N.  P.  1035, 
sed  qucere ;  2  Stark.  Slander,  70);  or  the  original  information  taken  before 
the  justice,  or  give  in  evidence  a  copy  of  the  indictment  and  acquittal, 
examined  with  the  original,  either  in  the  King's  Bench  or  quarter  sessions; 
or  the  original  proceedings  may  be  produced  by  the  officer  of  the  court 
where  the  indictment  was  preferred.  But,  if  the  indictment  was  for  felony, 
as  no  action  will  lie  in  that  case,  where  the  deft,  has  been  acquitted,  unless 
the  court  grant  a  copy  of  the  record  and  acquittal,  evidence  must  be  given 
to  that  effect,  and  the  leave  be  proved  (Ib.) ;  in  which  case  there  should  be 
an  order  frwn  the  attorney-general  to  the  officer  of  the  court,  to  produce  the 
record  of  acquittal,  and  the  order  of  the  court.  The  copy  of  the  indictment, 
if  produced,  must  be  proved  by  a  witness  who  examined  it  with  the  original, 
and  then  evidence  be  given  of  the  trial  and  acquittal  of  the  deft. ;  for  which 
purpose  the  record,  or  an  examined  copy,  is  sufficient,  and  should  be  given 
in  evidence  (Esp.  Ev.  411).  Proof  of  the  information  of  the  deft,  taken  by 


MALICIOUS  ARREST  AND  PROSECUTION.  339 

the  magistrate  will  establish  this  fact  (2  Ph.  Ev.  161);  or  the  recognisance 

.-d  into  by  the  deft.  (Kagar  v.  Dyott,  5  C.  &  P.  4).   So,  will  the  n 
nizance  to  prosecute  entered  into  by  the  deft.  (Eagar  T.  Dyott,  5  C.  A:  I'. 
4) ;  wli-re  the  proceeding  was  before  a  magistrate  he  may  bo  called  to  pro\e 
it  (see  Freeman  v.  Arkell,  supra). 

Proof  of  Malice.]  The  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  of  malice  (Porter 
v.  Wcston,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  715).  The  pit.  s'hould  give  evidence  from  which 
malice  may  be  inferred  (Sykes  v.  Dunbar,  9  East,  363) ;  but  he  is  not  calKd 
on  to  give  direct  evidence  of  it,  for,  if  he  proves  absence  of  probable  cause  it 
will  be  sufficient  (Burley  v.  Bethunc,  5  Taunt.  583;  Hadrick  v.  Raine,  17 
Law  J.,  C.  P.  313;  12  Jur.  409). 

If  the  indictment  be  (bund  by  the  pmnd  jury,  the  pit.  mint  prove  express 
malice  (per  Holt,  C.  J.,  in  Sav'ille  v.  Roberts,  1  Ld.  Raym.  391);  unless  (he 
same  lie  within  the  knowledge  of  the  deft.  (Parrott  v.  Fishwicke,  B.  N.  P. 
14,  cited  in  Willans  v.  Taylor,  6  Bing.  193).  But  from  n  fuller  note  of 
Parrott  v.  Fishwick,  in  9  East,  363,  n.  6,  it  appears  hardly  to  support  this 
doctrine.  That  case  was  this:  in  an  action  I'or  maliciously  indicting  the 
pit.  for  perjury,  where  the  bill  of  indictment  was  found,  and  the  pit.  acquitted 
by  verdict,  *Lord  M  mslield,  in  summing  up,  said  it  was  neces- 
sary to  prove  express  malice,  for  if  it  appeared  thit  there  was  no  [  *340  ] 
probafJe  cause  that  was  sufficient  to  prove  an  imp'inl  malice,  tchick 
teas  all  that  teat  necessary  to  t*  proved  to  support  this  action  ;  for  in  this 
case  all  the  facts  I  iy  in  the  deft.'s  own  knowWge,  and  if  there  were  the 
least  foundation  for  the  prosecution,  it  was  in  his  power*  and  incumbent  on 
him  to  prove  it:  verdict  for  pit.  Where  there  is  an  acquittal  by  a  jury, 
malice  need  not  bo  proved  at  firm  on  the  part  of  the  pit.,  but  it  is  incumbent 
on  the  deft,  to  show  on  the  other  side  tint  there  was  a  probable  cause;  but 
where  the  indictment  is  quashed  it  it  necessary  for  the  pit.  to  prove  exprvm 
malice  (Hunter  v.  French,  Wille*,  520,  per  Burnett,  J.).  Where  the  indict' 
meat  is  for  felony,  there  the  evidence  of  malice  shall  b"  left  to  (he  jury,  and 
the  deft,  shall  not  object  that  express  malice  ha*  not  been  proved.  But,  in 
indictments  for  misdemeanors,  it  was  for  SOITV;  time  a  question  whether  an 
action  would  lie,  but  it  was  determined  at  lust  that  nn  urtion  would  lie,  nud 
express  malice  must  be  proved  ('2  Selw.  N.  P.  1004).  I  ft  he  indictment  had 
been  ignored,  that  circumstance  shows  prinia  fiicie  that  there  was  no  pro- 
bable cause,  and  consequently  that  there  was  nrtlice  until  it  be  disproved 
(Ib  ).  If  found,  it  throws  the  proof  of  want  of  probable  cause  and  malice  on 
the  pit.,  but  in  thit  case,  if  want  of  probable  cause  be  fully  proved,  that  is 
evidence  to  go  to  a  jury  of  malice  (IL-lditch  v.  Eylcs,  C.  B.  8;  2  Selw.  N. 
P.  1005). 

Proof  that  the  deft,  published  an  advertisement  of  the  finding  of  the  in- 
dictment, with  other  scandalous  matter,  is  evidence  of  malice  (Chambers  v. 
Robinson,  1  Str.  691).  Proof  of  an  acquittal,  for  wont  of  prosecution,  is 
not  even  primti  facie  evidence  of  malice  (Purcell  v.  Macnamara,  9  East, 
361).  In  an  action  by  A.,  for  the  malicious  prosecution  by  C.  of  an  indict- 
ment ngainst  A.  and  B.,  evidence  of  the  misconduct  of  C.  towards  B  .after  his 
apprehension,  tending  to  show  th<;  bad  motives  of  C.,  is  admissible  (Caddy 
v.  Barlow,  1  Man.  A;  R.  275).  In  nn  action  for  maliciously  issuing  a  com- 
mission of  bankruptcy,  it  seems  that  proof  of  the  chancellor's  having  assigned 
the  bond  to  pit.  is  conclusive  evidence  of  malice  (see  1  Swanst.  23). 

In  an  action  for  maliciously  prosecuting  pit.  lor  forging  a  note  of  hand, 
four  witnesses  swore  that  the  handwriting  was  not  the  pit.'*,  :ind  the  judge 
directed  the  jury  in  hw  favour  (Morris  v.  Tyler,  Cowp.  37).  Proof  of  want 
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of  probable  cause  is  only  presumptive  evidence  of  malice,  and  must  not  be 
left  to  the  jury  as  conclusive  (Mitchell  v.  Jenkins,  5  B.  &  Ad.  588). 

But  where  the  allegation  was,  "  that  the  pit.  by  a  jury  of  the  county  of 

was  duly  and  in  a  lawful  manner  acquitted,"  and  by  the  record 

it  appeared  that  the  jury  found  the  pit.  not  guilty,  and  upon  that  verdict  the 
judgment  of  the  court  was  that  the  pit.  should  go  thereof  acquitted :  held, 
sufficient  by  construing  the  words  reddendo  &ingula  singulis,  that  the  pit. 
was  duly  acquitted  by  the  jury,  that  is,  found  not  guilty  of  the  facts,  and  in 
a  lawful  manner  acquitted,  that  is  by  the  judgment  of  acquittal  pronounced 
by  the  court  (Hunter  v.  French,  Wills.  517). 

Proof  of  Want  of  probable  Cause.']  Under  the  plea  of  not  guilty  (Cotton 
v.  Brown,  3  Ad.  &  E.  312,  it  lies  on  the  pit.  to  give  prima  facie  evidence  of 
want  of  probable  cause;  but  slight  evidence  is  sufficient  to  throw  the  onus 
on  the  deft,  of  showing  that  there  was  probable  cause  (Willans  v.  Taylor,  6 
Bing.  183;  2  B.  &  Ad.  845,  in  error,  Cotton  v.  James,  1  B.  &  Ad.  128); 
and  then,  to  rebut  malice,  it  will  lie  on  the  doft.  to  show  that  he  was  ignorant 
of,  or  had  mistaken  the  facts  (Mitchell  v.  Williams,  11  M.  &  W.  205).  In 
*Incledon  v.  Berry,  1  Camp.  203,  Le  Blanc,  J.,  ruled  that  some 
[  *341  ]  evidence  (though  slight)  must  be  given  by  the  pit.  of  want  of  pro- 
bable cause  before  the  deft,  could  be  called  on  for  his  defence  (see 
Cotton  v.  James,  supra] ;  and  the  fact  of  the  deft.,  who  had  commenced  a 
prosecution,  having  neglected  to  prefer  an  indiclment,  will  not  dispense 
with  this  evidence  (Wallis  v.  Alpine,  1  Camp.  204;  see  Willans  v.  Taylor, 
supra;  Incledon  v.  Berry,  sitprO).  He  must  show  that  there  was  no  colour 
for  making  the  charge,  or  taking  him  up  on  the  warrant,  by  proving  that  he 
was  at  another  place,  or  was  confined  with  illness  at  the  time  the  imputed 
offence  was  committed.  This  can  be  proved  by  witnesses  who  were  with 
him  at  that  time,  but  requires  very  clear  evidence,  as,  if  there  be  a  doubt, 
or  he  could  by  possibility  be  guilty,  from  the  existence  of  suspicious  circum- 
stances, which  might  deceive  the  deft.,  pit.  will  be  nonsuited  (Incledon  v. 
Berry,  1  Camp.  203,  n.).  The  reasonable  cause  must  have  existed  at  the 
time  of  the  prosecution,  and  not  have  come  to  his  knowledge  since  (Delegal 
v.  Highley,  3  B.  N.  C.  950) ;  and  even  proof  of  express  malice  will  not 
per  se  establish  the  absence  of  reasonable  cause  for  the  proceeding  (Id. ; 
Turnerv.  Turner,  Gow.  20;  Johnson  v.Sutton,  IT.  R.545;  Taylor  v.  Willans, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  857).  In  an  action  for  maliciously  indicting  pit.  for  an  assault,  it  is 
not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  want  of  probable  cause  to  prove  that  deft,  was 
guilty  of  the  first  assault  (Fish  v.  Scott,  Pea.  135).  In  a  similar  action  it  was 
proved  that  the  deft,  came  to  the  house  of  the  pit.  (which  was  let  out  in  chambers) 
to  inquire  for  a  person  who  he  said  lived  there,  but,  being  informed  that  no 
such  person  lived  there,  used  abusive  language,  and,  on  being  required  by 
the  pit.  to  go  away,  laid  hands  upon  him,  upon  which  pit.  forced  him 
out,  there  was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  the  degree  of  force  used  in  doing 
so,  the  deft,  indicted  the  pit.  for  an  assault ;  the  bill  was  found,  and  the 
indictment  tried  ;  and  the  pit.  acquitted.  On  the  trial  of  the  action,  the 
learned  judge  directed  the  jury  that,  if  the  deft,  preferred  the  indictment  with 
a  consciousness  that  he  was  in  the  wrong  in  the  transaction,  there  was  no 
reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  the  indictment.  Held,  that  this  direction 
was  substantially  correct  (Hinton  v.  Heather,  14  M.  &  W.  131).  The  sub- 
stance of  such  direction  being  whether  or  not  the  assault  upon  the  deft.,  who 
first  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  was  committed  under  such  circumstances  as  that 
no  reasonable  man  could  have  supposed  that  there  was  any  excess  in  it,  and 
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the  jury  having  found  for  the  pit.,  it  is  clear  th.it  there  wns  no  reasonable 
or  probable  cause  for  indicting  the  pit.  (Ib.  per  Aldersoo,  H.). 

li  has  been  held  that  evidence  of  the  bill  having  been  thrown  out  by  tho 
grand  jury  is  sufficient  to  warrant  an  inference  of  the  absence  of  probable 
cause  (per  Holroyd,  J.,  Nicholson  v.  Coghill,  4  B.  &  C.  24;  but  toe  Byne 
v.  Moore,  5  Taunt.  187).  In  Parrot  v.  Fishwick  (B.  N.  P.  14),  it  is  said, 
with  reference  to  actions  for  malicious  prosecution,  that  *•  where  the  fact*  be 
in  the  knowledge  of  the  deft,  himself,  ho  must  show  a  probable  cause,  though 
the  indictment  be  found  by  the  grand  jury,  or  the  pit.  shall  recover  without 
proving  express  malice"  (per  Bay  ley,  J.,  Ib., ;  see  further  ante,  pp.  : 
330).  Evidence  that  deft,  did  not  himself  believe  the  charge  to  be  true,  is 
proof  of  want  of  probable  ground  for  it,  though  there  be  also  evidence  of 
probable  cause  (Broad  v.  Ham,  5  B.  &  C.  722). 

The  disbelief  of  the  guilt  of  the  party  charged  by  (he  party  making  the 
charge  before  a  magistrate,  is  tome  evidence  of  want  of  probable  cause; 
notwithstanding  other  evidence  has  shown  that  there  was  primA  fiicie  proba- 
ble cause  for  making  the  charge  (Broad  v.  Ham,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  722).  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.,  in  commenting  *upon  this  case  in  Turner  v.  Ambler, 
Itt  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.,  100,  8  Q.  B.  232,  says,  "The  Court  of  [  *342  ] 
Common  Pleas,  in  a  late  decision,  sustained  a  direction  that  the 
deft.,  though  cognizant  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  did  not  think  it 
reasonable  and  probable  cause,  but  acted  from  malicious  motive*  only,  and 
without  that  belief;  that  direction  must,  however,  be  qualified,  by  the  necetti> 
ty  of  requiring  proof  of  the  absence  of  that  belief  where  reasonable  and 
probable  miMe  is  establish*-*! ;  though  the  question  of  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  for  a  prosecution  is  for  the  judge,  yet  the  wont  of  belief  by  the  deft, 
that  he  had  reasonable  and  probable  cnusc  is  evidence  for  the  jury  of  malice. 
Proof  of  the  absence  of  such  tclief  is,  however,  necessary  on  the  part  of  the 
pit.  when  reasonable  and  proUible  cause  i*  made  out  in  the  opinion  of  the 
judge  (Turner  v.  Ambler,  fupnt).  Proof  (bat  pit.  committed  the  first  assault, 
in  fact,  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  reasonable  cause  (lleulon  v.  Heather, 
14  M.  &  W.  131  ;  we  Fish  v.  Scott,  Pen.  135).  Where  the  pit.  refused  to 
give  up  a  forged  note,  which  be  had  taken  in  the  course  of  business,  to  the 
deft,  a  bank  inspector,  tind  the  deft.,  in  the  absence  of  suspicion,  charged 
the  pit.  before  a  magistrate  with  feloniously  ba\  in^  the  note  in  bis  possca*ion  : 
held,  evidence  of  want  of  probable  cause  to  go  to  the  jury  (Broukcs  v.  War- 
wick, 2  Stark.  389).  Tho  motives  of  the  party  are  for  tta  consideration  of 
the  jury  (Taylor  v.  Wiiluns,  2  B.  <k  Ad.  845;  Venafru  v.  Johnson,  10  Bing. 
301  ;  Muegrovc  v.  Newell,  1  M.  <fc  W.  5*2).  Where  the  deft,  preferred 
two  bills  for  perjury  against  the  pit.,  but  did  not  himself  appear  before  the 
grnnd  jury,  and  the  bills  were  ignored  ;  he  then  preferred  a  third  which,  on 
his  own  testimony,  was  found;  the  prosecution  was  kept  suspended  for 
three  years  by  the  deft.,  till  the  pit.  taking  the  record  down  to  trial,  and  lh« 
deft,  declining  to  appear  as  a  v»i;ne>s,  though  in  court  and  called,  the  pit. 
was  acquitted  :  held,  that  this  was  sufficient  pruna  facie  evidence  of  waul 
of  probable  cause  (Wiiluns  v.  Ta\  lor,  0  Iling.  1^7;  2  II.  A:  Ad.  845,  in 
error).  Where  the  indictment  contains  several  assi^iiiii'-nts  of  perjury,  the 
action  for  maliciously  preferring  it  is  sustained  by  evidence  that  some  of  the 
assignments  were  prelerred  without  probable  cause  (lillis  v.  Abrahams,  15 
Law  J.,  Q.  B.,  221  ;  8  Q.  B.  7U'J). 

The  remarks  of  the  judge  on  the  trial  of  the  indictment,  tending  to  cast 
censure  on  the  mode  in  which  the  prosecution  had  been  conducted,  are 
admissible  for  the  pit.  (Warne  v.  Terry,  cor  am  Liltledale,  J.,  Winton  Sum. 
Ass.  18'JO,  MS.;  Iloscoc'g  Kv.  389.  So,  (be  deliberation  of  a  jury  is  evi- 
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dence  for  the  deft,  of  probable  cause  (Smith  v.  M'Donald  ;  but  Lord  Den- 
man  refused  to  admit  similar  proof,  Barker  v.  Angell,  2  Moo.  &  R.  371). 

When  a  person  prosecutes  on  the  representations  of  others,  he  should 
show  that  he  did  all  he  could,  or  used  proper  and  reasonable  means  and 
precaution  to  discover  the  truth,  and  that  he  acted  on  a  belief  that  he  was 
right,  otherwise  the  want  of  probable  cause  will  subject  him  to  the  imputa- 
tion of  malice,  and  consequently  to  this  action  (2  Sel.  N.  P.  1074).  Similarity 
of  handwriting  is  not  per  xc,  probable  cause  for  preferring  a  charge  of  forgery 
against  a  person  whose  handwriting  is  like  that  of  a  forged  instrument 
(Clements  v.  Ohrly,  2  C.  &  K.  686).  Where  the  pit.  had  not,  in  fact,  com- 
mitted an  offence  under  the  malicious  trespass  act,  the  deft,  is  not  justified 
in  apprehending  him,  merely  because  he  reasonably  supposed  that  the  pit. 
had  committed  such  ofieiice  (Parrington  v.  Moore,  17  Law,  J.,  M.  C.  117). 

The  question  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  where  there  are  no  facts 
nor  any  inference  from  (acts  in  dispute  arising,  is  a  question  *for 
[  *343  ]  the  court  (Watson  v.  Whitmore,  14  Law  J.,  Ex.  41  ;  Henton  v. 
Heather,  14  M.  &  W.  131  ;  2  SHw.  N.  P.  1066,  ante,  p.  333); 
nnd  the  judge  may  nonsuit  the  pit.  if  he  think  there  was  such  cause  (per 
Ld.  Tentcrdcn,  C.  J.,  in  Blackford  v.  Dod,  2  B.  &  Ad.  182,  cited  in  James 
v.  Phelps,  11  Ad.  &  E.  483;  Pnnton  v.  Williams,  2  Q.  B.  1G9;  Mitchell  v. 
Williams,  11  M.  &  W.  205).  But  where  there  are  lacts  in  evidence  which 
show  that  the  deft,  knew  his  charge  to  be  unfounded,  or  the  facts  are  disput- 
ed, he  cannot  nonsuit,  but  the  case  must  be  left  to  the  jury  (M'Donald  v. 
Rookc,  2  B.  N.  C.  217  ;  James  v.  Phelps,  11  Ad.  &  E.  483). 

It  is  difficult  to  lay  down  any  rule  as  to  the  causes  where  the  opinion  of 
a  jury  should  or  should  not  bo  taken;  I  have  considered  the  rule  to  be  this; 
if  there  be  any  fact  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  the  judge  should  leave 
that  to  the  jury,  telling  them,  if  they  should  find  in  one  way  as  to  that  fact, 
then  in  his  opinion  there  was  no  probable  cause,  and  their  verdict  should  be 
for  the  pit.;  if  they  should  find  in  the  olher,  then  there  was,  and  their  ver- 
dict should  be  for  the  deft."  When  the  pit.  relied  upon  the  non-appearance 
of  the  prosecutor  in  support  of  the  indictment,  it  was  held  that  the  judge  was 
authorized  in  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  motive  of  that  non- 
appearance  was  a  consciousness  on  the  part  of  the  prosecutor  that  he  had 
no  evidence  to  support  the  indictment  (Taylor  v.  Willans,  6  Bing.  183). 
Whenever  the  question  of  probable  cause  is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and 
fact,  it  may  properly  he  left  to  the  jury  (IVl'Donald  v.  Rookc,  2  B.  N.  C.  217). 
Where  the  pit.,  as  servant,  who  was  discharged  on  a  Friday,  took  away  a 
trunk  and  bag  belonging  to  her  master,  who  wrote  to  her,  (pit.)  next  day, 
demanding  them  back,  and  threatened  if  not  restored,  to  proceed  criminally 
on  the  next  Monday.  The  pit.  being  from  home  when  the  letter  was  deliv- 
ered, returned  no  answer  to  it,  and  on  the  succeeding  Saturday,  the  master 
had  her  taken  into  custody,  but  declined  to  make  a  charge  on  the  Monday 
before  the  magistrate;  held,  that  the  judge  was  warranted  in  leaving  to  the 
jury,  instead  of  deciding  himself,  the  existence  of  probable  cause  (Ib  ). 
There  are  some  cases,  no  doubt,  in  which  a  judge  may  be  expected  to  tell 
the  jury  whether  or  not  the  deft,  had  probable  cause  in  the  proceeding  against 
the  pit.  (per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Ib.).  Therefore,  where  the  pit.  sued  the  deft,  in 
this  form  of  action  for  indicting  him  for  sending  a  threatening  letter,  upon 
which  he  was  acquitted  ;  Lord  Tcnterden,  without  leaving  any  question  to 
the  jury,  decided  that  deft,  had  reasonable  and  probable  ground  for  preferr- 
ing the  indictment  (Blackford  v.  Dod,  2  B.  &  Ad.  179).  So,  where  an  un- 
contradicted  witness,  of  good  credit,  having  proved  what  in  the  opinion  of 
the  judge  afforded  a  probable  cause  for  prclerring  the  indictment,  held,  that 
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be  was  justified  in  nonsuiting  the  ph.  without  even  leaving  it  to  the  jur. 

any  wh-  ther  they  believed  that  witness  (Davis  v.  Hirdy,  6  B.  &  C.  225). 

subject  his  recently  undergone  grent  consideration,  and  all  the  nu'hor- 

in  the  cose  of  Pan'.on  v.  Williams,  2  Q.  B.  169,  in  error. 

•  the  pit.  had  been  indicted  by  the  deft,  for  the  forgery  of  a  will,  and 

•he  brought  this  form  of  action  for  that  injury,  and  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  after 

summing  up  the  evidence,  anmngst  other  things,  directed  the  jury,  thrtt  if 

thought  there  was  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  taking  the  step* 

against  the  pit.  below,  their  verdict  must  be  for  the  deft.,  and  also,  thit  it 

i red  to  him,  that  it  was  not  a  qu**tion  of  law  in  a  case  of  that  sort, 

licr  there  was  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  b  a  that  it  was  altogether  a 

ion  of  fact  for  the  jury,  mid  that  he  should  act  wrong  if  bo  were  to 

take  the  case  from  their  consideration.        t 

*To  ibis  direction  there  was  a  bill  of  exception?,  for  that  his  [  *3I4  ] 
lordship  ought  to  have  stated  to  the  jury  whit  facts,  if  proved, 
would  amount  to  probable  cause,  leaving  to  th-rm  only  the  question  whether 
th.-y  believed  the  evidence  adduced,  in  ord-r  to  prove  such  facts,  and  that  he 
ought  not  to  have  left  the  question,  whether  there  was  or  was  not  probable 
causn  for  the  prosecution  as  a  question  for  tlr-m,  without  telling  them  what 
would  be  probable  cause,  and  the  court  s'.ited  the  qu  -stion  to  be  whether  in 
a  cose  in  which  the  question  of  reasonable  or  probable  cause  depends  not 
upon  a  few  simple  facts,  but  upon  facts  which  are  numerous  and  complicated, 
and  up  »n  inferences  to  be  drawn  therefrom,  it  is  the  duty  of  th-  judge  to  in* 
form  the  jury,  if  they  find  the  facts  proved  and  the  inferences  to  bo  warranted 
by  such  facts,  the  sa me  do  or  do  not  amount  to  reasonable  or  probable  cause, 
so  as  thereby  to  leave  the  question  of  fact  to  the.  jury,  and  the  abstract  ques- 
tion of  law  to  the  judge;  and  wo  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
judge  to  do  so.     In  the  in  »re,  simple  ea-'-s,  where  the  question  of  reasonable 
or  probable  cuuse  depends  entirely  on  the  proof  of  the  facts  and  ctrcumstanoOH 
which  gave  rise  to  and  attend  the  prosecution,  no  doubt  has  ever  existed, 
from  the  time  of  th-j  earliest  authorities,  but  tint  such  question  is  purely  a 
question  of  law  to  be  decided  by  the  judg**.     In  Coxe  v.  VVirrall  (Cro.  Jac. 
193),  and  Price  v.  Ko-h^ster  (Cro.  Kl.  H7I),  each  ol"  which  were  actions  on 
the  en*;  lor  falsely  and  maliciously  procuring  the  pit.  to  be  indicted  for  felony; 
the  dell,  in  each  action  set  forth  in  his  plea  the  facts  and  circumstances  which 
induced  him  to  indict,  and  the.  pit.  having"in  each  instance  demurred,  it  was 
held  tlmt  the  court  had  to  determine  as  a  matter  of  law,  and  not  the  jury  as 
a  muter  of  fact,  wh-ther  th<;  statement  in  the  plea  did  or  did  not  form  a  suf- 
ficient excuse ;  and  in  the  case  last  re  for  red  to,  the  very  distinction  now  under 
consideration  was  laid  down  by  the  court  upon  the  objection  then  taken,  that 
the  plea  amounted  to  the  gene  ml  issue  only,  the  court  holding  it  to  be  a  good 
plea,  "per  doubt  del  lay  gents,"  for  thai  the  deft,  confess--d  the  procurement 
of  the  indictment,  and  avoided  it  by  matter  of  law;  ami  although  the  prac- 
tice which  had  then  obtained  has  been  altered  lor  a  gr  -at  length  of  time,  by 
introducing  into  the  declaration  not  only  that  the  charge  was  lalse  and  mali- 
cious, but  also  that  it  was  made  without  reasonable  and  probable  excuse,  and 
thereby  compelling  the  pit.  to  give  some  evidence  thereof,  and  enabling  tin 
dofl.  to  prove  bis  casj  un^Jer  the  plea  of  not  guilty;  yet  the  rule  of  law  that 
this  qn«'>tion  lielongs  to  the  judge  only,  and   not  to  the  jury,  is  not  by  such 
attention  in  pleading  in  any  way  impaired;  and  still  further,  the  authorities 
collected  in  I  lie  case  of  Sution  v.  Johnson,  post,  p.  345,  and  the  authority  ol 
that  c.is  •  himself,  and  also  the  decision  of  Bulle.r,  J.,  there  cited,  prove  in- 
conteiitably  that  it  is  a  ques:ion  for  the  jury  whether  the  facts  brought  forward 
in  evidence  are  true  or  not,  bui  that  what  is  reasonable  or  probable  cause  It 
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matter  of  law.  There  have  been  cases  in  the  late  books,  which  appear  at 
first  sight  to  have  somewhat  relaxed  the  application  of  that  rule,  by  seeming 
to  leave  more  than  the  mere  question  of  the  facts  proved  to  the  jury;  but, 
upon  further  examination,  it  will  be  found  that  although  there  has  been  an 
apparent,  there  has  been  no  real  departure  from  the  rule  ;  thus,  in  some  cases 
the  reasonableness  and  probability  of  the  ground  for  prosecution  has  depended 
not  merely  upon  the  proof  of  certain  facts,  but  upon  the  question  whether 
those  facts  which  furnish  an  answer  to  the  prosecution  were  known  to  the 
deft,  at  the  time  it  was  instituted  ;  again,  in  other  cases,  the  question  has 
turned  upon  the  inquiry,  whether  the  facts  stated  to  the  deft,  at  the  time,  and 
which  formed  the  ground  of  the  presecution,  were  belie'ved  by  him  or  not;  in 

*other  cases  the  inquiry  has  been  whether  from  the  conduct  of  the 
[  *345  ]  deft,  the  jury  will  notf  infer  that  he  was  conscious  that  he  had  no 

reasonable  or  probable  cause ;  but  in  these  and  many  other  cases 
which  might  be  suggested,  it  is  obvious  that  the  knowledge,  the  belief,  and 
the  conduct  of  the  deft,  are  really  so  many  additional  facts  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury,  so  that  in  effect  nothing  is  left  to  the  consideration  of  the 
jury  but  the  truth  of  the  facts  proved,  and  the  justice  of  the  inferences  to  be 
drawn  from  such  facts,  both  which  investigations  fall  within  the  legitimate 
province  of  the  jury,  whilst  at  the  same  time  they  have  received  the  law  from 
the  judge,  that  according  as  they  find  the  facts  proved,  or  not  proved,  and 
the  inferences  warranted,  or  not,  there  was  reasonable  or  probable  ground 
for  the  prosecution,  or  the  reverse;  and  such  being  the  rule  of  law  where  the 
iacts  are  few,  and  the  case  simple,  we  cannot  hold  it  to  be  otherwise  where 
the  facts  are  more  numerous  and  complicated.  It  is  undoubtedly  attended 
with  more  difficulty  in  the  latter  case  to  bring  before  the  jury  all  the  combi- 
nations of  which  numerous  facts  are  susceptible,  and  to  place  in  a  distinct 
point  of  view  the  application  of  the  rule  of  law,  according  as  all  or  some  only 
of  the  facts  and  inferences  from  facts  are  made  out  to  their  satisfaction.  But 
it  is  equally  certain  that  the  task  is  not  impracticable ;  and  it  rarely  happens 
but  that  there  are  some  leading  facts  in  each  case  which  present  a  broad  dis- 
tinction to  their  view,  without  having  recourse  to  the  less  important  circum- 
stances that  have  been  brought  before  them.  Upon  the  whole,  as  the  ques- 
tion both  of  law  and  fact  was  left  in  this  case  entirely  to  the  jury,  we  think 
the  exception  must  be  allowed,  and  that  there  must  be  a  venire  da  novo  (see 
Hinton  v.  Heather,  14  M.  &  W.  133;  Turner  v.  Ambler,  16  Law  J.,  N.  S., 
Q.  B.  158;  Watson  v.  Whitmorc,  14  Law  J.  41  ;  Turner  v.  Arnbler,  8  Q. 
B.  252 ;  Cox  v.  Reid,  18  Law  J.,  Q.  B.,  E.  T.  1849,  216). 

Proof  of  Damage.']  In  order  to  support  this  action,  it  is  essential  to  prove 
that  some  legal  damage  has  been  sustained,  cither  to  the  person  by  imprisor- 
ment,  to  the  reputation  by  scandal,  or  to  the  property  by  expense.  If  the 
plaintiff  cannot  prove  any  such  injury,  he  cannot  maintain  the  action  (Byne 
v.  Moore,  5  Taunt.  187,.  The  knowledge  of  the  deft,  may  be  implied  from 
the  want  of  probable  cause.  A  man  may  take  up,  from  a  malicious  motive, 
a  prosecution  for  real  guilt;  or  he  may,  from  circumstances  which  he  really 
believes,  proceed  from  apparent  guilt;  and  in  neither  case  is  he  liable  to  this 
action  (Johnson  v.  Sutton,  1  T.  R.  544;  see  Mitchell  v.  Williams,  11  M.  & 
W.  205).  Abandoning  the  prosecution  is  not  of  itself  evidence  of  want  of 
prabable  cause  (Incledon  v.  Berry,  supra}. 

Damage  by  imprisonment  will  be  sufficiently  proved,  though  the  detention 
might  have  been  momentary;  but  the  length  of  the  imprisonment,  and  other 
circumstances  of  aggravation,  should  be  given  in  evidence,  to  increa-e  the 
damages  awarded  by  the  jury.  Pit.  cannot  recover  damages  for  imprison- 
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roent  after  gaol  delivery,  as  it  was  his  own  fault  to  continue  in  prison  (Say, 
Damages,  87).     As  to  what  constitutes  an  imprisonment,  see  ante,  p.  330. 

As  to  proof  of  damage  to  the  reputation  by  scandal,  the  prejudice  to  the 
party's  famo  and  reputation  constitutes  a  sufficient  ground  of  action  (Savil 
v.  Roberts,  B.  N.  P.  13);  and  any  charge  which  would  be  a  libel,  if  not  pre- 
ferred in  the  course  of  legal  proceedings,  may  be  considered  sufficiently 
defamatory  to  enable  the  party  to  support  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecu- 
tion ;  but  an  indictment  for  a  mere  trespass,  as  an  assault,  does  not  sufficiently 
scandalize  the  party  accused  to  enable  him,  on  the  ground  of  injury 
to  his  reputation,  to  'support  an  action  (12  Mod.  210;  2  B.  At  C.  [  '340  J 
494 ;  3  D.  &  R.  669).  Where  a  man  is  maliciously  indicted  for 
a  crime  which  is  a  scandal  to  him,  and  hurts  his  fame,  an  action  lies,  although 
the  indictment  be  insufficient,  or  an  ignoramus  found  (B.  N.  P.  13 ;  Cham- 
bers v.  Robinson,  Stra.  691);  for  although  no  expense  may  have  been  in- 
curred,  the  mischief  of  the  slander  has  been  cfTocted  (Ib.). 

As  to  proof  of  damage  to  the  property  by  expense,  pit.  may  prove  that  he 
has  been  put  to  needless  expense  to  deiend  himself  (B.  N.  P.  14).  As  pro- 
secutions must  be  carried  on  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  the  courts,  from  a 
wish  to  discourage  prosecutions  in  the  case  of  indictments  for  felonies,  will 
not  afford  the  dell,  a  copy  of  the  indictment,  without  which  a  civil  action  can- 
not be  supported,  unless,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  prosecution  appear 
to  be  malicious  (1  T.  R.  518  ;  Curth.  421 ;  1  Ld.  Rnym.  25J).  As  to  whoa 
pit.  voluntarily  puts  himself  to  expense,  seeanlr,  pp.  334,  335. 
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Psoor  or,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  876. 

MARRIAGE,  BBKACII  or  PBOMMB  or. 

Form  of  Remtdy,  and  Pleatlingt.]  Assumpsit  is  the  proper  remedy  for  a 
breach  of  a  promise  to  marry.  An  infant  nny  sut?  for  breach  of  promi*: 
of  marriage  (Holt  v.  Wood,  2  Stra.  937;  Warwick  v.  Bruce,  2  M.  Ac  8. 
209);  and  the  action  may  be  brought  by  either  a  man  or  a  woman  (ll.irn-, 
v.  Cage,  5  Mod.  411);  but  not  by  an  executor  or  administrator,  unless,  per- 
haps where  a  strict  pecuniary  loss  to  the  deceased  party,  and  the  personal 
estate  has  been  damaged  accordingly;  and  such  darnuge  must  be  stated  on 
the  record,  or  it  will  not  be  intended  (Chamberlain  v.  Williamson,  2  M.  & 
S.  416). 

Declaration.]  With  respect  to  the  pleadings,  it  is  not  necessary  that  pit. 
should  specify  a  particular  time  for  the  marriage  (Harrison  v.  Cage,  Carth. 
407);  nor  is  it  necessary  to  allege  it  in  the  declaration.  If  the  time  have 
not  been  expressly  fixed  at  which  the  marriage  is  to  take  place,  the  law 
inters  a  promise  to  marry  within  a  reasonable  time  after  request  (Ib. ;  Potter 
v.  Deboos,  1  Stark.  82  ;"  Atkinson  v.  Baker,  Peak.  Ad.  Ca.  103)  The  re- 
quest to  marry  pit.  need  not  be  averred,  if  the  deft,  have  married  another  (1 
Chit.  jun.  158,  n.  (y) ).  Where  the  deft,  has  married  another,  it  is  improper 
to  allege  a  request  to  marry  the  pit.  (Short  v.  Stone,  2  D.  &  L.  792 ;  8  Q. 
B.  358;  Cains  v.  South,  15  M.  &  W.  189).  A  promise  to  marry  within  a 
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reasonable  time  after  the  death  of  his  father  must  be  expressly  so  declared 
upon  (Atkinson  v.  Baker,  2  Peak.  Ad.  Ca.  103). 

Since  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  5,  only  one  count  is  allowable, 
though  several  breaches  are  permitted  (2  Ch.  PI.  230).  In  general,  the 
count  for  not  marrying  within  a  reasonable  time  will  be  preferable  when 
there  is  no  certain  evidence  of  a  more  qualified  promise,  because  even  proof 
of  a  promise  to  marry  generally  will  establish  a  count  on  a  promise  to  marry 
within  a  reasonable  time  (Ib.).  It  is  necessary  to  show  in  the  declaration 
mutual  promises  (Ib.).  . 

The  declaration,  at  the  suit  of  a  gentleman  against  a  lady,  averred  "  that 

pit.,  confiding  in  the  promise,  had  always  remained  unmarried,  and  was  still 

ready  and  willing  to  marry  iho  deft.;  and  that,  although  a  reason- 

[  *347  ]  able  time  for  the  deft,  to  marry  him  had  elapsed,  *yet  the  deft.,  not 

regarding  her  promise,  did  not  nor  would,  within  such  reasonable 

time,  marry  the  ph.,  but  had  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do:" 

held,  sufficient  after  verdict,  without   averring  that  deft,  had  any  notice  of 

pit.  being  ready  to  marry  her  during  the  reasonable  time  alleged,  or  averring 

any  request  made  to  deft,  to  marry  pit.,  or  any  averment  of  a  special  refusal 

lo  marry  him  (Seymour  v.  Garside,  2  D.  &  11.  55). 

As  to  what  request  is  sufficient,  see  Raym.  387.  As  to  the  count  to  marry 
in  a  reasonable  time,  it  is  advisable  to  state  a  count  of  this  nature,  omitting 
the  averment  of  the  cleft.  's  having  notice  of  plt.'s  readiness  to  marry,  and  in- 
serting an  averment  of  a  request  to  marry,  or  a  positive  refusal  to  marry  (2 
D.  &  R.  55). 


fleas.]  Xon  assumpsit  would  put  the  contract  between  the  parties  in 
issue;  it  would  therefore  seem  to  be  the  proper  plea,  where  the  contract  was 
not  binding  on  the  deft,  by  reason  of  its  not  being  mutual  on  the  part  of  the 
pit.  (see  Harrison  v.  Cage,  1  Ld.  Raym.  38(5;  Holt  v.  Ward,  2  Stra.  937; 
Daniel  v.  Bowles,  3  C.  &  P.  553).  If  the  pit.  since  the  contract  have  en- 
gaged herself  to  another  person,  then  traverse  the  averment  in  the  declaration 
of  tier  readiness  to  rnarry  the  deft.  (Ch.  jun.  303).  Sec  a  plea  that  pit.  con- 
tracted a  disease,  and  became  in  bad  health,  Atkinson  v.  Baker,  1  Peak.  Ad. 
Ca.  103,  124.  Where  the  promise,  was  to  marry  on  request  or  conditionally, 
a  plea  denying  the  request  or  peribrmanee  of  the  condition  would  be  good 
(Short  v.  Stone,  14  Law  J.  127,  Q.  B.).  But  if  the  deft,  have  married  an- 
other, and  it  be  so  avenvd  in  I  he  declaration,  then  a  plea  staling  that  pit. 
never  requested  the  deft,  to  marry  her  would  be  bad  (.Stone  v.  Stone,  15  Law 
J.,147,CJ.  B.  ;  CaiiKs  v.  Smith,  15  ib.  100,  Ex.;  and  see  Lovelock  v.  Frank- 
lin, ib.  14(5,  Q.  B.).  Plea  that  pit.  absolved,  exonerated  and  discharged  the 
deft,  from  his  promise,  King  v.  Gillett,  7  M.  &.  W.  55.  For  a  plea  oi'i'raud, 
see  Wharton  v.  Lewis,  1  (J.  &  P.  521.)  ;  Foot  v.  Hague,  ib.  540.  Misconduct 
prior  to  the  making  of  the  promise  may  be  set  up  averring  that  the  deli,  had 
no  knowledge  or  means  of  knowledge  thereof  (Irving  v.  Greenwood,  1  C.  & 
P.  350;  Ch.  Cant;-.,  Marriage;  Bench  v.  Menick,  1~C.  cSi  K.  403). 

A  declaration  averred  that  in  consideration  that  the  pit.,  being  unmarried, 
at  the  request  of  dei't.,  promised  dei't.  to  marry  him  within  a  reasonable  time, 
deft,  promised  pit.  to  marry  her  within  a  reasonable  time;  that  the  pit.,  con- 
fiding in  deft.'s  promise,  has  hitherto  remained  unmarried,  ;md  has  always 
been  ready  to  marrv  ilio  ueli.,  un;il  she  had  no;ice  he  was  a  married  man. 
Breach,  that  the  deii.  has  not  married  the  pit.,  but  on  the  contrary,  at  the 
time  the  deft,  made  his  promise,  he  was  married,  and  still  is  married,  to 
another  woman.  Tho  pit.  obtained  a  verdict.  On  morion  to  arrest  the 
judgment:  held,  that  the  declaration  showed  a  suflia'en!  consideration  (Wild 


MARRIAGE,  BREACH  OF  PROMISE  OF.  347 

v.  Harris,  13  Jur.  961 ;  18  L.  J.  297,  C.  P.).  Held,  also,  that  the  deft's 
promise  was  not  unlawful,  there  being,  at  the  time  the  promise  was  made,  a 
possibility  of  performance,  as  the  deft.'s  wife  might  have  died  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  (lb.).  HcUi,  also,  that  the  allegation  that  the  pit.  remained 
unmarried  for  a  reasonable  time,  was  a  sufficient  consideration,  as  being  a 
prejudice  to  her,  caused  by  the  conduct  of  the  d<-ft.  (lb.). 

A  promise  to  marry  by  a  pit.  is  not  essential  to  the  consideration  of  the 
deft  's  promise  to  marry  a  pit.  l  Harvey  v.  Johnston,  0  Dowl.  &  L.  120;  6 
C.  B.  295). 

Therefore  where  a  declaration  alleged  the  consideration  for  thedeft's  pro- 
mise to  be,  that  the  pit.,  being  sole  anJ  unmarried,  would  go  to  Lisahoppin, 
in  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  called  Ire- 
land, for  the  purpose  of  marrying  him,  the  duft.,  it  was  held  that  the  con- 
sideration was  sulficient  (lb.). 

At  nisi  prius,  proof  being  given  of  a  promise  by  the  pit.  to  rmrry  thcdjfl., 
the  judge  allowed  the  consideration  to  be  amended  by  adding  the  wordi  *'  and 
would,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  her  arrival  there,  marry  the  deft.  :w 
held,  that  the  amendment  was  authorized  by  the  3  &i  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s. 
23,  and  that  the  fact  <>f  the  amendment  curing  n  defect,  which  would  other- 
wise render  the  declaration  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment,  was  no  objection  to 
the  amendment  (lb.). 


Precedents  (sec  2  Ch.  PI.  40). 


Evidence  for  Plaintiff". 

The  action  is  sus'.ainnblo  only  where  th^  promise  to  imrry  is  mr*/u/i/,  and 
evidence  must  h;  adduced  accordingly  (I  Rol.  Abr.  1,  5,  ;!.').  A  promises 
to  in  irry  is  not  wi:hin  the  S:  ituv  uf  Frauds  (Corn  v.  Biker,  1  S:r:i.  34  ; 
Philjwtl  v.  Wullett,  3  Lev.  (11;  Harrison  v.  Cage,  1  IA.  Rtiym.  3SO).  A 
bill  in  equity  lies  to  compel  the  defi.  to  dijjcloso  whether  ho  promised  to 
marry  (Vuugh  v.  Aldridgf,  Forres'.  4-). 

W  lie  re  the  contract  declared  on  was,  that  in  consideration  that  pit.  at  the 
request  of  deft,  would  go  to  L.,  for  the  purpose  of  marrying  the  deft,  the 
delt.  promised  to  marry  pit. :  held,  sufficient  to  support  de.i.'s  promise  (Har- 
vey v.  Johnson,  6  C.  15.  2U3).  In  an  action  by  a  lady  for  a  breach  of  pro- 
mise of  marriage,  it  is  not  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  nuking  out  the 
mutual  promises  which  arc  necessary  to  support  the  action,  that  the  pit.  by 
words  consented  to  accept  the  deft.;  but  tlie  jury  may  infer  such 
consent  from  the  circumstances  *of  her  making  no  objection  at  thy  [  *349  ] 
time  of  ths  oiler,  and  h?r  afterwards  receiving  visits  from  th-  dd\. 
in  the  capacity  of  a  suitor  (Daniel  v.  Bowle-s,  '2  C.  &  P.  553).  And  in  an 
action  by  a  woman  against  a  man,  it  was  held,  that  her  carrying  herself  as 
one  consenting  and  approving  was  sufficient  evidence  of  her  having  mutu- 
ally promised,  and  no  other  evidence  is  usually  given  (Sutton  v.  Mansell,  3 
Salk.  10).  Hut  to  prove  a  promise  by  a  man  undoubtedly  more  would  be 
necessary,  neither  the  usages  of  society  nor  considerations  of  delicacy  inter- 
fering to  restrain  an  explicit  declaration  on  his  part  (Rose.  liv.  253).  A 
promise  to  marry  generally  is,  in  point  of  law,  a  promise  to  marry  within  u 
reasonable  time  (Potter  v.  Do  boos,  1  Stark.  82 ;  Phillips  v.  Crutchlcy,  1 
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Moo.  &  P.  239).  Thus,  it  has  been  held,  that  where  A.  stated  to  the  father 
of  the  pit.  that  he  had  pledged  himself  to  marry  his  daughter  in  six  months, 
or  in  a  month  after  Christmas,  that,  although  it  varied  from  the  promise  laid 
in  the  special  counts,  which  alleged  a  promise  to  marry  within  a  specified 
time,  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  may  infer  a  promise  to  marry  gene- 
rally, which  the  law  would  consider  as  a  promise  to  marry  within  a  reason- 
able time  (Ib.).  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  the  pro- 
mises declared  on  were,  first,  to  marry  on  request;  secondly,  the  like, 
assigning  for  breach  that  the  deft,  had  married  another;  thirdly,  to  marry 
within  a  reasonable  time;  and,  lastly,  to  marry  generally.  The  proof  was, 
that  the  deft,  had  said  he  would  marry  the  pit.  in  July :  held  that,  notwith- 
standing this  variance,  the  jury  were  warranted  by  the  evidence  in  inferring 
a  promise  to  marry  generally,  and  that  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover  on 
the  last  count  of  the  declaration  (Phillips  v.  Crutchley,  1  M.  &  P.  239 ; 
and  s?e  Cole  v.  Cottingham,  8  C.  &  P.  75  ;  but  see  Atkinson  v.  Baker,  2 
Pea.  3). 

To  support  this  action  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  if  the  deft,  has 
not  married  another,  there  must  be  evidence  of  an  offer  to  marry  on  the  part 
of  the  pit.,  and  a  refusal  by  the  deft.;  but,  if  the  plt.'s  father  go  to  the  deft., 
and  ask  him  if  he  means  to  fulfil  his  engagements  to  his  daughter,  and  he 
reply,  "  Certainly  not,"  this  will  be  sufficient  (Gough  v.  Farr,  2  C.  &  P. 
634;  see  as  to  damages,  1  Y.  &  J.  477).  And  conduct  and  declarations 
which  are  equivalent  to  a  refusal  are  sufficient  evidence.  Where  it  is 
alleged  that  pit.  has  married  another  woman,  the  fact  must  be  proved. 

A  written  promise  to  marry  need  not  be  stamped  (Orford  v.  Cole,  1  Stark. 
351). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

The  pre-engagement  of  deft,  to  marry  another  person  is  no  defence,  as  he 
cannot  avail  himself  of  his  own  wrong  (1  Ch.  Contr.  408);  nor  is  the  fact  of 
his  being  married  at  the  time  of  making  such  promise  a  defence  for  not  mar- 
rying within  a  reasonable  time,  for  his  wife  might  have  died  within  a  reason- 
able time  (Wild  v.  Harris,  18  Law  J.  297,  C.  P.).  In  general,  where  ono 
party  has  improvideritly  made  a  promise  to  marry,  the  immoral  conduct  and 
general  bad  character  of  the  other  party  will  constitute  a  sufficient  defencn, 
and  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  the  action  (Young  v.  Murphy,  3  Bing.  N.  C. 
54;  3  Sco.  379).  If,  on  the  part  of  the  deft.,  it  is  proved  that  the  pit.  is  a 
loose  and  immodest  woman,  and  that  he  broke  his  promise  on  that  account, 
it  goes  in  bar  of  the  action  ;  but,  if  it  also  appear  that,  when  he  made  the 
promise,  he  was  aware  of  these  circumstances,  it  is  no  defence.  In  such  an 
action,  the  deft,  may,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  go  into  evidence  that  his 
relations  disapproved  of  the  match;  and,  if  his  father  is  an  incompetent  wit- 
ness, on  account  of  his  having  employed  the  attorney  to  conduct 
[  *349  ]  the  *defence,  a  witness  will  be  allowed  to  prove  that  he  has  heard 
the  father  express  to  the  deft,  his  dislike  to  the  marriage  (Irving  v. 
Greenwood,  1  C.  &  P.  350  ;  see  Bench  v.  Merrick,  1  C.  &  K.  4G3).  Thus, 
if  a  man  who  has  made  a  promise  of  marriage,  discovers  that  the  person  ho 
has  promised  to  marry  is  with  child  by  another  man,  he  is  justified  in  break- 
ing such  promise;  and,  if  any  man  has  been  paying  his  addresses  to  on« 
that  he  supposes  to  be  loose  and  immodest,  he  is  justified  in  breaking  any 
promise  of  marriage  that  he  may  have  made  to  her;  but  the  jury  must  b(> 
satisfied  that  the  pit.  was  a  loose  and  immodest  woman,  and  that  the  deft. 
broke  his  promise  on  that  account,  and  they  must  also  be  satisfied  that  the 
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deft,  did  not  know  her  character  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  promise; 
for,  if  a  man  knowingly  promise  to  marry  such  a  person,  he  is  bound  to  do 
so  (per  Abbott,  Irving  v.  Greenwood,  1  C.  &  P.  350).  General  charges 
and  imputations  of  this  kind  would,  however,  go  to  the  damages  (Baddrley 
v.  Murtlock,  Holt,  N.  P.  151).  And,  though  a  promise  to  marry  be  proved, 
yet,  if  it  appear  that  the  pit.  was  a  man  who  had  conducted  himself  in  a  bru- 
tal and  violent  manner,  and  had  threatened  to  use  her  ill,  she  had  a  right  to 
say  that  she  would  not  commit  her  happiness  to  such  keeping,  and  she 
might  set  it  up  as  a  good  legal  defence ;  but  his  lordship  considered  that  the 
gross  manners  of  the  pit.  only  went  to  the  damages,  and  not  to  the  verdict  (per 
Ld.  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  Leeds  v.  Cork,  4  lisp.  256).  And,  where  (he 
defence  was,  that,  previous  to  the  breach  of  promise,  dishonesty  and  perjury 
bad  been  imputed  to  the  pit.,  and  that,  the  ileft.'s  wife  ending  upon  him  to 
vindicate  his  character,  he  said  he  could  do  so,  but  in  fact  did  not,  and 
therefore  she  broke  her  promise,  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  ruled,  that,  for  her  to  be 
absolved  from  her  promise,  she  must  show  that  the  pit.  was,  in  fact,  a  man 
of  bad  character;  for,  without  proof  (hat  the  charges  were  well  founded,  such 
charges  would  only  go  to  the  damages  (Baddcley  v.  Mortlock,  Holt,  N.  P. 
151). 

A  subsequent  discovery  of  any  serious  bodily  infirmity,  which  would  nflect 
the  future  happiness  of  the  panics,  will  justify  a  breach  of  contract  (Altchin- 
son  v.  Baker,  '2  Pea.  104).  Where,  in  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage,  the  deft,  relies  on  the  general  bad  character  of  the  pit,  a  witness 
may  be  examined  as  to  representations  made  to  him  by  third  persons,  without 
calling  them  (Foulkcs  v.  Selway,  3  Esp.  230);  and,  in  this  case,  Kcnyon, 
C.  J.,  observed,  "Character  was  the  only  point  in  issue;  and  that  was  public 
opinion,  founded  on  (he  conduct  of  the  party;  he  therefore  thought  that  what 
that  public  thought  was  evidence"  (see  Potbier,  Traile  du  Contract  de  Mari- 
age,  p.  2,  c.  1,  art.  7).  Misrepresentation,  or  wilful  suppression  of  the  real 
circumstances  of  the  family,  and  previous  life  of  lite  pit.,  is  a  good  defence 
to  the  action  (\Vlinrton  v.  Lewis,  1  C.  A:  P.  531).  If  a  female  pit.  is  privy 
to  her  father's  misrepresentation  respecting  her,  his  letters  are  evidence  for 
the  deft,  to  show  deceit  on  her  part,  although  »hc  will  not  be  answerable  for 
particular  expressions;  but  a  false  representation  made  orally  by  her  father 
to  n  third  person  in  the  absence  of  the  pit.,  nnd  without  her  privity,  and  by 
such  person  communicated  to  the  deft,  is  not  admissible  (Footc  v.  Payne,  1 
C.  oc  P.  547).  Under  a  pica  that  pit.  absolved,  exonerated,  and  discharged 
the  ik  ft.  from  his  promise,  the  dell,  must  prove  the  proposition  to  rescind  on 
the  part  of  the  pit.,  nnd  that  that  proposition  was  acceded  to  bv  the  deft. 
(King  v.  Gillet,  7  M.  6i  W.  55;. 
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See  "  AGENT,"  "  CASE,"  "  PKINCIFAL  AND  AGENT." 

Form  of  rrwwr///.]  A  promise  by  a  servant  to  obey  the  lawful  and  rea« 
sonable  orders  of  his  master  is  implied  by  law  (Turner  v.  Mason,  14  M.  & 
VV.  112,  i»er  Porke,  B.) ;  as  to  the  duty  of  the  master  in  providing  medical 
attendance  for  his  servant,  see  Ch.  Conir.  50 2.  The  form  of  aciion  will,  of 
course,  depend  ujxm  the  nature  of  the  contract.  If  it  be  by  deed,  the  action 

(•)  3  T.  S.  Dig.  p.  13 ;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  386 ;  I  Ana.  Dig.  p.  3GO ;  2  Id.  p.  334 ;  3 

Id.  p.  3:>8. 
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must  be  debt  or  covenant.  If  by  parol,  whether  verbal  or  scriptory,  debt  or 
assumpsit.  If  a  feme  covert,  without  any  auihority  from  her  husband,  con- 
tract by  deed  with  a  servant,  who  performs  the  service  stipulated,  he  may 
maintain  assumpsit  (White  v.  Cayler,  6  T.  R.  176). 

If  a  servant  be  invested  and  accredited  by  his  master  with  a  general  dis- 
cretion, and  authority  to  act  generally  for  him  in  his  affairs,  or  in  other  words 
•  be  a  general  agent,  so  that  the  public  cannot  discriminate  what  are,  in  any 
particular  case  within  the  general  scope  of  the  agent's  powers,  the  wishes  and 
directions  of  the  master,  the  latter  is  liable,  although  his  orders  be  violated. 
But,  where  the  servant  had  never  before  been  employed,  and  is  retained 
only  for  a  particular  purpose,  that  is,  as  a  special  agent,  he  is  invested  with 
a  limited  power,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  persons  dealing  with  such  agent  to 
ascertain  the  extent  of  his  authority,  and  the  principal,  or  master,  is  not 
bound  by  any  act  of  the  agent  not  warranted  expressly,  or  by  fair  and 
necessary  implication,  by  the  terms  of  the  authority  delegated  to  him  (Ch. 
Conlr.  216;  see  Principal  and  Agent,  Index). 

A  master  may  maintain  assumpsit  for  the  work  and  labour  of  his  appren- 
tice against  a  person  who  harbours  him  after  his  desertion,  for  lie  may 
waive  the  tort,  and  sue  on  the  implied  contract  (Foster  v.  Steward,  3  M.  & 
S.  191). 

If  a  person  retain  a  servant  under  an  agreement  to  pny  him  so  much,  by 
the  day,  month,  or  year,  in  consideration  of  the  service  to  be  performed, 
the  servant  having  fulfilled  his  part  of  the  contract,  may  maintain  an  action 
against  the  master,  or  his  personal  representative  for  a  breach  of  the  contract 
(2  Selvv.  N.  P.  1101;  Ch.  Conlr.  598). 

Where  a  person  performed  work  for  a  committee  under  a  resolution  entered 
into  by  them,  "that  any  service  to  be  rendered  by  him  should  at  a  certain 
time  be  taken  into  consideration,  and  such  remuneration  should  be  made  as 
should  be  deemed  right;"  held,  that  an  action  would  not  lie  to  recover  a 
compensation  due  for  such  work,  the  resolution  importing  that  the  committee 
were  to  judge  whether  any  compensation  were  due  (Taylor  v.  Brewer,  1  M. 
&  S.  290).  But,  where  A.  agreed  to  enter  into  the  service  of  B.,  and  wrote 
to  him  as  follows  :  "  I  hereby  agree  to  enter  your  service  as  weekly  mnnager, 
commencing  next  Monday;  the  amount  of  payment  I  am  to  receive  I  leave 
entirely  to  you;"  A.  served  B.  in  that  capacity  six  weeks:  held,  Parke,  B., 
dissentiente,  that  the  contract  implied  that  A.  was  to  be  paid  something  at 
all  events  for  the  services  performed,  and  that  the  jury  in  an  action  on  a 
quantum  meruit  might  ascertain  what  B.,  acting  bona  fide,  ought  to  have 
awarded  (Bryant  v.  Flight,  5  M.  &  W.  114).  The  contract  must  be  in 
writing  if  the  terms  of  it  show  that  it  is  to  extend  beyond  a  year  (29  Car. 
II.,  c.  3,  s.  4;  Ch.  Contr.  498;  Lees  v.  Whitcomb,  5  Bing.  34; 
[  *351  ]  *Sykes  v.  Dixon,9  Ad.  &  E.  693;  see  Becston  v.  Collyer,  4  Bing. 
309)  ;  and  the  consideration  must  appear  upon  it(Ch.  Contr.  495); 
and  it  must  show  mutuality  (Pilkington  v.  Scott,  15  M.  &  W.  657;  and 
cases  cited  Ch.  Contr.  499). 

In  an  action  by  a  servant  against  his  master  for  dismissing  him  from  his 
service  without  notice  or  reasonable  cause,  the  declaration  is  not  dernurrable 
for  averring  plt.'s  willingness  to  serve,  as  well  as  his  tender  of  his  services, 
and  that  issue  might  be  taken  on  the  tender  alone  (Wilkinson  v.  Gaston,  9 
Q.  B.  137),  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  pit.  had  given  no  notice 
to  determine  the  service,  there  being  an  averment  that  pit.  was  willing  to 
serve,  and  continually  tendered  himself  to  do  so,  of  which  deft,  had  notice 
(Ib.). 
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Form  of  Pleadings.]  There  is  nothing  peculiar  in  the  form  of  pleadings 
in  nn  action  by  a  servant  against  his  nvister  for  his  wages.  The  contract 
must  bo  correctly  stated,  but  under  ordinary  circumstances  the  count  for 
work  and  labour  will  suffice.  Where  the  declaration  stated  a  contract  for 
service  for  certain  wages  per  annum,  subject  to  bo  determined  at  a  month's 
notice,  and  alleged  that  the  deft,  dismissed  the  pi:,  without  the  month's 
notice,  by  means  whereof  pit.  lost  all  the  wages,  &e.,  he  might  have  ac- 
quired from  being  continued  in  the  service  :  held,  that  the  pit.  was  only 
entitled  to  recover  as  damages  wages  for  one  month,  and  that  the  arrears  of 
salary  due  to  him  at  the  time  of  dismissal  would  only  be  recovered  in  tftdb* 
bilatus  astumpsit  (Hirtly  v.  Hirmm,  11  Ad.  &  E.  799;  see  Fawcctl  f  . 
Ca«h,  5  B.  A;  Ad.  904  ;  Nowlan  v.  Ablett,  a  C.  M.  A:  R.  59).  Bu»,  a  scr- 
vant  under  a  quarterly  hiring,  improperly  dismissed  in  the  middle  of  a 
quarter,  and  who  tendered  hiim-lf,  but  was  not  allowed,  through  the  re* 
mainder  of  the  quarter,  cannot  recover  wage*  for  such  part  in  an  action  of 
indc'.iUitus  assumjisU  (Siii.th  v.  I  lay  ward,  7  Ad.  As  E.  511).  If  the  coo- 
tract  be  the  usual  one  for  a  year,  determinable  at  a  month's  notice,  the  ser- 
vant, if  improperly  turned  away,  cannot  recover  on  a  count  staling  the  con- 
tract to  be  for  an  entire  year,  and  he  cannot  recover  on  the  common  count 
for  any  further  period  thin  that  he  has  actually  served  (Archard  v.  llorner, 
3  C.  it  P.  319;  recognised  in  Sini  h  v.  NUN  ward,  supra;  see  Geraud  v. 
Richmond,  '2  t\  B.  H35).  When*  tho  pit.,  a  dom«»'ic  wrvant,  entered  into 
the  deft.'s  service  on  the  I9:h  of  November,  and  on  ihe  I5th  of  J.munry  her 
mistress  caused  her  to  Ix-  taken  on  a  charge  of  stealing  before  a  rmgUtrut»*, 
who  remanded  her  to  the  20th,  when  »he  was  discharged  ;  on  tho  '.I'-ind  tho 
pit.  went  to  demand  lu-r  clothes  and  wages,  including  I/  Is  in  lieu  of  a 
month's  warning,  and  the  dell,  tendered  her  '.'/.  '.'*.  fc»r  the  two  months  actual 
service,  but  refuvd  to  pay  the  additional  guinea:  b"!«l,  that  inasmuch  as 
such  placing  the  pit.  in  custody  \\.is  no  dissolution  of  the  contract,  the  pit. 
was,  under  the  circumstance*,  entitled  to  wages  for  the  third  month,  which 
had  been  entered  upon,  and  that  tho  whole  might  be  recovered  under  tho 
common  count  lor  work  and  labour  (Smi'h  v.  Kingsfurd,  3  Sco.  VJ7U);  as  to 
what  is  a  yearly  hiring,  we  Cb.  Coiitr.  SO*'. 

In  the  case  of  domestic  servants,  the  nv>r.'!fs  wages  en  n  not  be  r  covered. 
under  the  common  count  for  work,  Arc.  (FV  wings  v.  Tmlul,  1  Ex.  VJ95)  ; 
but  when-  the  servant  is  tortiousdy  discharged  it  may  (Hill  v.  Heightman,  2 
Ivist,  145);  but  he  must  wait  in  onl«-r  to  recover  his  whole  wages  un'il  after 
the  time  when  they  become  due  (Ch.  Contr.  5U'J,  und  COM.-JJ  ciltd  ;  see  fur- 
ther, lb.). 


When  to  nn  action  for  wrongfully  discharging  the  ph.,  the  deA. 
pleads  only  payment  of  money  into  court,  he  cannot  prove  in  mitigation  of 
damages  that  he  discharged  the  pit.  for  misconduct,  for  evidence  of  such 
fac:s  \vou!<l  be  a  bar  to  the  right  to  recover,  which  was  rulmiitcd  by  the  plea 
(Sperk  v-  Phillips,  5  M.  A:  \V.  'JT!')-  1'  servant  be  under  age  his  muster 
cannot  deduct  from  or  set  utf  against  his  wages,  uny  staus  advanced  or  |>uid 
bv  him  to  and  for  the  servant  for  articles  which  were  not  uecessarica 
(I'ledgely  v.  Hull,  4C.  A:  P.  104). 

\Vh--.-e  deft,  pleaded  as  to  the  non-payment  of  th-j  200/.  that  after  the  pit. 
ceased  to  be  in  delt.'s  employment,  and  during  the  said  year,  he  etr.cred  into 
the  service  of  another  house,  nnd  became  connected  with  tint  house  in  dis- 
posin"  of  their  goods:  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bud,  as 
amounting  to  au  argumentative  denial  of  the  plt.'s  rcudiou»s  and  willingness 
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to  continue  in  the  deft.'s  employment  (Spotswood  v.  Barrow,  17  Law  J.  98, 
Exch. ;  1  Exch.  804). 

In  an  action  for  dismissing  a  servant,  a  plea  that  the  deft,  did  not  wrong- 
fully, without  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  dismiss  the  pit.  in  manner  and 
form,  &c.,  put  in  issue  only  the  fact  of  dismissal,  and  affirmative  evidence  is 
not  admissible  under  it  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  there  was  reasonable 
cause  for  the  dismissal  (Powell  v.  Bradbury,  13  Jur.  349;  18  L.  J.  116, 
C.  P.). 

In  an  action  for  dismissing  pit.  from  deft.'s  service  before  the  expiration 
of  a  year  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  pit.  had  always  been  ready  and 
willing,  and  offered  to  remain  in  deft.'s  employ  for  a  year.  Plea,  that  pit. 
did  not  offer  to  remain,  &c.  Held,  that  the  plea  raised  an  immaterial  issue, 
the  gist  of  the  averment  in  the  declaration  being  the  readiness  which  im- 
plied the  ability  and  willingness  of  the  pit.  to  continue  his  services  (Wallis  v. 
Warren,  18  L.  J.  449,  Exch.). 

[*352]  ^Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

Prove  the  hiring,  and  service,  and  any  special  circumstances  the  case  may 
require.  If  a  servant  be  hired  in  the  general  way  without  mentioning  the 
time,  that  is  a  general  hiring,  and  in  point  of  law  a  hiring  for  a  year  (Faw- 
cett  v.  Cash,  5  B.  &  Ad.  904 ;  see  Baxter  v.  Nurse,  7  Sco.  N.  R.  801 ; 
Johnson  v.  Blenkinsopp,  5  Jur.  870,  Q.  B. ;  Ch.  Contr.  499).  But  the 
rule  in  other  cases  is  governed  by  the  circumstances  of  each  (Baxter  v. 
Nurse,  6  Man.  &  G.  935).  Where  A.  covenants  with  B.  to  serve  him  for  a 
specified  time,  there  is  no  implied  contract  to  retain  him  in  his  employment 
until  the  end  of  that  time  (Aspdin  v.  Austin,  5  Q.  B.  671 ;  Dunn  v.  Sayles, 
ib.  685). 

Damages.]  Where  the  pit.,  commencing  his  service  in  March,  1793, 
served  the  deft.,  an  army  agent,  in  the  capacity  of  his  clerk,  for  several 
years,  until  23rd  December,  1826,  at  which  time  the  deft.,  without  assigning 
any  reason,  dismissed  the  pit.,  who  was  willing  to  have  continued  ;  it 
appeared  that  in  one  year  the  salary  had  been  paid  quarterly,  but  for  the 
last  six  years  before  1826,  it  was  paid  monthly :  held,  that  there  was  an  im- 
plied yearly  hiring,  and  that  the  deft,  was  bound  to  pay  the  salary  up  to  the 
end  of  the  year,  and  that  a  contract  in  writing  was  not  necessary  (Beestoa 
v.  Collyer,  4  Bing.  309).  Where  the  contract  was  to  serve  as  reporter  to  a 
newspaper  for  one  whole  year,  from  a  certain  day,  and  so  from  year  to  year 
to  the  end  of  each  year  commenced,  so  long  as  the  parties  should  respec- 
tively please :  held,  that  this  contract  could  only  be  determined  at  the  end  of 
a  current  year  (Williams  v.  Byrne,  7  Ad.  &  E.  177). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

In  the  case  of  domestic  servants  the  deft,  may  show  that  the  contract  was 
determined  by  a  month's  notice,  or  a  month's  wages  (Fawcett  v.  Cash,  5 
B.  &  Ad.  908;  see  Nowlan  v.  Ablett,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  54;  Turner  v.  Mason, 
14  M.  &  W.  112  ;  Ch.  Contr.  599).  Where  the  service  is  to  be  for  a  year, 
and  so  on,  from  year  to  year,  a  reasonable  notice  expiring  at  the  end  of 
some  year  is  requisite  (Williams  v.  Byrne,  7  A.  &  E.  177).  A  master  may 
discharge  his  servant  at  a  moment's  warning  for  misconduct  (Robinson  v. 
Hindman,  cited  2  Selvv.  N.  P.  1102)  ;  e.  g.  for  being  absent  when  wanted  ; 
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sleeping  from  home  at  night  without  his  master's  leave  (Ib.) ;  wilful  dis- 
obedience of  lawful  orders,  immoral  conduct,  habitual  neglect  (Turner  v. 
Mason,  tupra;  Lilly  v.  Elwin,  12  Jur.  623 ;  Calls  v.  Brancker,  4  C.  &  P. 
518;  Ch.  Contr.  500),  and  cases  cited.  Or  in  the  case  of  a  mercantile 
clerk  for  asserting  that  he  is  a  partner  in  the  business,  die.  ( Amor  v.  Fearon, 
0  Ad.  Ac  E.  548).  If  the  servant  his  not  been  guilty  of  misconduct,  and 
the  master  discharges  him  without  warning,  the  servant  will  be  entitled  to 
a  month's  wages  beyond  the  wages  due  for  the  period  of  actual  service 
(Robinson  v.  Hindman,  supra).  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  master  having 
a  good  cause  of  dismissal,  should  either  state  it  to  the  servant  or  act  upon 
it;  it  is  sufficient  if  the  cause  exist,  and  the  servant  is  not  entitled  to  object 
that  it  is  not  the  cause  for  which  he  was  dismissed  (Ridgeway  v.  Hunger* 
ford  Market  Company,  3  Ad.  At  E.  171 ;  Mercer  v.  Whale,  5  Q.  B.  447 ; 
Cussons  v.  Skinner,  infra).  But  it  is  otherwise  where  the  act  of  miscon- 
duct was  not  known  to  the  master  at  the  time  of  the  discharge,  as  it  could 
not  then  have  been  the  cause  of  it  (Cussons  v.  Skinner,  11  M.  At  W.  161). 
Where  a  servant  under  a  general  hiring  at  *lhe  rate  of  BO  much  per 
annum,  is  dismissed  for  misconduct,  he  cannot  recover  any  of  the  [  *353  ] 
salary  of  the  current  year,  even  for  the  time  during  which  he  has 
served  (Turner  v.  Robinson,  5  B.  A:  Ad.  789).  If  a  clerk,  or  servant, 
engaged  at  a  fixed  salnry,  payable  quarterly,  "r  yearly,  resign  his  employ- 
ment in  the  middle  of  a  quarter,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  proportionable  part 
of  his  salary.  But  where  there  has  been  no  misconduct  on  cither  side,  it 
may  be  left  as  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  facts  of  the  case  raise  a 
presumption  that  at  the  time  of  the  resignation  there  was  an  understanding 
that  a  payment  pro  rain  should  be  mode  (Lomburn  v.  Cruden,  2  Man.  At  G. 
253;  see  Hutlman  v.  Hulnois,  2  C.  &  P.  512;  Bayk-y  v.  Kimmel,  1  M.  Ac 
W.  506  ;  Thomas  v.  Williams,  infra).  A  commission  of  bankrupt  docs  not 
operate  as  a  dissolution  of  the  contract  of  hiring  between  the  bankrupt  and 
his  clerk  (Thomas  v.  Williams,  1  Ad.  A:  E.  685). 

The  presumption  of  n  party  hiring  mny  be  rebutted  by  showing  thnt  such 
was  not  the  intention  of  the  parties  (Bay ley  v.  Bromley,  1  M.  At  W.  506; 
sec  further,  Ch.  Contr.  Master  and  Servant). 


MENACES. 

Sec  "  DURESS." 

MESNE  PROFITS. 

Form  of  Remedy. 

As,  in  most  actions  of  ejectment,  nwre  nominal  damages  and  eosts  are  re- 
coveruble  therein  (when  otherwise,  see  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  1004),  in  order  to 
complete  the  remedy  for  damages,  when  the  possession  has  tx-en  long  de- 
tained, nn  action  of  trespass  for  the  mesne  profits  must  be  brought,  alter  the 
recovery,  in  ejectment.  Trespass  in  this  form  is  the  remedy  by  an  owner 
of  land,  after  a  recovery  in  ejectment  to  obtain  compensation  lor  occupation, 
from  the  time  the  party  wrongfully  held  possession,  until  possession  was 
regained,  together  with  damages  for  any  waste  committed  (if  charged  in  the 
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declaration),  and  the  cost  of  the  ejectment  (Ch.  jun.  PI.  713,  n.  (&).  A 
lessor  in  ejectment  may  waive  the  trespass  and  recover  the  mesne  profits,  in 
an  action  for  use  and  occupation ;  but  this  election  must  be  limited  to  the 
profits  accruing  antecedently  to  the  time  of  the  demise  in  the  ejectment  (Ad. 
Ej.  328  ;  Birch  v.  Wright,  1  T.  &  R.  378  ;  Goodtitle  v.  North,  Doug.  584  ; 
Covvp.  243);  for  the  action  for  use  and  occupation  is  founded  on  a  contract, 
and  that  of  ejectment  upon  a  wrong;  and  if  for  the  same  period  of  lime,  are 
wholly  inconsistent  with  each  other;  for  in  one  case  the  deft,  is  treated  as  a 
trespasser,  in  the  other  as  tenant  (Birch  v.  Wright,  supra).  When  a  tenant 
holds  over  after  the  expiration  of  the  landlord's  notice  to  quit,  the  landlord, 
after  a  recovery  in  ejectment,  may  waive  his  action  for  mesne  profits,  and 
maintain  debt,  on  the  4  Gco.  II.  c.  28,  against  the  tenant,  for  double  the 
yearly  value  of  the  premises,  during  the  time  the  tenant  so  holds  over;  for 
the  double  value  is  given  by  way  of  penalty,  and  not  as  rent  (Trimins  v. 
Rowlinson,  Burr.  1603;  Sutilsby  v.  Newing,  9  East,  310).  Qucere,  as  to 
debt  lor  double  rent  (see  Ad.  Ej.  138). 

This  action,  however,  is  not  in  all  cases  necessary;  for  by  stat. 
[  *351]  *1  Gco.  IV.  c.  87,  s.  2,  whenever  it  shall  appear  on  the  trial  of  an 
ejectment  at  the  suit  of  the  landlord  against  a  tenant,  that  the  tenant 
or  his  attorney  has  been  served  with  due  notice  of  trial,  the  pit.  shall  not  be 
nonsuited  for  default  on  the  deft.'s  appearance,  or  of  confession  of  lease, 
entry,  and  ouster,  but  the  production  of  the  consent-rule,  and  undertaking  of  the 
deft,  shall  in  all  such  cases  be  sufficient  evidence  of  lease,  entry,  and  ouster, 
and  the  judge  before  whom  the  cause  is  tried  shall  permit  the  pit.  (whether 
the  deft,  shall  appear  upon  such  trial  or  not),  after  proof  of  his  right  to  re- 
cover possession  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  premises  mentioned  in  the 
declaration,  to  go  into  evidence  of  the  mesne  profits,  from  the  day  of  the  ex- 
piration or  determination  of  the  tenant's  interest,  down  to  the  time  of  the 
verdict  given  in  the  cause,  or  to  some  preceding  day  to  be  specially  men- 
tioned therein,  and  the  jury  on  the  trial  finding  for  the  pit.  shall,  in  such 
case,  give  their  verdict  upon  the  whole  matter,  both  as  to  the  recovery  of  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  premises,  and  also  the  amount  of  the  damages  to 
be  paid  for  the  mesne  profits,  provided  that  this  shall  not  be  construed  to  bar 
any  landlord  from  bringing  an  action  of  trespass  for  the  mesne  profits,  which 
shall  accrue  from  the  verdict,  or  the  day  therein  specified,  down  to  the  day 
of  the  delivery  of  the  possession  of  the  premises  recovered  in  the  ejectment. 
Under  this  statute  the  landlord  may  recover  for  mesne  profits  to  the  day  of 
trial,  though  no  notice  of  trial  is  proved  (Doe  v.  Hodgson,  12  Ad.  &  E.  135). 
Trespass  lies,  though  the  profits  were  taken  anterior  to  the  time  of  the 
demise  in  the  declaration  in  ejectmont  (Aslin  v.  Parkin,  2  Burr.  GG7 :  in  the 
case  cited,  it  appeared  that  the  occupation  was  within  the  time  laid  in  the 
demise);  unless  where  a  fine  has  been  levied,  in  which  case  trespass  cannot 
be  supported  for  an  injury  committed  anterior  to  the  entry,  to  avoid  the  fine 
(7  T.  R.  732;  3  Bla.  Com.  210).  A  copyholder  may  maintain  an  action 
of  trespass  for  mesne  profits  from  the  time  of  surrender,  after  admittance  and 
subsequent  recovery  in  ejectment  (16  East,  210);  but  trespass  will  not  lie 
for  mesne  profits  which  accrued  before  an  actual  entry,  made  to  avoid  a  fine 
(1  Saund.  3196;  7  T.  R.  727;  see  "  FINE,"  &c.).  The  action  maybe 
brought  pending  a  writ  of  error  in  ejectment,  and  pit.  may  proceed  lo  as-cer- 
iain  his  damages  and  sign  judgment,  but  the  court  will  stay  execution  until 
error  be  obtained*  (Wafland  v.  Ellis,  12  Mod.  138).  But  it  is  more  advan- 
tageous to  bring  the  action  in  the  name  of  the  lessor  of  the  pit.  as  he  may 
then  recover  damages  for  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  the  deft,  pre- 
viously to  the  time  of  the  demise  laid  in  the  declaration  in  ejectment,  which 
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cannot  be  done  at  the  suit  of  the  nominal  pit.  (B.  N.  P.  378;  Chatfield  v. 
Parker,  8  II.  &  C.  551,  n. ;  Aslin  v.  Parkin,  2  Burr.  868;  2  M.  A:  S.  473). 
If  thero  were  Mjveral  demises,  and  the  party  interested  hnd  no  right  of 
possession  anterior  to  (he  day  of  the  demise  laid  in  (he  declaration  in  eject- 
men',  or  if  there  be  any  exception  of  the  death  of  lessor  of  pit.,  or  of  the 
bankruptcy  of  deft.,  it  is  most  advisable  to  proceed  in  the  name  of  the  nomi- 
nal pit.,  but,  otherwise,  in  the  name  of  the  lessor.  If  the  action  is  brought 
lie  lessor,  the  court  will  compel  the  real  pit.  to  give  security  for  cost* 
(Say.  Costs,  126).  A  tenant  in  common  may  sue  separately  in  tres- 
pass for  the  mesnc  profit*  (5  T.  R.  249;  Cu'tling  v.  Derby,  2  Bl.  R. 
1077).  He  rrny  maintain  this  action  against  his  companion  (Goodtiile 
v.  Tombs,  3  \V4lsj.  118).  A  joint  action  for  mensc  profits  may  be  supported 
by  several  lessors  of  the  ph.  in  ejectment,  af:er  recovery  therein,  although 
there  were  only  sepcrale  demises  by  each  (Chamier  v.  Willet,  5  M.  &  S. 
64;  2  ChiU  Rep.  410);  or  it  may  be  "brought  in  the  name  of 
Ihe  nominal  lessee,  as  well  where  the  judgment  in  ejectment  is  by  [  *355  ] 
default,  as  where  it  is  by  verdict  (Aslin  v.  Parkin,  2  Burr.  055). 

The  action  should  .be  against  the  deft.,  against  whom  the  judgment  in 
ejectment  was  recovered,  or,  at  all  events,  against  the  party  in  actual  po«- 
session  and  trespassing  (Bjrne  v.  Richardson,  4  Tuunt.  720;  /»*/,  356). 
But  where  K.,  the  dell,  in  ejectment,  had  previously  demised  to  A.,  who 
underlet  to  B.,  and  B.  wrongfully  held  over,  paying  rent  to  A.,  who  accepted 
it  under  his  title  from  K. ;  held  that  all  three  might  be  sued,  but  ifmb'e  it 
would  have  been  different  if  the  under-tenant  had  held  over,  against  the  will 
of  his  immediate  lessor  (!)•«  v.  Hirlow,  12  Ad.  A:  E.  40). 

Any  person  found  in  possession  after  the  recovery  in  ejectment  w  liable 
for  the  me*  no  profits,  d/jring  the  time  he  wns  in  possession  (Wo»pdf.  L.  and 
T.  511).  And  it  is  no  defence  that  he  was  on  the  premises  merely  as  agent 
or  under  the  license  of  the  dell,  in  eje<  iment  (Ib.).  He  will,  however,  only 
be  liable  for  the  profits  for  the  time  he  actually  retained  possession  (Ib. ;  7 
E.  IV.  19).  It  fccems  to  have  Urn  doubted  whet  IK*  r  a  tenant,  whose  under* 
tenant  holds  over  after  the  expiration  of  his  t  rm,  is  liable  to  this  action 
(Hurne  v.  Richardson,  -1  Taunt.  720,  JMT  Mansfield,  (.'.  J.).  But  in  practice 
they  are  generally  joined,  and  he  is  liable,  at  nil  events,  if  he  have  expressly 
recognised  the  acts  of  his  under-tenant,  ami  has  n -eeivi-d  rent  from  him  for 
the  period  possession  wns  impro|ierly  retninetl  (Doe  v.  llnrloxv,  12  Ad.  A:  E. 
40;  and  see  Roe  v.  Wigg«8,  2  >;.  R.  3:}0 ;  Hurne  v.  Richardson,  supra). 
The  action  formerly  did  not  lie  against  executors  or  administrator*  for  the 
profits  accruing  during  the  lifetime,  of  the  testator  or  intestate.  But  the  law 
is  now  altered  by  3  A;  4  Will.  IV.  c.  4'J,  s.  2  (see.  "  EXECUTORS,"  A:c.). 

Form  flf  Pleading*. 

There  is  nothing  peculiar  relating  to  the  form  of  ihe  pleadings,  dis'inguish- 
ing  them  from  other  actions  of  trespass  (jxxt,  "'fa  Mr  AM**).  The  action  is 
local,  and  must  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  lands  are  situate.  It  is 
usml  to  state  the  day  of  duft.'s  entry  to  bo  the  same  as  the  day  of  the  ouster 
laid  in  the  declaration  in  ejectment,  but  this  is  immaterial;  and  where  tho 
plt.'s  ri^lit  of  possession  and  th<v  d-  ft.'s  unlawful  entry  were  anterior  to  that 
day,  the  time  h'id  belter  be  stated  according  to  the  fact  (soe  Ive  v.  Scott,  9 
J)owl.  99M).  The;  declaration  should  expressly  state  the  dillerent  parcels  of 
land,  A-'-.,  from  which  the  profits  arose,  or  the  dert.  may  [dead  the  common 
bar.  The  premises  are  usually  described,  as  in  the  declaration  in  ejectment 
io  which  judgment  was  obtained,  but  under  Ueg.  Gcu.  it  bccms  necessary  to 


355  MESNE  PROFITS. 

describe  each  close  by  name  and  abuttals  (see post  "TRESPASS").  It  should 
also  state  the  time  when  the  deft,  broke  and  entered  the  premises,  and 
ejected  the  pit.,  the  length  of  time  during  which  he  so  ejected  him,  and  the 
value  of  the  mesne  profits  of  which  he  deprived  him.  The  omission  of  these 
statements  would  be  objectionable  on  demurrer,  but  will  be  aided  after  a 
judgment  by  default,  or  on  general  demurrer  (13  East,  407;  Ad.  Ej.  332). 
If  any  particular  damage,  waste,  or  injury  were  done  by  deft,  to  the  premises, 
the  same  should  be  stated  fully.  The  costs  should,  at  all  events,  be  stated, 
in  an  action  where  the  judgment  was  against  the  casual  ejector. 

The  plea  is  usually  the  general  issue.  As  to  what  defences  should  be 
pleaded  specially,  see  post,  "  TRESPASS."  Deft,  cannot,  under  the  general 
issue,  give  in  evidence  that  the  pit.  accepted  the  rent  of  the  premises  for  the 
time  in  dispute,  and  agreed  to  waive  the  costs  *in  ejectment  (Doe 
[  *356  ]  v.  Lee,  4  Taunt.  459).  Not  guilty,  denies  that  delt.  occupied  and 
kept  the  pit.  from  possession  (Chit.  jun.  PI.  767).  The  deft,  may 
plead  a  denial  that  the  premises  were  the  plt.'s  (see  JefFeries  v.  Dyson,  2 
Stra.  960).  Under  this  plea  the  deft,  may  give  evidence  of  title  in  himself, 
though  he  has  let  judgment  go  by  default  in  the  ejectment.  The  judgment 
therein  not  being  conclusive  evidence  of  title,  it  not  baing  replied  by  way  of 
estoppel  (Doe  v.  Huddard,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  314  ;  see'Doe  v.  Wright,  10  Ad. 
&  E.  763),  he  may  plead  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (B.  N.  P.  88) :  and,  in 
that  case,  pit.  cannot  recover  beyond  six  years'  profits.  The  insolvency  of 
the  deft,  is  not  a  good  plea  (3  B.  &  A.  407),  nor  is  bankruptcy  (Doug.  584). 
The  deft,  may  pay  money  into  court  (Woodfall,  713). 

A  replication  by  way  of  estoppel  to  a  plea  denying  plt.'s  possession,  and 
lib.  ten.,  setting  out  the  recovery  in  ejectment,  is  good  (Doe  v.  Wright,  10 
Ad.  &  E.  763). 


Precedents  (see  2  Ch.  PI.  333). 


Evidence. 

The  form  of  the  pleadings  may  make  it  requisite  for  the  pit.  to  prove — 1, 
his  title;  2,  his  re-entry:  3,  the  deft.'s  liability  by  reason  of  possession  ;  and, 
4,  the  damages. 

Proof  of  Title.']  As  this  action  cannot  be  maintained  until  the  pit.  has 
obtained  a  judgment  in  ejectment,  pit.  must  prove  his  title  by  producing  an 
examined  copy  of  the  judgment  in  ejectment;  and  this  will  be  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  tille,  whether  the  action  be  by  the  lessor  of  the  pit.,  or  by  the  nomi- 
nal ph.,  against  all  who  are  parties  to  such  judgment,  and  whether  it  be 
upon  verdict  or  by  default  (Aslin  v.  Parker,  2  Burr.  665 ;  B.  N.  P.  87  ;  Doe 
v.  Whitcomb,  8  Bing.  46).  It  is,  however,  only  evidence  of  title  from  the 
time  of  the  demise  laid  in  the  declaration  in  ejectment;  and,  therefore,  if  the 
pit.  seeks  to  recover  damages  anterior  to  that  time,  it  will  be  necessary  for 
him  to  give  further  evidence  to  substantiate  his  title  (Aslin  v.  Parker,  supra; 
B.  N.  P.  87) ;  and  it  is  in  no  case  conclusive  evidence  on  an  issue  joined  on 
the  title  to  the  close  (Doe  v.  Huddart,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  316).  To  make  it  so, 
it  must  be  replied  (Doe  v.  Wright,  10  Ad.  &  E.  763);  and,  as  to  such  evi- 
dence, see  ante,  "  EJECTMENT."  The  judgment  in  ejectment  on  the  several 
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demises  of  two  will  be  evidence  of  title  for  them  in  an  action  or  trespass, 
brought  by  them  jointly,  for  they  may  be  tenants  in  common  (Chamer  v. 
Clingo,  5  M.  &  S.  64;  2  Chit.  Rep.  410).  The  judgment  will  not  be 
evidence  against  a  stranger,  and  therefore  a  judgment  against  a  wife  cannot  b» 
given  in  evidence  against  her  husband  (Denn  v.  White,  7  T.  R.  112). 

But  it  is  evidence  against  a  person  who  comes  into  possession  after  the 
judgment,  under  the  dell,  in  ejectment  (Doe  v.  Whitcomb,  8  Bing.  46); 
though  not  against  one  who  is  merely  shown  to  be  in  possession,  without 
further  proof  of  privity  of  judgment  (Doc  v.  Harvey,  Ib.  230) ;  and  if  the 
deft,  came  in  under  a  written  agreement,  it  cannot  be  shown  by  pnrol  that 
the  deft,  came  in  under  the  deft,  in  the  former  action  (Ib.).  Where,  afier 
judgment  by  default  against  the  casual  ejector,  an  action  for  mcsne  profits 
was  brought  against  the  landlord,  who  had  been  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  from  the  duy  of  the  demise;  Lord  Ellenborough  ruled,  that 
"the  judgment  in  ejectment  was  not  evidence  against  him,  without 
notice  of  (he  ejectment ;  but  that  a  subsequent  promise  by  him  to  [  *357  ] 
pay  the  rent  and  costs,  amounted  to  an  admission  that  be  was  a 
trespasser,  and  that  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  the  poMeatioo  (Hunter  v.  Britts, 
3  Camp.  455). 

Proof  of  Reentry.]     A  re-rntry  must  bo  proved,  for,  without  it  the  pos- 
scssion  is  not  revested  in  the  pit.     Some  doubt  art-ins  to  exitt  as  to  what 
proof  of  entry  will  be  sufficient ;  the  belter  opinion,  however,  seems  to  be, 
that,  when  once  an  entry  has  been  made,  it  will   have  relntion  to  the  time 
the  title  accrued,  so  as  to  entitle  the  claimant  to  recover  the  mesnc  profits 
from  that  time  (Metcalf  v.  Harvey,  1  Ves.  4.'48;  2  Stark.  Ev.  312;  Ad.  Ej. 
334).     Pit.  should   prove  the  writ  of  possession  r/rrw/A/,  in  case  tho  dell, 
has  not  voluntarily  lot  the  pit.  into  possession  (Calvert  v.  Horsfull,  4  Esp. 
107);  or  where  the  judgment  has  bn-n  by  default  against  the  casual  ejector 
(B.  N.  P.  87).     Hut  where  the  action  is  brought  against  ('.,  a  person  who 
was  party  to  the  ejectment,  nnd  entered  into  the  coiiM-nt-rule,  proof  of  tin; 
judgment  in  ejectment  is  sufficient  without  proving  the  writ  of  possession 
executed,  because,  by  entering  into  the  rule,  the  dell,  is  estopped,  both  as  to 
the  lessor  and  lessee,  so  tliut  either  may  maintain  trespass  without  proving 
an  actual  entry  (B.   N.  P.  H7).     I'll,  mny  provu  re-entry,  by  showing  that 
he  was    let  into  |>us->cs.sn>n  wuli  consent  of  the  deft.  (Culvert  v.  Horslull,  4 
Esp.  107).     The  writ  and  execution  will  be  proved  by  an  examined  copy 
of  the  writ  nnd  sheriffs  rr'urn.     Where,  the  deft,  has  entered  into  the  com- 
mon  consent-rule,  it  does   not  appear  to   bo  necessary,  though  it   is  very 
usuul,  and  perhaps   prudent,  to  prove  the  writ  of  possession  executed  ;  and 
it  apjx'urs  sufficient  to  prove  tJtf  rule  tu  confess  lease,  ruin/,  ami  ouster,  un<i 
that  deft,  entered  into  it  (B.  N.  P.  *7 ).     By  en'ering  into  the  rule  to  conffKs, 
the  deft,  is  estopped,  both  as  to  the   lessor  and   lessee,  from  disproving  the 
entry  (Ib.). 

Proof  of  Defendant's  Liali/iti/.]  1'nder  the  pleri  of  not  guilty,  it  muni 
U-  established  that  the  dofl.  was  ihe  trespasser,  nnd  in  |x>ssession,  either  n» 
!•  nan!  or  landlord,  during  the  time  for  which  pit.  claims  the  mesne  profits, 
rnd  the  duration  of  possession  must  be  proved,  even  where  deft,  lets  judg- 
ment go  by  default  (Ivc  v.  Scott,  2  Dowl.  P.  (,'.  993). 

The  judgment  in  ejectment  is  no  evidence  of  the  time  during  which  tho 
deft.  Iris  lx.x-11  in  possession;  the  consent-rule  ndmils  possession  by  the  del), 
at  lli'.-  lime  of  the  service  of  the  declaration,  but  if  tho  pit.  seek  damages 
fur  an  earlier  period  he  must  yivc  further  evidence  of  the  possession  (Dod 
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well  v.  Gibbs,  2  C.  &  P.  615;  Aslin  v.  Parkin,  2  Burr.  668  ;  see  ante,  p. 
355).  When  the  judgment  in  ejectment  is  brought  against  the  casual  ejector 
for  want,  of  an  appearance,  and  the  action  for  mesne  profits  is  against  the 
landlord,  pit.  should  prove  that  the  deft,  was  landlord  when  tho  ejectment 
was  brought,  which  may  be  done  by  showing  him  to  have  received  the  rents 
and  profits  accruing  subsequently  to  the  day  of  the  demise;  and  that  he 
received  the  notice  of  tho  service  of  the  declaration  of  ejectment  upon  the 
tenant  in  possession;  but,  if  the  landlord  has  subsequently  promised  to  pay 
the  rent  and  costs  of  the  ejectment,  this  proof  will  be  dispensed  with  (Hun- 
ter v.  Britts,  3  Camp.  455  ;  Ad.  Ej.  330).  The;  proof  of  the  party's  being 
actually  in  possession  should  be  established  by  parties  acquainted  with  that 
fact.  When  the  deft,  was  deft,  in  the  ejectment,  his  being  the  trespasser 
•will  be  readily  proved  by  the  judgment  in  the  ejectment,  or  by  the  consent- 
rule  entered  into  by  him.  If  there  be  a  recovery  in  ejectment 
[  *358  ]  *against  the  wife,  the  judgment  will  not  be  evidence  against  the 
husband  and  wife  in  this  action  (Dean  v.  White,  7  T.  R.  Ill  ; 
ante,  Vol.  1  ,  pp.  63,  69).  The  record  in  ejectment  against  K.  was  evidence 
against  B.,  it  appearing  sufficiently  on  the  whole  case  that  K.  and  B.  were 
privies  in  estate  (Doe  v.  Harlovv,  12  Ad.  &  E.  40,  n.);  and  the  deft,  cannot 
defeat  the  action  by  showing  that  he  entered  only  as  agent  for,  and  under 
license  of  the  deft,  in  ejectment  (Girdlestonc  v.  Porter,  Woodfall,  L.  and  T. 
511  ;  ante,  p.  355). 

Prorf  of  Damages.]  The  action  is  for  the  damages  which  the  pit.  has 
sustained  by  being  k<  pt  out  of  possession,  and  hence  damages  must  be 
proved  accordingly.  The  pit.  should  therefore  be  prepared  to  prove  the 
annual  value  of  the  premises.  The  jury  arc  riot  confined  in  their  verdict 
to  the  mere  rent  of  the  premises,  but  they  may  give  such  extra  damages  as 
they  may  think  tho  particular  circumstances  of  the  case  demand  for  the 
plt.'s  trouble,  &c.  (Goodlitle  v.  Toombs,  3  Wils.  126).  If  he  goes  only  for 
damages  from  the  day  of  the  demise  laid  in  his  declaration  in  ejectment,  the 
judgment  in  ejectment  is  conclusive  as  to  his  right  from  that  time:  but  he 
may  go  for  a  time  preceding  the  day  laid  in  the  ejectment;  but  he  must,  in 
such  case,  go  into  evidence  of  his  title  from  that  period,  as  he  would  be 
bound  to  do  in  bringing  his  title  by  ejectment  (ante,  p.  355).  lie  can  only 
recover  against  deft,  the  mesne  profits  during  the  time  deft,  was  wrongfully 
in  possession  (ante,  p.  355).  lie  can  in  no  case  recover  beyond  the  extent 
of  six  years;  if  the  Statute  of  Limitations  be  pleaded,  see  "LIMITATION, 
STATUE  OF  ;"  ante,  p.  350. 

The  pit.  may  recover  the  amount  of  the  taxed  costs  of  the  ejectment,  but 
not  any  extra  cos's  (Doe  v.  Davis,  1  Esp.  358;  Brook  v.  Brydges,  7  Moo. 
471  ;  R.  &  M.  419);  unless  there  was  judgment  by  default  in  the  ejectment 
(Doe  v.  Huddart,  2'C.  M.  &  R.  316  ;  sec  Doe  v.  Fillitcr,  11  M.  &  VV.  80). 
So,  he  may  recover  costs  incurred  by  him  in  a  court  of  error  in  reversing 
a  judgment  obtained  by  deft.  (Nowell  v.  Rourke,  7  B.  &  C.  404).  The 
measure  of  damages  is  not  the  whole  mesne  profits,  but  only  such  as  accrued 
during  the  possession  of  the  deft.  (Girdleston  v.  Porter,  supra}.  But  this 
mode  of  recovering  taxed  costs  is  seldom  resorted  to,  unless  where  the  judg- 
ment was  ob'ained  against  the  casual  ejector. 

The  pit.  will  be  entitled  to  give  evidence  of  any  injury  done  to  the  premi- 
ses in  consequence  of  the  misconduct  of  the  deft.,  if  such  iact  have  been 
specially  alleged  in  his  declaration  (Ad.  Ej.  330). 

As  to  the  recovery  of  damages  in  ejectment  under  the  1  Gco.  IV.  c.  87, 
s.  2,  see  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  1003). 
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Where  the  ph.,  in  an  nciion  for  mesne  profits  recovers  less  than  40*.,  and 
the  jud^c  docs  not  certify  that  the  title  came  in  question,  the  pit.  will  be 
entitled  to  no  more  costs  thnn  damages  (Doe  v.  Davis,  6  T.  R.  593). 

\V<  have  already  srun  what  deft,  may  plead,  and  his  evidence  should  be 
prepared  to  support  bis  plea  accordingly,  or  clso  to  rebut  p!l/s  proofs 


MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 
Form  of  Remedy  and  Pleading*. 

This  nciion  i?  no  longer  to  be  considered  nn  equitable  action  (Miller  v. 
Alice,  13  Jur.  431,  Ex.).     Yet,  win-re  money  is  duo  rx  ttquo  ti 
bono,  *it  m»y  be  recovered  in  thin  action  (Smith  v.  June*,  0  Jur.    [*359  ] 
283;  per  Tindil,  C.  J.;  Moses  v.  Macfnrlin,  2  Burr.  1005). 

Where  a  delt.,  not  being  a  nx  re  M-rxair,  receives  actual  money  which 
belongs  to  pit.,  or  which,  in  equity  or  justice,  he  should  not  retain,  and  which 
oujii  to  be  paid  to  pit., assumpsil  or  debt  lien  against  him  for  the  amount  of 
itt  as  for  so  much  money  had  and  received  to  plt.'s  use  (Siraton  v.  U.iMnll. 
2  T.  R.  370;  2  Burr.  1012;  3  B.  A:  P.  109;  Stephens  v.  Badcork,  3  B.  & 
Ad.  354;  Burford  v.  Shuttlewoph,  11  Ad.  &  E.  920;  Mar»h  v.  Keating,  1 
Bmp.  N.  C  191 ;  Scnrfc  v.  HaMifax,  7  M.  At  W.  2**).  AmumpMi  will  not  I  to 
if  it  be  contrary  to  equity  and  good  conscience  that  the  money  should  bo  re- 
covered back;  therefore,  where  A.  purchased  an  annuity  for  her  life,  which 
was  rcguhrly  paid  up  to  lh"  timoof  her  death,  bul  no  memorial  of  th«  grant 
was  enrolled:  held,  that  A.'s  executrix  could  nor,  on  ihnt  ground,  insist  that 
the  contract  was  void,  nnd  that  lie  was  en:i:l--d  to  recover  bick  ih<j  considera- 
tion* mon-y  p-iid  for  the  annuity  (Davis  v.  Bryan, G  B.  &i  ('.  051).  A&*ump» 
sit  lies  to  recover  money  had  and  receive*!  to  the  u*e  of  pit.;  «nd,  in  some- 
cases,  though  the  money  have  been  received  tortiou»ly,  or  by  durvus  of  ihu 
JKTM-U  or  gotnls  it  may  Ix?  recovered  in  this  f.>rm  of  action,  the  law  implying 
a  contract  in  favour  of  the  party  entitled  (L'tminn  v.  Dorr«-ll,  '2  Ld.  Ij.iym. 
1'JIO  ;  Kdmeail.s  v.  Newman,  1  II.  A:  ('.  41-;  Ki'eh.-n  v.  Cuinj,b.-ll,  3  Wtls. 
304;  King  v.  Lei  h,  '2  T.  R.  114;  Lin-Jon  v.  H.K.JXT,  (o«p.  419;  <Ji||  v. 
Kymer,  5  M«x>.  3J5;  Mory  :n  v.  I'.ilnn-r,  'J  15.  A:  C.  7-'9 ;  I'ralt  v.  Vizard, 
5  II.  «Sc  Ad.  bOS;  As-Icy  v.  Reynolds,  '.'  Strn.  91-',;  Irving  v.  Wilstm,  4  T. 
K.  4-5  ;  B.  N.  I'.  13i  ;  lliils  v.  Strict,  5  Bin^.  !J7  ;  Shaw  v.  Woodcock,  7 
B.  &  C.  7.-J;  Parsons  v.  Bl.ndley,  1  Wi^lit.  '2'2 ;  Clark  v.  Gilbert,  a  Bmg. 
N.  C.  357  ;  llamUy  v.  Trott,  1  Cowp.  371).  As  where  the  ik-ft.  lortiously 
takes  the  plt.'s  g(K>ds  and  st  Us  thun,  and  r«-o-  i\cs  the  pr.uiuc'-  (Lamina  v. 
Dorrell,  sujiffi;  Fos:er  v.  Stewart,  3  M.  vV  S.  191  ;  Yotm^  v.  Murshall,  H 
Bin.;.  4M).  Where  several  di.s'.ujcl  torts  ha\e  be«-n  rommi'.ted,  the  stiin^  in 
trespass  lor  one  of  such  torts  is  no  waiver  ot'lli«-  n^lit  to  MK-  t-ir  money  liad 
nnd  re.-*  ivcd  to  recover  the  value  of  goods  taken  iinJi-r  a  prior  tort  (I'owall 
v.  Ue«  s,  7  Ad.  &.  E.  4^0).  It  lies  only  for  money  which,  t.c  uqnu  i(  /x/«o, 
tl»e  del'i.  ou^lit  !o  reiund  ^s«-c  Tibbitts  v.  Geonre,  5  Ad.  A:  E.  1U7;  No  re  v. 
Reynolds,  I  Ad.  At  E.  1GJ;  Smith  v.  Joins,  (>  Jur.  •Jr'.'Jj.  .M.<u-  y  extoricd 
by  d'.ir>-ss  of  the  plt.'s  goods,  and  paid  by  the  pit.  un«l<-r  protest,  may  be  re- 
covered in  an  action  lor  money  had  and  received  (Wakelk-ld  v.  Newbon,  U 
A.I.  A:  1>.  'J-0;  I'.irker  v.  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  7  Man.  At  G. 
25:» ;  .Sun  h  v.  I  Imp,  12  M.  A:  W.  5U5;  Ashmolo  v.  Wulnright,  2  Q.  B. 
b37  ;  CIcro  v.  Phillips,  7  Man.  A:  G.  5S(i). 

But  money  had  and  received  will  not  lie  by  the  party  against  whom  aft. 
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fa.  has  issued  on  a  subsisting  judgment  to  recover  the  sum  levied  under  it, 
on  the  ground  that  such  judgment  was  signed  on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  which 
was  obtained  by  fraud  or  duress  (De  Medina  v.  Grove,  15  Law  J.,  N.  S., 
Q.  B.  187).  The  defts.,  common  carriers,  refused  to  re-deliver  plt.'s  goods, 
which  they  had  carried  for  him,  except  on  payment  of  51.  5s.  charges.  He 
insisted  that  he  was  not  liable  to  pay  anything,  but  ultimately,  defts.  having 
said  that  they  would  take  nothing  less  than  the  whole  sum,  he  paid  the  whole 
to  regain  his  goods,  protesting  that  he  was  not  liable  to  pay  anything,  and 
that  if  he  was  liable,  the  charge  was  exorbitant.  He  had  riot  tendered  or 
fixed  any  smaller  sum  afterwards:  without  having  demanded  the  return  of 
any  surplus,  he  brought  money  had  and  received,  claiming,  by  his  particu- 
lars, the  whole  sum,  as  having  been  paid  in  order  to  obtain  posses- 
[  *360  ]  sion  of  his  goods,  under  protest  *that  he  was  not  liable  to  pay  the 
same,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  that,  if  he  were  liable  to  pay  any 
part,  the  sum  was  exorbitant :  the  jury  found  that  the  defts.  were  entitled  to 
charge  \l.  10s.  6d. :  held,  that  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover  the  difference  in 
this  form  of  action  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  he  should  have  tendered 
any  specific  sum  (Ashmole  v.  Wainright,  supra}.  Semble,  that  if  a  party 
simply  denying  that  anything  is  due,  tender  a  sum  which  is  accepted,  but 
exceeds  the  sum  legally  demanded,  he  cannot  recover  back  the  excess  (Ib. 
per  Patteson,  J.).  This  action  does  not  lie  for  money  paid  by  the  pit.  which 
is  claimed  of  him  as  payable  in  point  of  honour  and  honesty,  although  it 
could  not  be  recovered  from  him  in  any  course  of  law,  as  in  payment  of  a 
debt  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  or  contracted  during  infancy,  to 
the  extent  of  principal  and  legal  interest  upon  an  usurious  contract,  or  for 
money  fairly  lost  at  play. 

Mere  gratuitous  donations  cannot  be  recovered  in  assumpsit  against  a 
person  who  has  usurped  an  office,  and  received  the  known  and  accustomed 
fees  of  office  (Boyter  v.  Dodsworth,  6  T.  R.  681;  Wills  v.  Willis,  8  Taunt. 
264;  Crockford  v.  Winter,  1  Camp.  124;  Rowland  v.  Hall,  Sco.  539). 

Where  the  pit.  and  deft.,  both  claiming  to  act  in  an  office,  agreed  to  refer 
the  matter  to  the  arbitration  of  a  third  person,  who  directed  that  the  deft, 
should  act  in  the  office,  and  divide  his  fees  with  the  pit. :  held,  that  the  pit. 
might  recover  his  moiety  of  the  fees,  and  the  deft,  could  not  allege  that  ho 
was  legally  entitled  to  all  the  fees  (Rowland  v.  Hale,  supra;  Howard  v. 
Wood,  2  Lev.  245 ;  Lightly  v.  Coulson,  1  Taunt.  114 ;  see  Lamine  v.  Dor- 
veil,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1217) ;  and  the  right  to  the  office  may  be  tried  in  this 
action  (Boyter  v.  Dodsworth,  supra;  Arris  v.  Stukely,  2  Moo.  260;  Spry 
v.  Emperor,  6  M.  &  W.  639 ;  King  v.  Alston,  18  Law  J.  59,  Q.  B. ;  Row- 
land v.  Hall,  1  Sco.  539). 

But,  though  the  pit.  may,  in  some  cases,  waive  the  tort  or  trespass,  and 
declare  in  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  (Lindon  v.  Hooper,  Cowp. 
419),  yet  it  cannot,  in  general,  be  supported  to  recover  back  money  paid 
under  a  distress;  but  the  party  must  resort  to  trespass  or  replevin  (Cowp. 
415;  1  Ch.  PI.  113;  Shipwick  v.  Blanchard,  6  T.  R.  298;  see  Marshall  v. 
Hopkins,  15  East,  309;  Lindon  v.  Hooper  was  cited  in  Hills  v.  Street,  5 
Bing.  37;  see  Skeate  v.  Beale,  11  Ad.  &  E.  983). 

Where  cattle  are  distrained  as  damage  feasant,  the  owner  cannot,  without 
tendering  amends,  pay  under  protest  an  excessive  sum  demanded  for  damage, 
and  recover  the  amount  in  this  action  (Gulliver  v.  Cousens,  1  C.  B.  788).  If 
sufficient  tender  be  made  before  the  distress,  the  remedy  is  replevin  or  tres- 
pass; if  after  the  distress,  and  before  impounding,  detinue  (Ib.).  Whether 
a  debtor  can,  in  this  form  of  action,  recover  back  a  sum  of  money  paid  under 
a  distress  for  rent,  the  amount  having  been  ascertained  between  the  lessor 
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and  lessee,  but  which  was,  in  reality,  an  excess  upon  what  was  really  due, 
see  Cowne  v.  Garment  1  Biog.  N.  C.  319.  It  seems  it  lies  to  recover  the 
amount  of  a  tax  which  a  landlord  should,  in  distraining,  have  allowed  his 
tenant,  and  which  the  latter  pays  to  redeem  his  foods  (Graham  v.  Tale, 
1  M.  At  S.  609 ;  Spragg  v.  Hammond,  2  B.  At  B.  59).  Trover  lies  if,  in 
order  to  recover  back  goods  wrongfully  distrained  for  rent,  the  owner  pay 
the  sum  distrained  for  (Shipwick  v.  Blanchard,  6  T.  R.  298). 

Where  the  goods  of  a  trader,  aAer  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  are  taken  in 
execution,  or  otherwise  lortiously  disjoscd  of,  without  the  assignees*  concur* 
rence,  they  may  waive  the  tort,  and  declare  in  assumpsit  if  the 
goods  have  been  sold  (Russell  v.  Bell,  10  M.  At  W.  340);  *but  [  *361  ] 
they  must  adopt  the  latter  form  of  action,  if  they  have  affirmed 
and  recognised  the  latter,  the  wrongful  sale,  and  waived  the  original  tort 
(Brewer  v.  Sparrow,  7  B.  At  C.  310). 

The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  may  recover,  as  for  money  had  and  received 
against  the  deft.,  who  took  the  goods  of  (bo  bankrupt  in  execution  aAer  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  and  then  purchnwd  the  goods  from  the  sbcrilF  under  a 
bill  of  sale,  although  no  money  actually  passed  (1  Stark.  134  ;  see  "  B*xa> 
MUITCVM). 

And  where  the  assignee*  of  a  bankrupt,  suing  for  another  as  trustee, 
recovered  against  the  sheriff  for  an  escape  on  mcano  process,  the  party  benc- 
ticiully  interested  may  recover  tin;  amount  from  the  assignees,  in  this  form 
of  action  (Kandoll  v.  Bell,  1  M.  &  S.  714).  Assignees  may  also  declare  in 
assumpsit  for  money  paid  by  way  of  fraudulent  prr fen-nee,  anterior  to  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  (Hunter  v.  Princess,  10  Kast,  378;  sec  Smith  v.  Hudson, 
4  T.  R.  211  ;  Kdmcads  v.  Newmnn,  1  B.  Ac  C.  418).  And  the  assignee* 
of  a  bankrupt  may  declare  fur  money  had  and  received  agninst  a  creditor 
who  has  levied  his  debt  by  /i.  ft*,  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy  (1  Bla.  827  ;  1 
Ch.  PI.  306).  And  where  ihe  deft.,  hating  fraudulently  induced  plL  to  sell 
goods  to  A.,  who  could  nut  pay  fur  them,  and,  on  the  nominal  re-sale  of 
those  floods  by  A.,  in  which  tit-  d«-ll.  was  really  concerned,  had  obtained 
himself  the  muney  paid  on  such  re-sale,  it  was  held,  that  tin-  pit.  might,  in 
an  action  fur  money  had  and  received,  recover  of  the  deft,  the  value  of  the. 
goods  unpaid  fur  by  A.  (Abbotts  v.  Parry,  2  B.  A:  B.  3<»0 ;  Hill  v.  PerroU, 
3  Taunt.  274;  Kdmcads  v.  Newman,  1  B.  Ai  ('.  41H)  But  in  some  cases 
where  the  pit.  nny  waive  the  turt  and  declare  in  ;ISMIIII;IMI,  it  is  adviitable 
to  declare  in  case  or  trover  in  order  to  avoid  a  set-oft",  or  the  effect  of  the 
law  of  mutual  credit  in  the  case  of  bankruptcy  (sec*  Smith  v.  Hudson,  4  T. 
R.  211;  Hunter  v.  Princess,  supra;  Tliomason  v.  Fit:  re,  10  Ivist,  416; 
Fair  v.  M'lver,  10  liast,  130>.  There  ore  many  other  caws  in  which  the 
party  may  waive  the  tort,  and  sue  for  money  had  and  received  (sec  Water- 
house  v.  Keen,  4  B.  Ai  C.  411  ;  Pratt  v.  Viz  ml,  5  B.  «k  Ad.  buy).  Thus, 
where  a  party  who  had  worked  into  his  neighbour's  land,  and  dug  coal, 
which  lie  had  sold,  retaining  the  proceeds,  died  intestate:  held,  that  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  intestate  was  maintainable  against 
his  executrix  for  the  value  of  the  coal  so  disposed  of,  such  remedy  being 
independent  of  the  statute  3  At  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  a.  2,  and  not  utfcctcd 
thereby  (Powell  v.  Recs,  7  Ad.  At  K.  420).  Where  the  ground  of  action  is 
assumpsit,  declaring  in  tort  will  not  render  a  [H.TSOII  liable  who  would  not 
have  been  so  on  his  promise  (1  Uh.  PI.  112,  n.j. 

Where  payments  are  not  voluntarily  nvid ••,  but  made  in  order  to  induce  a 
public  company  to  do  that  which  they  were  bound  to  do  without  requiring 
such  payments,  they  may  be  recovered  back  in  this  action  ^ Parker  v.  Great 
Western  Kuilway  Company,  7  Man.  At  G.  253). 
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And,  where  the  landlord  refused  to  allow  property-tax,  and  distrained  and 
sold  for  the  whole  of  the  rent,  the  tenant  recovered  the  amount  of  the  tax,  in 
assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  (1  M.  &  S.  609).  But  a  landlord 
cannot  sue  the  sheriff  for  money  had  and  received,  where  the  sheriff  does 
not  leave  a  year's  rent,  according  to  8  Anne,  c.  14,  s.  1  (3  Camp.  260;  2 
C.  &  P.  103).  If  a  contract  be  broken,  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  will  not  lie  for  money  paid  under  it ;  an  action  for  the  breach  of 
such  contract  is  the  proper  form  of  remedy:  but,  if  the  contract  has  been 
rescinded,  it  is  otherwise,  and  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  lies 
(see  1  C.  &  P.  18);  as,  where,  either  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  it  was 
left  in  the  plt.'s  power  to  rescind  it,  and  he  does  so,  or  where  the 
[  *362  ]  deft.  *after\vards  assents  to  its  being  rescinded,  assumpsit  for  money 
had  and  received  lies:  but,  if  the  contract  continue  open,  he  can 
only  recover  damages,  and  must  declare  specially  (1  T.  R.  274;  1  Ch.  PI. 
307).  And  thus,  where  a  horse  or  goods  warranted  sound,  or  of  a  certain 
quality,  turn  out  to  be  otherwise,  the  vendor  must,  in  general,  sue  on  the 
warranty  or  special  contract,  and  cannot  maintain  assumpsit  for  money  had 
and  received,  to  recover  back  the  price,  or  a  part  of  it  (7  East,  274,  279 ;  1 
T.  R.  136 ;  post}.  And,  where  some  act  is  to  be  done  by  each  party  under 
a  special  agreement,  and  deft,  by  his  neglect  prevents  the  pit.  from  carrying 
the  contract  into  execution,  the  pit.  may  recover  back  any  money  he  has 
paid  under  it,  us  received  to  his  use  (7  T.  R.  181).  Unless  the  pit.  has 
received  benefit  in  part  from  the  original  contract,  he  should  declare  spe- 
cially (1  N.  R.  200,  351—354;  5  East,  449;  7  East,  274;  1  Ch.  PI.  307). 
Interest  cannot  be  recovered  under  a  count  for  money  had  and  received, 
as  only  the  sum  really  received  is  recoverable;  therefore,  if  pit.  proceed  for 
interest,  he  must  declare  specially  (1  13.  &  P.  306;  2  Bla.  1078;  4  Esp. 
223;  see  "  INTEREST").  Tin's  count  will  not  lie  for  stock  (2  B.  &  A.  51). 
Foreign  money  may  be  recovered  under  the  denomination  of  English  (i 
Marsh.  33;  5  Taunt.  '228  ;  see  pot>t.).  Various  sums  received  at  different 
times,  upon  distinct  transactions,  may  be  recovered  under  one  count  for 
money  hud  and  received  (2  Saund.  113,  n.  2). 

The  court  will  not  allow,  even  though  the  parties  consent  to  it,  an  action 
to  be  tried  and  decided  in  this  form,  if  it  be  not  applicable  to  the  case  (Ker 
v.  Osborne,  9  East,  378,  381).  Where  several  part-owners  of  a  ship 
employ  an  agent  to  sell  the  same,  they  must  all  join  in  suing  him  for  money 
had  and  received,  although  some  of  them  may  have:  been  paid  their  share  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  (Uatsall  v.  Griffith,  2  C.  &  M.  679). 

Money  had  and  received  may  be  maintained  by  a  principal  against  his 
a^ent  lor  the  amount  of  money  which  the  latter  has  collected  and  received 
for  the  use  of  the  former;  but  the  agent  may  deduct  his  commission  and 
expenses,  and  the  principal  should  demand  an  account  before  the  action  is 
brought  (see  Topharn  v.  Braddick,  1  Taunt.  572;  sec  post,  p.  367).  Where 
there  is  no  proof  that  tin:  goods  have  been  sold,  or,  if  sold,  that  the  agent 
has  received  the  proceeds,  the  declaration  should  be  special  lor  not  account- 
ing, and  not  using  due  diligent  e  in  selling,  &c.  (2  Ch.  PI.  217,  n.) ;  but 
where  the  pit.  intrusted  doit,  with  money  to  pay  to  a  person  at  L.  for  the 
pit.,  which  was  never  paid,  the  d,-ft.  having  said  that  ho  lost  it,  but  after- 
wards promised  the  pit.  to  pay  him  out  of  certain  funds,  which  he  described  : 
held,  that  the  pit.  properly  declared  in  the  common  form,  ibr  the  deft.'s  own 
declaration  ol  having  lost  the  money  did  not  discharge  him,  and  the  plt.'s 
demand  was  a  revocation  of  his  authority  (Parry  v.  Roberts,  3  Ad.  &  E. 
118).  If  B.  sell  a  ship  belonging  to  A.,  but  held  by  B.  ns  a  security,  nnd 
promise  A.  to  account  to  him  (or  the  proceeds,  and  to  pay  the  balanc;  \vl  ich 
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that!  appear  to  be  due,  A.  may  (notwithstanding  the  Ships  Registry  Acts) 
recover  the  balance  from  B.  although  B.  is  the  sole  registered  owner  of  the 
ship  (Brouting  v.  Hnmond,  Gow,  41).  An  agent  cannot  dispute  the  bill  of 
hi*  principal,  and  set  up  the  right  of  a  third  parry  in  an  action  brought  by 
him;  at  least  without  showing  that  the  third  party  claiming  from  him  has  a 
good  title  to  do  so  (Nicholson  v.  Knowles,  5  Mod.  47 ;  Croaskey  T.  Mills,  1 
0.  M.  &  R.  299 ;  White  v.  Bartleft,  V  Bmg.  978).  Thus,  where  a  ship 
belonging  to  one  of  two  partners  had  been  conveyed  for  securing  a  debt  to 
B.,  who  became  tha  sole  registered  owner  of  the  ship,  and  afterwards,  M 
agent  of  both  ptrtners,  insured  th  •  ship  and  freight,  and  charged 
them  with  the  premiums,  Aec.,  and  'received  the  amount  of  a  loss  [  *3B3  ] 
which  happened  from  the  underwriters :  held,  that  B.  was  account- 
able  to  the  assigns  of  the  surviving  partner  for  the  surplus,  after  payment  of 
his  own  debt,  an  I  not  to  the  executor  of  the  deceased  partner  to  whom  the 
ship  originally  belonged  (Dixon  v.  Ilimond,  ;5  B.  Ac  A.  310).  When* 
money  was  placed  in  the  hinds  of  deft.'s  London  bankers,  with  directions  to 
transmit  it  to  the  pit.**  credit  in  Calcutta ;  lite  bankers  entered  it  in  their 
book  to  the  account  of  C.  and  Co.,  th*ir  correspondent*  in  C.,  and  wrote  to 
C.  and  Co.  informing  them  of  it,  and  during  them  to  account  with  the  pit, 
but  C.  and  Co.  stopped  payment  before  the  letter  reached  them ;  the  dcAs., 
after  placing  plt.'i  money  to  the  account  of  C.  and  Co.,  paid  bills  drawn  on 
them  by  C.  and  Co.  to  a  much  larger  amount,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
general  balance  between  the  two  houses  was  altered  by  such  payments :  held, 
that  deft*,  were  not  liablo  in  an  onion  for  m  »ney  had  and  received,  they 
having  done  all  that  they  wero  required  and  contracted  to  do  for  the  purpose 
of  remitting  pit.**  money  (McCarthy  v.  Colvin,  tt  Ad.  A:  K.  007).  A.  was 
indebted  to  B.  in  th«  sum  of  H8*/.,  lor  which  he  was  arrested  ;  C.,  who  was 
clerk  to  B.'s  attorney,  directed  him  to  be  discharged  on  paying  70J/.  only  : 
B.  threatened  to  complain  to  C.'s  employers,  to  prevent  which  C.  advanced 
10U/  ;  H.  agreed  lint  it  should  bo  rep-iid  as  soon  as  the  bnhn-e  of  10S/. 
should  be  recover- d  from  A.;  after  the  death  of  B.  and  C.  the  balance  was 
recovered  :  held,  that  the  representative*  of  C*.  might  recover  the.  10  I/,  from 
the  representatives  of  II.  on  a  count  for  nvwy  hid  and  received  to  their  use, 
and  that  there  was  no  necessity  tu  declare  specially  (Plaits  v.  Lean,  3  C.  6* 
P.  501). 

C.'s  signature  was  required  in  confirmation  of  a  lease  about  to  bo  granted 
to  the.  ph.,  and  th--  lessor's  attorneys  riji;.li.-.J  to  him  for  thit  purpose.  The. 
deft.,  as  C.'s  attorney,  answered  the  application,  requiring  certain  documents 
to  be  furnished,  fur  which  business  tit  •  •!•:'.  had  a  claim  on  C  ,  whose  con- 
currence in  the  lease  was  ultima'ely  agreed  u;»on,  on  the  terms,  as  the  deft. 
contended,  that  all  the  pnnt  cos's,  as  well  as  those*  to  be  occasioned  by  hit 
joining  in  the  lease,  should  Ix*  paid  by  the  lrus!<-es.  The  pit.  con'ended  that 
the  hitler  costs  only  should  be  paid.  The  I-  ;»•».-  wns  en^rom-d  and  executed 
by  the  lessors,  and  sent  to  the  deft,  for  C.'s  signature.  The  d  ft.  sirnt  his 
costs  against  C.  to  the  lessor's  attorney,  who  complained  of  the  amount,  on 
which  deft,  said  tint  C.  should  not  execute  unless  that  amount  wero  paid 
him;  and,  when  C.  hud  cxecu'ed,  refused  to  deliver  up  the  lease  until  the 
whole  amount  had  been  |>aid.  The  lessor's  attorney  tendered  a  lcs<  amouul, 
but  ultim'ttely  paid  him  the  larger  sum,  under  protest,  in  order  to  obtain  tho 
lease.  II  Id,  that  an  action  to  recover  tho  overplus  was  rightly  brought  by 
the  pit.  ag-iin^t  tho  deft.,  although  tho  latter  only  acted  as  C.'s  attorney,  and 
that  such  action  was  maintainable  (Smi.h  v.  Heap,  1'J  M.  &  W.535;  Wake* 
field  v.  Newbon,  6  Q.  B.  276). 

An  action  between  A.  and  B.  was  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  and,  pending 
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the  reference,  an  assignment  by  deed  was  made  of  whatsoever  the  arbi- 
trator might  award  from  B.  to  C.,  who  paid  1101.  in  consideration,  and  took 
up  the  award.  The  arbitrator's  decision  was  in  favour  of  B.,  the  costs  to  be 
divided  between  the  parties.  The  moiety  of  the  costs  and  the  amount  awarded 
were  paid  to  B.,  which  he  refused  to  pay  over  to  C.  Held,  first,  that  the 
arbitrator  having  awarded  to  B.  the  moiety  of  the  costs  of  the  original  action, 
they  passed  by  the  assignment,  and  that  C.  might  sue  B.  for  money  had  and 
received  to  his  use  (Smith  v.  Jones,  6  Jur.  283).  The  money  being  due  ex 
cequo  (t  bono,  the  court  will  not  consider  the  case  of  a  sale  of  a  chose  in 
action  (lb.). 

The  action  will  not  lie  by  an  administrator  against  a  stranger 
£  *364  ]   for  *debts  due  to  intestate,  received  by  the  latter  between  the  death 
and  grant  of  administration  (Wclchrnan  v.  Sturges,  18  Law  J., 
211.Q.B.). 

A  dispute  having  arisen  as  to  whether  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  be  registered 
for  200  shares,  as  a  shareholder  in  a  railway  company,  it  was  arranged 
between  him  and  the  company  that  he  should  deposit  400/.  on  account  of  the 
shares  with  deft.,  who  was  at  that  time  the  secretary  of  the  company,  which 
sum  was  to  be  repaid  if  pit.  failed  to  make  out  his  claim;  and  the  following 
memorandum  was  sigcd  by  the  defendant: — "  2Gth  April,  1838.  E.  C.  R. 
Company;  memorandum.  Mr.  J.  B.  has  deposited  with  me  the  sum  of  400/., 
on  account  of  200  shares,  for  which  he  claims  to  be  registered,  on  condition 
that  Mr.  B.  is  to  accept  back  the  money  so  deposited,  if  he  cannot  substan- 
tiate, to  the  satisfaction  of  the  board  of  directors,  his  claim  to  be  registered 
for  the  same.  Signed,  J.  C.  N.,  secretary."  The  400/.  being  paid  to  the 
deft,  in  a  cheque,  the  deft,  paid  it  into  his  bankers'  on  his  private  account. 
The  deft,  quitted  the  employment  of  the  company  in  February,  1899.  The 
pit.  was  never  registered  in  the  books  of  the  company  as  a  shareholder. 
Held,  that  the  action  for  money  had  and  received,  which  had  not  been  com- 
menced for  more  than  two  years  after  the  money  had  been  deposited,  was 
rightly  brought  against  the  deft.,  and  that  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
40U/.  without  showing  that  lie  ever  attempted  to  substantiate  his  claim  to  be 
registered  as  a  shareholder  (Baird  v.  Robertson,  1  Man.  &  G.  981).  Sentb.'e, 
the  pit.  might  have  immediately  abandoned  his  chum  to  be  registered  as  a, 
shareholder  (lb.). 

Money  paid  by  A.  to  B.,  upon  a  condition  which  has  not  been  complied 
with,  cannot  be  recovered  as  money  had  and  received  to  A.'s  use  (Harding- 
ham  v.  Allen,  5  C.  B.  793  ;  17  Law  J.  198,  C.  P.). 

Pit.  was  administrator  of  J.  V.,  who  died  in  March,  1843 ;  deft,  was  exe- 
cutor of  A.  V.  (sister  of  J.),  who  died  in  March,  1841.  In  1839,  J.  V.  lent 
ISO/,  to  E.  V.  upon  his  promissory  note,  payable,  as  pit.  said,  to  Miss  V. 
After  A.'s  death  deft,  brought  an  action  on  the  note  against  E.  V.,  alleging 
it  to  be  payable  to  the  Miss  V.'s.  E.  V.  settled  the  action  by  paying  the 
amount  of  the  note:  held,  that  admitting  the  letter  "s"  to  have  been  fraudu- 
lently added  to  the  word  "  Vaughan,"  and  the  delcndant  to  have  wrongfully 
received  payment  of  the  note  from  E.  V.,  this  action  would  not  lie  against 
deft.  (Vaugban  v.  Matthews,  13  Jur.  470;  18  Law  J.  191,  Q.  B.). 

Ron  assump&it  puts  in  issue  both  the  receipt  of  the  money  and  the  exist- 
ence of  the  lacts  which  make  it  a  receipt  to  the  use  of  the  pit.  (Owen  v. 
Challis,  12  Jur.  701  ;  6  C.  B.  115). 

The  dciis.  purchased  in  their  own  nnmrs  railway  scrip  for  the  pits.,  de- 
liverable on  the  29th  of  August,  for  148/.  10s.,  which  sum  the  pit.  paid  the 
dcfls.  on  the  26;h  of  August.  On  the  22nd  of  August  the  railway  company 
called  in  the  scrip  for  registration,  and  the  share  certificates  were  not  de- 
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livered  until  December,  and  in  the  meantime  a  call  was  made  in  respect  of 
iho  shares,  which  was  paid  by  the  holder.  The  pit.  having  repudiated  thft 
shares,  the  defts.  declined  to  take  them  from  the  holder,  and  they  were  told 
at  a  Ion  exceeding  the  148/.  10*.,  and  the  defts.  paid  such  loaa  to  the  holder: 
held,  that  they  being  liable  to  the  original  holder  for  such  loaa,  and  the  pit. 
not  having  supplied  funds  to  meet  the  call,  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived  could  not  be  maintained  by  him  against  the  delta,  for  the  14**/.  10*. 
(IfEwen  T.  Woods,  12  Jur.  329;  17  Law  J.  206,  Q.  B.;  11  Q.  B  13). 

The  pit.,  on  the  30:  h  of  September,  employed  the  defts.,  share  brokers  at 
M.,  to  procure  scrip,  and  paid  them  the  price.  By  the  usage  of  the  Stock 
Exchange  at  M.,  there  are  two  settling  days  in  each  month  on  which  all 
share  transactions  are  settled,  although,  in  some  cases,  settlements  are  not 
enforced  on  those  days.  The  next  settling  days  after  the  30th  September 
was  the  14th  October.  The  scrip  had  been  issued  before  the  14th,  but  none 
had  reached  M.  before  that  day.  The  shares,  not  being  delivered  on  that 
day,  the  pit.  rescinded  the  contract,  and  then  sued  the  defts.  for  a  return  of 
the  purchase-money.  The  judge  directed  that  if  they  thought  that  fourteen 
day*  had  been  fixed  by  usage  as  a  reasonable  lime,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover;  the  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  pit.:  held,  that  the  direc- 
tion was  right,  and  that  the  pit.  mi^ht  recover  in  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received  (lb.). 


Precedent*,  Vol.  I.,  ante,  p.  225. 


for 

The  pit.  mu«t  prow  the  receipt  of  lite  money  by  the  drft,,  or  his  spent, 
and  that  it  WHS  received  lo  his  (pll.'t)  wr,  under  »ueh  circumstance*  as  to 
create  a  privity  of  contract  between  lum  nttd  th  •  pit.  (we  liarlowr.  v.  Browne, 
16  M.  At  \V.  U»fl  ;  Jones  v.  Carter,  8  Q.  II.  134  ;  (Jobb  v.  Bccke,  6  Q.  B, 
930;  Baron  v.  Husband,  4  B.  At  Ad.  Gil,  per  I'urke,  B.). 

Proof  of  Receipt  of  the  Money  ]  It  must  be  proved  that  money  or  auk 
came  into  the  dolt.'*  ti.unU  (Marsh  v.  Keeling,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  19**).  Proof 
of  deft.'s  receipt  of  money'*  worth  will  not  suffice ;  therefore  the  action  will 
not  lie  for  stock  (Nightingale  v.  Uevestne,  5  Burr.  25*49;  Mnxwell  v.  Jamie* 
son,  2  B.  &  A.  51  ;  Mooru  v.  Pyrke,  11  Eist,  5.J ;  Wnrton  v.  Wnlker,  6  B. 
6t  C.  163  ;  Scott  v.  Miller,  4  Sco.  11).  If  a  |»nrty  gives  another  that  which 
may  be;  readily  turned  into  money,  it  mny  be  trvatej  as  such  in  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received  (Longcliamp  v.  Kenny,  Doug.  137;  Sjirntt  v. 
Hobhotise,  4  Bing.  178);  and,  where.  tl»«  pro;>eriy  delivered  to  deft,  is  sale- 
able, the  receipt  of  money  may  be  presumed,  particularly  after  a  lapse  of 
time  (lb.;  Leery  v.  Goodnon,  4  T.  R.  0*7  ;  \Vhitw«  II  v.  Bennett,  3  B.  &i  P. 
559).  If  nn  agent  refuse  to  account  f«>r  goods  delivered  to  liim  for  sale,  it 
shall  be  presumed,  after  a  reasonable  time,  that  he  Ins  sold  them  and  re- 
ceived  the  proceeds  in  money  (Hunter  v.  Welsh,  1  Siark.  *J:J4;  M'Lachliu 
v.  Kvons,  supra;  but  see  Klltourn  v.  Upjohn,  1  Camp.  572). 

The  at',  n  will  lie  by  assignees  against  an  execution-creditor 
for  llw  *price  of  goods  taken  by  the  latter  under  a  bill  of  sale  from  [  *305  ] 
the  shcrilf  (UccJ  v.  James,  1  Stark.  134  ;  Biulcston  v.  Cooper,  14 
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M.  &  W.  399);  in  the  latter  case  the  goods  were  assigned  by  the  sheriff  in 
specie,  at  an  appraised  value.  Upon  the  settlement  of  an  account  between 
A.  and  B.,  a  balance  was  struck  and  paid  by  A.  to  B.:  held,  that  B.  was  not 
entitled  to  recover,  as  money  had  and  received,  a  sum  which  had  been  by 
mistake  allowed  upon  such  settlement  as  due  to  A.,  as  neither  money,  nor 
that  which  had  been  taken  for  money,  had  passed  between  the  parties  (Lee 
V-.  Merritt,  14  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  289 ;  8  Q.  B.  820). 

A  bill  of  exchange,  payable  to  the  drawer's  order,  is  evidence  in  an 
action,  by  the  drawer  against  the  acceptor,  of  money  had  and  received  by 
the  latter  to  the  use  of  the  drawer  (Thompson  v.  Morgan,  3  Camp.  101). 
Where  the  deft.,  who  was  sued  for  the  proceeds  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  ad- 
mitted that  he  had  paid  it  into  his  banker's,  whose  clerk  was  called  to  prove 
that  credit  was  given  to  the  deft,  for  the  bill ;  held,  insufficient,  without  pro- 
duction  of  the  bill  (Atkins  v.  Owen,  2  Ad.  &  E.  35).  The  drawing  of  a 
bill  by  the  deft,  on  the  pit.,  who  accepts  and  pays  the  holder,  is  not  evidence, 
of  money  had  and  received  by  the  deft,  to  the  plt.'s  use  (Scott  v.  Miller,  3 
Bing.  N.  C.  811). 

It  will  not  lie  to  recover  the  value  of  foreign  securities  or  money,  unless 
it  appear  that  the  deft,  has  had  no  opportunity  of  converting  them  into  Brit- 
ish currency  (M'Lacklin  v.  Evans,  1  Y.  CM  J.  380;  sec  Harrington  v.  Mac- 
morris,  1  Marsh.  33;  5  Taunt.  228  ;  Scott  v.  Heaven,  2  B.  &  Ad.  78 ;  but 
see  Ehrensperger  v.  Anderson,  3  Ex.  148). 

The  receipt  of  provincial  notes  by  the  deft.,  which  he  has  received  as 
money,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  receipt  of  money  by  him  (Prichard  v. 
Bankes,  13  East,  20;  Fox  v.  Cutworth,  cited  4  Bing.  179).  In  Spratt  v. 
Hobhouse,  ib.,  a  cheque  was  held  to  be  money,  it  being  so  treated  (see  Wil- 
kinson v.  Godefroy,  9  Ad  .&  E.  566).  And,  where  an  insurance-broker  has 
received  credit  in  account  with  an  underwriter  for  a  loss  upon  a  policy,  his 
principal  may  maintain  this  action  against  him  to  recover  the  amount, 
although  he  has  not  actually  received  it  (6  Taunt.  110;  3  Camp.  199). 
Also,  where  the  deft,  has  tortiously  taken  property  of  the  pit.  which  may  be 
and  possibly  has  been  converted  into  money  (Stark.  Ev.  83;  Poolev.  Cowan, 
Q.  B.,  H.  T.  1847).  As  to  when  it  lies  by  assignees  of  bankrupt,  see 
"  BANKRUPTCY." 

Money  had  and  received  will  not  be  supported  to  recover  the  value  of 
bank-notes,  if  it  appear  that  the  party  found  them  (Moyes  v.  Price,  Ch.  Bills, 
426);  though,  if  not  produced  at  the  trial,  the  receipt  of  their  value  will  be 
presumed  (Ib.;  Longchamp  v.  Kenny,  Doug.  138). 

A.  residing  at  X.  employed  B.  residing  at  Y.  to  procure  payment  of  a  bill 
there,  and  to  remit  the  produce  direct  to  him  at  X.  B.  received  payment  of 
the  bill,  but  remitted  the  proceeds  of  the  bill  in  other  bills  payable  to  the 
deft.'s  order  to  a  third  person  at  Z.  for  A.'s  use,  whereby  the  whole  gets 
into  the  hands  of  A.'s  creditors.  A.  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received  against  B.  to  recover  tho  amount  of  the  sum  received  in 
payment  of  the  bill  (Duncan  v.  Skipwith,  2  Camp.  68).  Where  the  deft. 
being  intrusted  with  a  bank  bill  to  get  indorsed  for  the  pit.,  obtained  such 
indorsement,  and  then  paid  it  into  his  own  banker's  who  placed  it  to  his 
credit  in  the  usual  way,  and  the  deft,  then  drew  on  them  but  not  on  account 
of  the  bill,  and  the  pit.,  before  the  bill  became  due,  sued  the  deft,  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received :  held,  that  such  action  was  improperly 
and  prematurely  brought,  and  that  *the  pit.  should  have  sued  in 
[*366  ]  trover  (Harvey  v.  Archbold,  3  B.  &  C.  626).  If  a  judgment-cre- 
ditor who  has  an  elegit  on  the  lands  of  the  judgment-debtor  sue  a 
receiver  of  the  rents  of  the  estate  for  rents  received  for  his  use,  and  there 
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be  prior  liabilities  and  incumbrances,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  thai  they  have 
been  satisfied  before  ibe  receiver  can  be  liable  for  money  hnd  and  received 
in  respect  of  the  rents  (see  Braithwaile  v.  Walts,  3  Cr.to  J.  316).  But  it 
is  not  always  necessary  that  there  should  be  an  express  privily  of  contract 
b  twoeo  the  pit.  and  deA.,  and  therefore  it  has  bern  held  that,  where  a  hus- 
band gave  his  wife  a  sum  of  money  to  take  care  of,  and  she,  without  his 
knowledge  deposited  it  in  n  bank  in  the  name  of  her  son,  by  a  former  mar* 
nage  who  was  then  an  infant,  and  took  from  the  bank  an  accountable  receipt 
in  her  son's  name,  bearing  interest,  the  bankers  were  liable  to  the  husband 
for  the  amount  us  money  received  to  his  use,  the  wile  not  being  agent  of  her 
husband,  nor  having  any  right  to  make  the  deposit  for  the  infant,  who  could 
give  her  no  authority,  and  the  bankers  rot  having  received  the  money 
under  any  contract  binding  on  them  with  the  infant  (Cat  land  v.  Loyd,  6  M. 
to  W.  26). 

It  should  be  shown  deft,  received  some  particular  or  specific  sum,  or  he 
will  be  nonsuited  (Harvey  v.  Archbold,  3  I).  &  C.  626;  5  D.  to  R.  400; 
Bernasconi  v.  Anderson,  Moo.  &  M.  183;  Alkins  v.  Owen,  4  Ad.  &  K. 
810;  Scott  v.  Miller,  5  Sco.  11 ;  but  sec  Poole  v.  Cowan,  supra).  At  all 
events  he  can  only  recover  a  nominal  sum  (Leason  v.  Smith,  4  Ncv.  to  1C, 
304).  But  see  exception*  to  this  rule,  Ch.  Contr.  526.  It  must  appear  that 
it  was  plt.'s  money  which  the  deli,  received  (Scarfe  v.  Halifax,  7  M.  to  W. 
288). 

Proof  of  Retript  of  Monty  by  Defendant.]  See  a*te*  p.  364.  The 
money  must  appear  to  have  bern  received  by  JcA.,  or  his  agent,  for  plt.'s 
use  (6  East,  370;  Tea.  128;  Levy  v.  Haw,  1  TaunL  65).  l>cfl.  miut  be 
the  principal:  if  he  ap|«-.ir  to  br  lite  mere  bearer  of  the  money  from  one 
party  to  the  other  he  will  not  be  liable  (Coles  v.  Wright,  4  Taunt'.  1  W");  nor 
m  clerk  of  an  attorney,  who  without  paying  it  over  rvcrived  it  expressly 
under  the  authority,  and  for  snd  in  the  n  um«  of  hi«  employer  (Baron  v. 
Husband,  4  B.  A.  Ad.  Oil  ;  and  wx-  llowell  v.  flat!.  .'.  B.  At  Ad.  504;  Sic- 
phens  v.  Badlock,  3  It.  &  Ad.  354).  Where  the.  pmvinonnl  com  mil  Iceman 
of  a  defunct  joint-slock  company  i»  »ued  in  tin*  I'orin  of  action  to  recover 
buck  a  deposit  paid  by  pit.,  !»«•  must  tltow  that  ihr  di-'t.  i«  the,  pcnon  or  on« 
of  the  persona  to  whom  nuch  dcpo»it  was  paid  (\\.iiv.n  v.  Charlernont 
(Karl),  18  Law  J.  65,  Q.  It.;  Burnsidn  v.  Duvrrll,  3  East,  224).  Hut  the 
payment  of  llm  pit.'*  money  into  a  bank  named  in  the  pro»|>ec:us,  cirvu'.aled 
by  deit.'s  sanction,  will  not  suffice,  if  deA.  took  no  active  pan  in  the  allot- 
ment of  the  oharvs  or  in  the  management  of  the  concern  (Uurnside  v.  Day* 
rull,  supra). 

On  tin'  1st  of  September,  lf*4— ,  ll»e  excise  officer*  seized  some  Kpiritu  oe, 
the  prtiniseit  of  the  pit.,  who  applied  to  the  catnmiHMoner«  for  tlie  p-ntora- 
lion  of  it;  first, on  giving  security  lor  llie  payment  of  any  [M»nultic»  incurred; 
setrondly,  on  (taytmnt  of  its  vuluo,  to  abide  the  result  of  tin?  inquiry,  which 
WUR  n-fuscd  :  a  writ  of  appraisement  having  been  t>ucd  out  in  oruV-r  to  the 
condemnation  of  the  goods,  the  pits,  proposed  to  tin-  comini&!»ioiiertt  to  pay 
the  amount  at  which  they  were  iippraiM-d  i.|».n  their  n-storuti<jii,  winch  they 
also  refused  on  tlie  ground  that  it  would  prejudice  the  prxxrecdings  for  pen- 
alties. The  pits,  then  stated  that  by  th'-ir  piying  th  •  money  th--y  guvc  up 
all  claim  to  the  sei/urc,  and  held  themM'lves  rt-<<|>onsible  lor  such  proceed- 
ing* for  pcnnkies  as  the  board  might  institute;  whercujxm  the  goods  were 
restored.  Proceedings  were  commenced,  and  a  verdict  *wus  taken 
for  the  crown  by  consent  (or  mitigated  penalties.  In  November,  [  *307  ] 
1830,  pits,  gave  dcfu.  notice  of  action,  and  a  demanded  the  niuuey. 
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Held,  that  this  action  would  not  lie,  for  the  money  was  paid  on  a  bindin^ 
agreement  made  upon  good  consideration,  whereby  the  pits,  agreed  that,  it 
should  not  be  recovered  back,  and  further  that  they  were  precluded  from 
recovering  by  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  53,  s.  98,  and  that  at  all  events  the  aclion 
would  not  lie  against  the  deft.,  for  the  money  was  received  by  him  only  for 
the  purpose  of  its  being  paid  over  pursuant  to  the  act  of  parliament,  and  it 
was  not  shown  that  it  remained  in  his  hands  till  he  had  notice  to  retain  it 
(Atlee  v.  Backhouse,  3  M.  &  W.  633). 

Deft,  will  not  be  liable  if  he  was  a  mere  receiver  or  collector  (Sadler  v. 
Evans,  4  Burr.  1985;  Greenaway  v.  Hare,  4  T.  R.  533;  see  Goodall  v. 
Lowndes,  6  Q.  B.  464) ;  nor  if  he  were  an  agent,  who  has  paid  over  money 
pursuant  to  the  directions  of  the  party  depositing  it  with  him,  and  without 
notice  of  the  plt.'s  title  (Buller  v.  Harrison,  Cowp.  565;  Hqrsfall  v.  Hand- 
ley,  8  Taunt.  136;  Whitehead  v.  Evans,  5  Marsh.  105,  115;  Hurley  v. 
Baker,  16  M.  &  W.  26);  but,  until  there  has  been  a  change  of  circum- 
stances, by  his  having  paid  over  the  money  to  his  principal,  or  doing  some- 
thing equivalent  to  it,  he  remains  liable  (Cox  v.  Prentice,  3  M.  &  S.  344; 
see  Lilly  v.  Hays,  1  Nov.  &  Per.  26;  Walker  v.  Rostron,  9  M.  &  W. 
411);  and  he  always  remains  liable,  if,  before  any  act  done  by  him  as  to 
the  money,  he  has  received  notice  from  the  pit.  to  retain  it  (Edwards  v. 
Hadding,  5  Taunt.  815;  Horsfall  v.  Handley,  8  Taunt.  136;  Gray  v.  Gut- 
teridge,  3  C.  &  P.  40).  An  agent's  merely  passing  money  in  account,  or 
making  a  rest,  without  new  credit  given,  fresh  bills  accepted,  or  further 
sums  advanced  for  the  principal  in  consequence  of  it,  is  not  equivalent  to  a 
payment  over  (Buller  v.  Harrison,  Cowp.  565;  Cox  v.  Prentice,  3  M.  &  S. 
344;  Peto  v.  Blade,  5  Taunt.  657,  815;  Edwards  v.  Hodding,  ib.  815; 
Bradbury  v.  Anderton,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  480).  The  payment  must  be  bona 
fide  (5  Taunt.  657,  815).  A  receipt  signed  by  an  agent  for  his  principals  is 
not  evidence  to  support  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  against  the 
agent  (Edden  v.  Ried,  3  Camp.  339). 

Defts.'  agents  abroad  by  order  of  the  defts.  received  money  on  the  defts.' 
account,  and  stated  the  fact  in  a  letter  to  the  defts.,  who  replied  acknowledg- 
ing the  receipt  of  the  agents'  letter,  and  giving  them  directions  as  to  the  dis- 
position of  the  money:  held,  that  the  agents'  letter  was,  coupled  with  the 
defts.,  admissible  in  evidence  to  charge  the  defts.  with  the  receipt  of  the 
money  (Coates  v.  Bainbriclgo,  5  Bing.  58). 

The  mere  relationship  of  trustee  and  ccstui  que  tntst  will  not  entitle  the 
latter  to  sue  the  former  for  money  had,  &c.,  to  his  use  (Bartlctt  v.  Dimond, 
14  M.  &  W.  49;  Pardoe  v.  Price,  16  M.  &  W.  451  ;  Bond  v.  Nurse,  10Q. 
B.  244  ;  Roher  v.  Holland,  3  Ad.  &  E.  99 ;  see  Milelmm  v.  Eicke,  3  M.  & 
W.  407  ;  Edwards  v.  Bates,  7  M.  &  W.  590;  see  Miller  v.  Atlee,  13  Jur. 
431,  Ex.). 

A  person  acting  as  trustee  (as  the  provisional  assignee  of  a  bankrupt) 
is  not  in  general  liable  in  this  action  for  money  received  by  an  agent  ap- 
pointed by  him  with  due  care,  and  who  has  failed  (Raw  v.  Cutton,  8  Bing. 
96). 

In  general  an  agent  must  account  to  his  trustee,  and  cannot  set  up  the 
jus  tertii  to  an  action  brought  by  him  (Nicholson  v.  Knowles,  5  Mod.  47  ; 
Crosskey  v.  Mills,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  298 ;  White  v.  Bartlett,  9  Bing.  378)  ; 
and  where  on  agent  receives  money  to  pay  over  to  a  third  person,  he  is 
accountable  to  his  principal  until  he  has  entered  into  some  binding  engage- 
ment with  the  third  party  to  hold  the  money  to  his  use,  and  not  until  then 
will  he  be  liable  in  this  action  *to  such  third  party  (Baron  v.  Hus- 
[*368]  band,  4  B.  &  Ad.  612;  Williams  v.  Everett,  14  East,  582; 
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Wedlake  v.  Harlcy,  1  C.  &  J.  83  ;  Brind  T.  Hampshire,  1  M.  &  \V  . 
865).  To  make  it  a  defence  to  an  agent  that  he  has  paid  over  tho  money, 
it  is  necessary  that  the  money  should  have  been  paid  to  the  agent  expressly 
for  the  use  of  the  person  to  whom  he  has  so  paid  it  over  (Snowdon  v.  Davis, 
1  Taunt.  350).  Where  a  sheriff*  issued  a  warrant  on  mttnt  process  to  dis- 
train the  goods  of  A.  ;  the  bailiff  levied  the  debt  upon  the  goods  of  B.  and 
paid  it  over  :  held,  that  this  action  lay  against  the  bailiff*  (Ib.).  The  guar- 
dians of  a  poor-law  union  indicted  pit.  for  disobeying  an  order  of  session* 
for  maintenance  of  a  bastard.  Before  trial  pit.  offered  a  compromise,  and 
the  cleik  to  the  guardians  on  their  behalf,  agreed  with  him  for  a  sum  on 
account  of  costs  and  maintenance,  which  he  paid,  and  the  indictment  was 
dropped.  Afterwards  tho  pit.  discovered  that  the  order  of  sessions  was 
defective  and  void,  and  he  brought  an  action  against  the  clerk  for  money 
had  and  received  :  held,  that  the  clerk  was  not  liable,  having  done  nothing 
in  the  prosecution  beyond  preferring  the  indictment  (Goodall  v.  Lowndea,  6 
Man.  At  G.  464). 

In  1837,  A.,  being  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  executed  a  deed  to 
secure  to  his  creditors  a  composition  of  10*.  in  the  pound.  II  ,  a  creditor, 
refused  to  sign  until  A.  made  B.  a  promise  to  pay  him  the  difference  between 
the  composition  and  the  real  amount  of  the  debt.  A.  accordingly  hapdasl 
over  to  B.  his  promissory  notes  payable  to  him  or  order.  B.  indorsed  the 
notes  and  paid  them  into  his  bankers*  at  L.,  to  whom  B.  was  in  the  habit  of 
indorsing  all  bills  and  notes  received  by  him,  and  drawing  generally  on 
account.  Tho  notes  at  maturity  were  presented  by  the  London  corn  soon- 
dent  of  the  L.  bankers  to  A.,  who  paid  them.  A.  continued  to  deal  with  B. 
down  to  his  bankruptcy  in  1840,  without  complaining  or  attempting  to  set 
off*  the  payments  made  in  respect  of  the  notes,  ngnin«t  the  subsequent 
demand*  of  II.  against  him.  No  evidence  was  given  to  show  the  state  of 
the  account*  between  II.  and  the  L.  bankers  at  the  time  of  the  payments,  or 
that  A.  knew  the  character  in  which  the  notes  were  held  by  the  bankers 
who  presented  them.  In  an  action  for  money  had  by  A.  to  the  use  of  B., 
brought  by  the  assignee*  of  A.  to  recover  back  the  amount  of  these  notes,  it 
was  left  to  tlif  jury  to  say  whether  or  not  the  payment  was  voluntary,  and 
the  learned  judge  told  them  thui  if  the  pay  m«%nl  had  been  nude  to  the  bankers 
as  agents  only  it  must  be  consilient!  a«  voluntary,  and  that  if  they  found  the 
payment  to  be  voluntary,  and  to  have  been  made  with  a  full  knowledge  of 
the,  circumstances,  they  must  find  for  II.,  o:herwi»c  for  the  pits.  The  court 
directed  n  new  trial  in  order  that  the  attention  of  the  jury  might  be  more  pre- 
cisely drnwn  to  the  question,  whether  A.  knew  the  character  in  which  the 
bankers  presented  the  notes  for  payment,  namely,  whether  as  agents  for 
II.  or  us  holders  for  agents  (C'ibion  v.  llruil,  3  Man.  A:  G.  3U9). 

Money  lind  and  received  cannot  lie  maintained  against  a  churchwarden  to 
recover  back  dues  which,  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  had 
been  pnid  over  to  the  trustee,  of  a  chapel,  for  whom  they  were  received 
(Hur-iall  v.  Handley,  8  Taunt.  130).  Where  money  was  deposited  by  a 
bankrupt  in  the  hands  of  an  arbitrator  to  decide  to  whom  it  belonged,  and 
the  arbitrator,  before  a  commission  issued,  and  without  knowledge  of  any 
act  of  bankruptcy,  paid  the  money  over  to  the  p-rson  w!n-ri  he  thought  enti- 
tled to  receive  it,  it  was  held  the  assignees  could  n<»t  P-I-O\<T  from  the  arbi- 
trator (Toj»e  v.  ll-x-kiii,  7  II.  &i  ('.  101  ;  see.  judgment  of  Lord  Tenterden, 
ib.  ;  and  see  Taylor  v.  Marling,  'J  Man.  «.V  (.§.  TJO  ;  &ce  1  Cli.  I'l.  42  ;  ante, 


•In  order  to  charge  partners  for  money  had  rind  received,  it  must 
be  shown  cither  thai  the  money  was  received  by  all  of  them,  or  [  *3UO  ] 


369  MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 

by  one  on  behalf  of  all  (Armitage  v.  Winter-bottom,  1  Sco.  N.  B.  23;  but 
see  Marsh  v.  Renting,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  198) :  therefore,  where  one  of  two 
partners  after  a  dissolution  of  their  partnership,  received  from  an  insurance 
office,  under  a  policy  effected  in  his  own  name,  the  value  of  goods  belonging 
to  the  pit.,  which  had  been  deposited  with  the  firm  R,r  the  purpose  of  manu- 
facture, and  destroyed  by  fire;  it  was  held  that  the  sum  so  obtained  from 
the  office  was  not  money  had  and  received  by  both  partners  to  the  plt.'s  use. 
J.,  X.  and  B.  were  jointly  concerned  in  the  sale  of  butters:  J.  consigned 
them  to  C.,  who  sold  them  on  the  joint  account :  J.,  being  requested  to  accept 
bills  for  the  firm,  refused  so  to  do  without  some  security,  when  B.  engaged  if 
J.  paid  the  bills  to  repay  him  out  of  the  proceeds  received  for  butters  already 
sold,  J.  having  accepted  and  paid  the  bills:  held,  that  he  might  sue  B.  for 
money  had  and  received  to  his  use  (Coffee  v.  Brien,  3  Bing.  54;  see  Jackson 
v.  Shepherd,  2  C.  &  M.  361  ;  Pearson  v.  Skelton,  1  M.  &  VV.  504).  Where 
two  persons  agreed  to  divide  the  profits  of  an  agency  between  themselves, 
and  one  of  them  receives  on  account  of  such  agency  a  certain  sum  of  money, 
the  oilier  cannot  maintain  this  action  for  a  moiety,  it  being  a  partnership 
transaction,  and  there  being  no  account  settled  (Bovill  v.  Hammond,  6  B.  & 

C.  149). 

A  manufacturer  contracts  with  B.,C.  and  D.,  who  are  partners  occupying 
a  mill,  the  property  of  B.,  for  the  drying  of  his  wool,  in  a  room  in  the  mill. 
B.,  C.  and  1). effect  an  insurance  on  the  mill, covering  the  wool  in  the  room. 

D.  retires  from  the  partnership,  afler  which  C.  and  D.  have  no  interest  in  the 
room.     A  dissolution  of  partnership  takes  place  between  B.  and  C.  which  is 
not  communicated,  and  C.  afterwards  effects  an  insurance  in  his  sole  name, 
and  A.'s  wool  bting  damaged  by  fire  the  insurance  office  pays  the  proceeds 
of  the  damaged  wool  to  A.,  and  the  amount  of  loss  on  the  wool  to  the  extent 
of  the  sum  insured  thereon  to  C.     Similar  losses  had  been  paid  by  the  part- 
nership to  A.,  under  the  former  policies:  held,  that  as  it  was  not  shown  that 
B.  had  authorized  the  effecting  of  the  then  policy,  or  that  the  partnership  was 
bound  to  insure,  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  could  not  be  main- 
tained by  A.  against  B.  and  C.  jointly  (Armitage  v.  Winterbottom,  supra.} 

A.,  B.,  and  C.,  separate  traders,  agreed  to  a  joint  speculation  in  importing 
corn.  The  agent  for  buying  the  corn  abroad  knew  that  the  speculation  was 
on  their  joint  account,  and  he  was  to  consign  to  A.,  and  draw  on  him  at  two 
or  three  months.  Corn  was  brought,  and  bills  for  the  value  were  drawn  on 
and  accepted  by  A.,  p  iyaljle  at  a  banker's  in  London,  the  correspondents  of 
the  pits,  who  were  bankers  at  Hull.  A.  had  a  banking  account  with  the 
latter,  who  being  in  the  habit  of  paying  his  acceptances  at  the  house  of  the 
London  correspondents,  paid  the  above  among  other  acceptances,  not  then 
knowing  of  the  joint  speculation  of  A.,  B.,  and  C.  A.  by  way  of  part 
security  to  the  pits,  indorsed  to  them  two  accommodation  bills,  drawn  by 
himself  on  B. ;  »hese  were  unpaid,  and  A.  and  B.  became  bankrupts.  C. 
had  contributed  his  third  of  the  purchase,  but  did  not  appear  to  have  known 
from  what  source  A.  obtained  his  funds  for  the  purpose.  Held,  that  the  Hull 
bankers  could  not  recover  as  against  C.  as  for  money  lent,  or  had  and 
received,  the  amount  of  the  bills  drawn  by  A.  upon  B.  though  they  had  given 
A.  credit  for  them  in  his  account,  as  partly  liquidating  their  advances  to  pay 
for  the  corn  brought  for  A.,  B.,  and  C.  at  their  joint  profit  or  loss  (Smith  v. 
Craven,  1  Cr.  &  J.  500;  1  Pri.  18). 

[  *370  ]       *Money  in  hands  of  a  Trustee.]     Where  money,  in  litigation 

between  two  parties,  has,  by  mutual  consent,. been  paid  over  to  a 

rustee,  in  trust  for  the  party  entitled  to  it,  it  can  only  be  recovered  by  the 
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party  r  milled  to  it  from  the  stakeholder,  and  not  from  the  original  party  who 
was  indebted  (Kcrr  v.  Osboroe,  9  East,  378;  2  Camp.  68).  An  auctioneer 
is  the  agent  of  both  parties,  and  a  deposit  on  a  sale  that  goes  off  may  be 
recovered  from  him  personally ;  but  if  the  deposit  money  have  bren  paid  to 
the  Vendor's  solicitor,  who  receives  it  as  such,  the  action  should  bo  ngainst 
the  vendor,  and  not  the  solicitor  (Bain ford  v.  Shuttleworth,  11  Ad.  At  E.  926). 
Afier  a  sale  by  a  sheriff",  under  an  execution,  at  the  plt.'s  suit,  an  action  may 
be  maintained  against  such  sheriff",  or  his  executors,  for  money  received  by 
the  sheriff*,  or  his  bailiff*,  without  calling  upon  the  sheriff*  to  return  the  writ 
or  demanding  the  money  of  the  sheriff*  (3  Salk.  323;  M'Niel  v.  Pfrrhard, 
1  lv*p.  263;  Dale  v.  Birch,  3  Camp.  347  ;  Jefferie*  v.  Shrppard,  3  B.  oc  A. 
696 ;  1  B.  &  B.  370 ;  Underbill  v.  Wilson,  6  Bing.  697  ;  see  Norland  v. 
Pellatt,  8  B.  At  C.  746,  per  Ba>  k-y,  J.,  and  Link-dale,  J. ;  but  see  Morland 
v.  Leigh,  1  Stark.  388).  But  if  the  bailiff*  acted  expressly  for,  and  under 
the  direction  of  the  pit.,  the  sheriff*  is  not  liable  (Cook  v.  Palmer,  6  B.  o* 
C.  7*9  ;  Crowder  v.  Long,  8  B.  At  C.  598 ;  IJiggins  v.  M'Adam,  3  Y.  & 
J.  263).  A  mere  tfizuie,  without  sale  of  the  goods,  will  not  charge  the  deft. 
in  ibis  action  (Thurston  v.  MilU,  16  East,  274);  and  if,  after  seizure  under 
the  plt.'s  fi.  /<!.,  be  sell  them,  though  irregularly,  under  another  process  of 
the  court  at  another's  suit,  the  first  plu  cannot  sue  him  in  this  Ibrm  of  action 
I  (Ib.  254 ;  see  Reed  v.  James,  1  Stark.  134) ;  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 

belong  to  the  party  under  whose  writ  it  was  effected  (Swain  v.  Norland, , 
tt/pra).  The  »beriff  is  liable,  however,  to  the  deft,  for  the  overplus  of  a  sale 
by  him  under  on  execution,  after  the  sum*  indorsed  on  the  writ  have  been  paid 
to  the  pit.  (Harrison  v.  Painter.  4  Jur.  4e8;  6  M.  &  W.  387).  A  sheriff 
who  baa  seized  goods  under  a^S./u.,  and  has  sold  and  delivered  them  after 
•  secret  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  the  deft.,  but  before  a  commission 
issues  against  him,  is  liable  in  trover  to  the  as*ignrrs  under  the  commission 
(Balme  v.  Hutlon,  9  Bing.  471  ;  set  (jrwvcs  v.  Co*  ham,  10  Bing.  5).  Where 
a  creditor  obtained  judgment  by  HI/  tltcit  agmmtl  a  trader,  and  thereupon 
issued  nji.fa.t  under  which  the  sheriff  M-imi  the  good*  of  the  trader,  who 
afterwords,  and  l«-lore  the  good*  were  sold,  commit u  d  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
upon  which  a  commission  i**ued,  and  he  was  duly  declared  a  bankrupt,  of 
which  the  kherilf  had  notice,  but  nevertheless  sold  the  good*,  and  (mid  over 
the  proceed*  lo  the  execution  creditor:  held,  that  he  won  not  juMifxd  in  pay* 
ing  over  the  money,  and  wo*  Imble  lo  bo  sued  for  it  by  the  nitignees  in  an 
?  action  for  money  had  nnd  received  (Motley  v.  Buck,  b  B.  A:  C.  160).  The 

sheriff  sold  good*  under  a  Ji.  fn.  without  notice  of  a  prvviou*  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy by  the  d<  ft.,  and  paid  over  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  to  the  pit.  upon 
an  indemnity  :  held,  that  the  deft.'*  a*&ign<e*  might  properly  sue  the  sin-riff 
for  money  hud  and  received  (Young  v.  Marshall,  8  Bing.  43;  see  6  Gco. 
IV.  c.  10,  s.  bl,  aud  2  At  3  Viet.  c.  '.'»,  anlr,  "  BANKMITTCV"). 

A  sheriff'*  officer  hod  wrongfully  seized,  under  nfi.fu.  against  A.,  a  horse 
belonging  to  B.  The  horse  Mas  sold  by  B.,  and  the  money  paid  over  to  the 
officer.  B.  brought  an  action  against  the  i-ffiex-r  for  money  had  nnd  received, 
to  recover  the  amount.  It  appeared  that  tin.-  horse  hnd  belonged  to  the  plt.'s 
bus  bind,  hut  after  his  death  hhe  h.id  provMed  for  hi*  k«?  p.  No  letter*  of 
administration  were  produced,  yet  it  was  held  that  there  was  Huffi- 
cient  evidence  against  n  *  wrong-doer  toentitle  her  to  recover  in  thi*  [  *371  ] 
action  (Oujjhton  v.  Sepping*,  1  B.  At  A.  241). 

But  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  the  money  should  have  been  received 
by  the  deft.,  and  accordingly  where  the  purchaser  of  an  estate  agreed  with 
the  vendor,  that  if  the  latter  would  pay  the  whole  expense  of  another  transac- 
tion, he,  the  vendor,  should  not  pay  any  part  of  the  txneu^s  oi'  iho  convey- 
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nnce,  which  were  equally  payable  by  the  vendor  and  vendee:  it  was  held, 
that  the  money  thus  set  off  between  the  vendor  and  vendee  might  be  recovered 
by  the  attorney  who  prepared  the  conveyance,  as  money  had  and  received 
by  the  vendee  to  his  use  (Noy  v.  Reynolds,  1  Ad.  &  E.  159).  So,  where 
A.,  the  agent  both  of  the  grantor  and  grantee  of  an  annuity,  delivered  an 
account  to  the  grantee,  showing  that  the  agent  had  received  certain  sums 
from  the  grantor  on  account  of  the  annuity ;  held,  that  A.,  having  led  the 
grantee  to  suppose  that  these  sums  had  been  received,  was  bound  by  the 
account  delivered,  and  was  liable  in  this  form  of  action,  unless  he  could  show 
he  had  given  credit  for  these  payments  by  mistake  (Shaw  v.  Picton,  4  B.  & 
C. ;  cited  6  B.  &  C.  65 ;  and  observed  upon  in  Hume  v.  Holland,  1  C.  &  M. 
134,  per  Bayley,  B.)  But,  where  all  payments  on  account  of  certain  annui- 
ties passed  through  A.'s  hands,  who  was  the  agent  of  both  the  grantor  and 
grantee,  upon  which  he  charged  the  grantee  a  commission,  and  in  his  account 
delivered  he  gave  credit  for  half  a  year's  annuity,  "as  not  yet  paid,"  and 
debited  him  with  commission  upon  the  same,  which  in  fact  had  not  been 
received  by  A.,  who  afterwards  became  bankrupt :  held,  that  the  assignees 
were  entitled  to  be  allowed  that  sum  in  account  by  the  grantee;  and  when  in 
one  account  credit  was  given  to  the  grantee  for  certain  sums  of  money  as 
actually  received  by  A.,  but  which  had  never  been  received ;  and,  in  another 
account  subsequently  delivered,  the  same  sums  were  placed  to  the  debit  of 
the  grantee,  with  his  assent :  held,  that  the  assignees  were  entitled  to  credit 
for  those  sums  (Shaw  v.  Dartnell,  6  B.  &  C.  56;  see  Hume  v.  Bolland,  1 
C.  &  M.  134,  per  Bollnnd,  B.;  and  'see  Shaw  v.  Woodcock,  7  B.  &  C.  73). 
So,  where  bankers,  who  received  the  dividends  on  certain  stock,  and  had  in 
their  own  books  credited  their  employers  with  the  dividends  as  received, 
when  in  fact  they  had  not  been  received ;  a  partner  in  the  firm  having  sold 
the  stock  under  a  forged  power  of  attorney,  and  continued  to  make  entries 
in  the  books  of  the  firm  as  though  the  dividends  had  been  received  by  him: 
held,  that  the  other  partners  wore  not  bound  by  these  entries  so  as  to  be 
liable  for  money  had  and  received  ;  the  Bank  of  England  continuing  liable  to 
the  employers,  and  their  situation  not  being  altered  materially  (Hume  v. 
Bolland,  1  C.  &  M.  130). 

A.  employed  B.,  a  sharebroker  at  Manchester,  and  lodged  monoy  in  his 
hands  to  procure  from  him  fifty  shares  in  a  certain  railway  company.  B., 
without  disclosing  the  name  of  his  principal,  entered  into  a  contract  with  H., 
another  broker,  to  purchase  them  for  him.  According  to  the  usage  at  the 
stock  exchange  at  Manchester,  there  are  two  settling  days  in  each  month, 
in  which  all  transactions  between  brokers  and  their  principals  are  settled, 
although  in  some  instances  a  settlement  is  not  enforced  by  the  brokers  on 
the  prescribed  days.  H.  had  not  performed  his  contract  with  B.  by  the 
next  settling  day,  and  B.  having  after  that  day  refused  to  return  A.  his 
money :  held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  it  back  from  B.  in  this  form  of 
action  (Fletcher  v.  Marshall,  15  M.  &  W.  755). 

Tolls  wrongfully  taken  and  withheld  by  a  corporation  aggregate,  may  be 

recovered  from  them  by  the  proprietor  in  this  form  (Hale  v.  Swansea  (Mayor), 

5  Q.  B.  526).    Where  a  firm  is  liable  for  money  *received  by  one 

[  *372  ]   of  its  members  after  dissolution  (Armitage  v.  Winterboltom  1  Sco. 

N.  R.  23). 

Proof  that  Money  icas  received  for  Plaintiff's  Use.]  It  must  be  shown 
that,  ;it  the  time  of  the  receipt  of  the  money,  it  was  received  for  plt.'s  use, 
for  a  chose  in  action  is  not  assignable  (1  East,  103;  3  B.  &  P.  559).  Pit. 
must  be  legally  entitled  to  the  money  at  the  time  of  the  receipt,  and  not  at 
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the  time  of  the  action  (Ib.).  (Thornton  v.  Mills,  16  East,  274;  Manifold  r. 
Villaris,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  420);  the  payment  must  have  been  made  with  the 
pit's  money  (Bradsbaw  v.  Bradshaw,  9  M.  &  W.  35). 

'1  he  sheriff  seized  goods  in  the  possession  of  8.,  to  satisfy  a  Jl.  fa.  issued 
a»a-nst  him  upon  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  for  67 /.  S.  had  previously  convey- 
ed all  his  estate  and  effects  to  II ,  by  a  deed  which  it  was  contended  was 
fraudulent  and  void  against  creditors,  and  II.  gave  notice  to  the  sheriff's 
officer  not  to  sell,  and  demanded  the  goods.  The  officer  refused  to  deliver 
them,  except  on  payment  of  9?/  ,  the  30/.  added  being  claimed  for  poundage, 
die.,  which  the  person  sent  by  H.  to  demand  the  goods  paid,  under  protest, 
The  sheriff  returned  the  rent  he  had  levied  of  the  goods,  Ace.,  of  the  pit.  8., 
the  sum  of  6?/.  In  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  brought  by  S. 
against  the  sheriff  to  recover  back  the  3u7. ;  held,  that  it  was  a  question  for 
the  jury,  and  ought  to  have  been  k?A  to  them,  whether  the  money  paid  to 
redeem  the  goods  was  the  money  of  S.  or  not,  and  that  if  it  had  not  been  bis 
money  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  and  that  too  sheriff  was  not  estopped 
by  his  return  to  say,  that  the  excess  beyond  the  677.  wns  not  the  money  of 
8.  (Scarfe  v.  Haliifax,  7  M.  At  W.  288).  But  where  money  has  been 
received  by  A.  upon  tsutl,  10  make  payments  of  an  unascertained  amount, 
and  pay  the  surplus  to  B.,  B.  cannot  sue  A.  fur  money  had  and  received 
while  the  trust  remains  open  (Edwards  v.  Bales,  7  Man.  At  U.  500;  Bartlett 
v.  Unwind,  14  M.  4:  W.  690;  Case  v.  Roberts,  Holt,  N.  P.  000,  per  Bur- 
rough,  J.). 

Premises  in  w  hich  the  business  of  a  wine  and  spirit  merchant  was  carried 
on  were  assigned,  together  with  the  license,  by  way  of  mortgage ;  the  occu- 
pier  forfeited  the  license,  and  plt.'s  mortgage  was  paid  off;  afterwards  the 
assignee  of  the  mortgagor  procured  a  new  license,  which  he  sold  to  a  new 
occupier  of  the  premises:  held,  that  ihe  pit.  could  not  cue  the  assignee  for 
the  amount  obtained  on  the  sale  of  such  license,  it  not  bring  the  plu's  property 
(Manifold  v.  Morris,  ft  limg.  N.  C.  421). 

There  being  mutual  accounts  between  A.  and  B.,  the  latter  met  C.,  A.'s 
brother,  to  settle  them.  Two  account*  wen*  brought  by  C. ;  the  first  con- 
tained  various  items  of  money  received  by  H.  for  A.,  B,  settled  and  signed 
this  account  ;  (.*.  ihen  produced  another  betw«t-n  the  parties  respecting  oilier 
items,  which  B.  disputed  and  refused  to  settle.  It  was  objected,  that  as  the 
lwo|NiperH  mndc  but  one  account,  and  ns  B.  n  lu*cd  to  settle  the  latter,  there 
was  no  balance  ascertained  lor  which  this  action  would  lie,  as  the  only 
proof  of  money  had  «nd  received  was  the  admtttion  of  the  dert.,  and  that 
admission  was  not  sinii.-u-nt.  Hut  it  was  IK  id,  that  tin;  pit.  was  entitled  to 
recover,  for  the  d«  ft.  hud  admitted  u  much  larger  balance  due  a«  uton>-y  had 
und  p-cejvt-d  than  the  b;ilun<-«  il.uii.nl  by  tl«:  j.lt.  (Loryrner  v.  Stephens,  1 
C.  M.  Ai  R.  03). 

But  where  the  deft,  wns  a  men*  wrong-doer  in  Inking  goods,  and  he  bells 
them  and  receives  the  proceeds,  the  |icr»oii  from  who*:  jiussexsion  they  were 
taken  may  maintain  money  had  and  received,  to  n-cover  the  proceeds  with- 
out proving  any  title  to  the  goods  'beyond  nvre.  possession;  nor 
need  the  pit.  show,  by  direct  evidence,  the  exact  amount  received  [  *U73  ] 
by  the  dell.,  if  the  jury  believe  the  Tact  of  ll»e  wile  by  him  (Powell 
v.  U«e>c,  7  Ad.  A:  1C.  4'JO).  And  the  action  will  li«-,  if  the  pit.  be  entitled  to 
the  money,  though  it  had  been  received  indirectly,  and  though  not  the  identi- 
cal produce  of  the  goods  taken  (Allnnson  v.  Atkinson,  1  M.  »k  S.  5"ii3;  Glyn 
».  Uertcl,  b  Taunt.  225).  Where  the  trustee  of  a  bill  of  exchange  sued 
I  here,  .n  for  thu  benefit  of  A-,  nnd  the  dei't.  in  he  action  escaping,  the  trustee 
recovered  against  the  sheriff:  held,  that  A.,  the  cettui  qttt  (rutl,  nn-ht  main- 
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tain  this  action  against  the  trustee  to  recover  the  sum  obtained  from  the 
sheriff,  allowing  the  trustee  his  costs  and  expenses  (Randoll  v.  Bell,  1  M. 
&  S.  714).  So,  where  an  action  was  brought  in  the  name  of  A.  against  B. 
on  a  biU  of  exchange,  but  it  appeared  that  C.  the  drawer  was  the  real  pit., 
and  that  A.  only  lent  his  name,  because  C.  did  not  wish  that  his  should 
appear,  and  that  A.  gave  no  instructions  to,  and  had  no  communication  with, 
(he  attorney,  and  the  attorney  received  a  sum  of  money  from  B.  on  the  settle- 
ment of  that  action  :  held,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  by  A. 
against  the  attorney  to  recover  such  sum,  the  jury  having  found  that  it  was 
received  for  C.  and  not  for  A.,  the  pit.  could  not  recover  (Clark  v.  Dignam,  3 
M.  &  W.  478). 

To  support  this  count,  there  must  be  distinct  proof  that  the  depositor  of 
the  money  in  the  hands  of  the  deft,  placed  it  there  to  be  paid  to  the  pit.,  and 
that  the  pl!.  consented  to  consider  the  money  so  in  the  hands  of  deft.,  as  for 
her  use  especially,  if  she  had  the  option  to  receive  the  money  in  any  other 
way.  What  evidence  is  sufficient  in  such  case  as  between  all  the  parties, 
Deverell  v.  Whitmarsh,  5  Jur.  903. 

But,  in  some  cases,  where  a  party  has  engaged  to  pay  a  sum  of  money 
over  to  a  third  person,  the  latter  may  recover  it  as  had  and  received  to  his 
use;  and  this  maybe  effected  by  the  arrangement  between  the  parties :  thus, 
where  A.  owes  B.  100^.,  and  B.  owes  C.  !()()/.  and  the  three  meet,  and  it  is 
agreed  between  them  that  A.  shall  pay  C.  the  100A,  B.'s  debt  is  extinguished, 
and  C.  may  recover  the  sum  against  A.  (per  Bullcr,  J.,  Tallock  v.  Harris, 
3  T.  K.  180;  3  B.  &  C.  855;  5  D.  &  R.  735;  Wharton  v.  Walker,  4  B. 
&  C.  163  ;  6  D.  &  R.  288 ;  Wilson  v.  Coupland,  5  K.  &  A.  228 ;  Glyii  v. 
Baker,  13  East,  509;  and  see  Spratt  v.  Hobhouse,  4  T.  R.  181  ;  FairJie  v. 
Danton,  8  B.  &  C.  398). 

So,  where  A.  was  indebted  to  B.,  who  was  indebted  to  C.,  and  B.  gave  an 
order  to  A.  to  pay  C.  the  sum  due  from  A.  to  B.,as  a  security,  on  which  C. 
lent  B.  a  further  sum,  arid  the  order  was  accepted  by  A.:  held,  that  on  A.'s 
refusal  to  comply  with  the  order  C.  might  maintain  this  action  against  him  (Is- 
rael v.  Douglas,  1  II.  Bl.  239;  Wilson  v.  Coupland,  5  B.  &  A.  228  ;  Walker 
v.  Rostron,  9  M.  &  W.  411).  Where  an  overseer  stopped  pnrt  of  a  pau- 
per's allowance,  and  engaged  to  pay  it  to  the  pauper's  landlord  for  his  rent, 
in  pursuance  of  an  understanding  between  the  three:  held,  that  the  landlord 
could  not  maintain  this  action  against  the  overseer  (Blackledge  v.  Ilarman, 
1  Moo.  &  R.  344).  Where  by  consent  of  all  parties  the  deft,  is  to  pay  to 
the  pit.  a  debt  due  from  deft,  to  a  third  person,  A.,  who  is  the  plt.'s  debtor, 
it  lies  on  the  pit.  to  show  that  there  was  at  the  time  of  the  agreement  an  as- 
certained debt  due  from  deft,  to  A.  (Fairlie  v.  Dcnton.,  8  B.  &  C.  395). 

In  such  case,  however,  two  ingredients  are,  it  seems,  necessary,  in  order 
to  enable  the  pit.  C.  to  sue  A.,  as  for  money  had  and  received:  viz.  that  the 
debt  originally  due  to  him,  the  pit.,  from  the  third  person,  B.,  should  be  ex- 
tinguished by  the  new  arrangement,  and  that  the  debt  due  from  the  deft,  to 
the  third  party,  B.,  should  have  been  *for  money  had  and  received 
[*374]  (Wilson  v.  Coupland,  5  B.  &  A.  228 ;  Wharton  v.  Walker,  4  B. 
&  C.  163;  Cuxon  v.  Chadlcy,  5  B.  &  C.  591;  sec  Ward  v. 
Evans,  2  Ld.  Raym.  928);  and  the  debt  due  to  the  pit.  from  B.  is  not  ex- 
tinguished, unless  there  be  a  communication  between  all  parties,  and  an  ex- 
press agreement  by  the  pit.  to  accept  the  deft,  only  as  his  debtor  (Ib. ;  Wil- 
son v.  Coupland,  3  B.  &  C.  591  ;  Cuxon  v.  Chadley,  5  D.  &  R.  735). 

In  Fairlie  v.  Denton,  it  was  held,  that  if  there  be  a  defined  and  ascertained 
debt  due  from  A.  to  B.,  and  a  debt  to  the  same  or  a  larger  amount  due  from 
C.  to  A.,  and  the  three  agree  that  C.  shall  be  B.'s  debtor  instead  of  A.,  and 


MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED.  374 

C.  promise  to  pay  B.,  the  latter  may  sue  C.,  but  that  in  such  action  the  pit. 

B.  must  show  that  at  the  time  when  the  deft.  C.  promised  to  pay  him,  B  . 
there  was  an  ascertained  debt  due  from  A.,  the  third  party,  to  him,  the  pit. 

Mut  it  has  been  held  that  if  S.  be  indebted  to  T.,  and  G.  being  indebted 
to  S.,  S.  requested  G.  to  pay  T.  whatever  might  be  due  from  G.  to  S.,  and 
G.  promise  to  do  so,  when  the  amount  is  ascertained,  and  before  it  be  pnkJ, 
8.  become  bankrupt,  T.  may  notwithstanding  the  bankruptcy  of  S.  claim 
from  G.  the  amount  of  tin;  debt  to  T.,  there  being  an  rquitatjr  assignment  of 
the  debt  due  from  G.  to  S.,  which  bound  the  assignee*  of  the  latter  (Crow- 
foot v.  Gurney,  9  Bing.  372 ;  see  also  Bclcbrn  v.  Oldneld,  6  Bing.  N.  C. 
102.)  It  is  not  necessary  that  formal  notice  should  be  given  to  the  debtor 
of  the  assignment  of  the  debt  to  the  pit.;  it  suffices  if  it  be  shown  that  the 
foci  of  assignment  has  been  communicated  to  the  debtor  without  proving  any 
••sent  by  him  (Tibbetts  v.  George,  5  Ad.  Ac  K.  107  ;  see  also  Smith  ?. 
Smith,  */C.  01  M.  'J31 ;  Wuikiu*,  ex  pane,  1  M.  &  Ayr.  6«9). 

If  A.  remit  money  to  B.  to  pay  to  C  ,  and  B.  promise  C.  to  pay  it  to  him, 

C.  can  maintain  an  fiction  against  B.  (Lilly  v.  Hays,  5  Ad.  &  E.  548). 
Although   it  is   in  geneml  necessary  that  His-  money  should  have  hern 

originally  received  by  the  tleft.  for  the  use  of  the />'/.;  yei  there  are  cases  in 
which  it  may  be  presumed,  or  regarded  as  the  arrangement  between  the  par- 
ti  -s;  and  the  dclt.'s  admission  that  he  holds  value  in  money  to  which  t he- 
pit,  his  become  entitled  uny  render  him  liable  in  this  form  of  action.    Thus, 
where  the  deft  ,  a  loan  contractor,  delivered  to  L.  certain  scrip  receipts,  pur- 
porting  that  L.  had  paid  htm   10/.  per  cent,  deposit  in   mpect  of  certain 
amount  of  Neapolitan  stock,  and  entitling  the  bearer  to  certificates  for  I  hit 
•mount  of  stock  upon  his  paying  the  balance,  1st  Feb.  1833,  but  there  was 
no  stipulation  that  the  deposits  sltnuld  be  forfeited  in  case  of  nonpayment  of 
the  balance,  L.  transferred   the  receipts  to  pit.  for  value;  the  deft,  then  by 
public  advertisement  offered  tho  holder  of  the»e  receipts   upon  certain  con- 
ditions, on  extension  of  lime  for  payment  of  the  balance  due  upon  them,  rr. 
quiring  tlie  receipts  to  be  le.ft  at  lus  otfico  to  be  marked  as  holdrn  under  the 
new  conditions;  tin-  receipts  tnnttlerrrd  by  L.  to  the.  ph.  were  accordingly 
sent  by  him  to  ibo  deft.'s   ofliit?.  »here    they   were   indorsed  by  the  deft., 
with  i lie  pit.'*  name;  the  pits,  and  others  hating   fuiled   to  comply   with 
tli--  new   condition*,  the  dell,   refused  to  deliver  tin-  certificate*,  or  to  re- 
turn  lite  dejtosits:  h«-|.l,  tli.it  tin-  pit.   might,  in  an  action   for  money  hnd 
and  received,  recover  of  the  del'ts.  the  amount  of  the  deposits  pnid  by  L. 
(H.  nmngs  v.  Rothschild,  4  Bing.  313;  and  see  Spralt  v.  liobhousc,  supra; 
I'urry  v.  Roberts,  3  Ad    &  K.  11U).      I'll,  employed  deft,  without   reward, 
to  carry  4.V.  (or  him  to  a  jx-rson  at  Liverpool.     Ifc-i't.  did  not  deliver  il,  and 
afterwards  told  pit.   that   lie   had    l»-t  it  in  a  brothel,  but   would  n-pay  il  to 
him.     There  H««  no  oilier  evidence  how  the   loss   had  happened,  pit.  *utd 
•for  i !»•    money,  as    had  and    received  to  h-  us.-.      Held,  that  the 
nction  lay  indc|«odcnlly  of  the  promise,  deli,  not  having  paid  over    [  *375  1 
the    money  or  returned  it  to  pit. ;  that  if  a    loss  in  th<:  manner 
alleged   hail  been  proved,  the  nction  should   have  been  for  gross  ne^ljcienee, 
uiid  not  money  bad  and  received,  but  tliat  the*  deft.'s  assertion  was  not  tunislar. 
lory  proof  of  his  own  gros^  negligence  (I'urry  v.  Huberts,  3  Ad.  A:  I..  118). 
\V  hrrc  the  dell,  hid,  us  udinmi^lrator,  received  a  sum  of  money  which  it 
\\us  ;i_  !«••  il  by  all  tho   jiorsons  entitled  to  it,  sh.iuld   !»•  applied  to  the  reimv- 
iiR-nt  of  the  lunt-rul  oMhc  intestate's  widow,  which  had  been  pnid  by  tin:  ph., 
und  which  hud  b- en   promix  d  si  to  Lo  ujp.i(d:   held,  that   di-lt.    w'a»   liable 
jier»«  nnlly  lor  money  had  and  ree«-ivf»i  for  the  plt.'s  use  (Mecrt  v.  Mornsard, 
1    M.   6£   It.  0);    but   where   deft.,  as    ageut   of  an   executor,  .wrote   to  a 
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legatee,  informing  him  of  his  legacy  and  its  amount,  and  offering  to  remit  it 
in  any  way  the  legatee  would  suggest,  which  he  afterwards  did,  minus  a 
sum  deducted  for  expenses:  held,  that  deft,  was  not  liable  to  the  legatee  in 
this  action  for  the  sum  so  deducted,  there  being  no  privity  between  them 
(Barlowe  v.  Browne,  16  M.  &  W.  126).  If  a  trustee  state  an  account  with 
his  ccstui  que  trust,  and  admit  that  a  balance  belonging  to  the  latter  is  in 
his  hands,  he  is  liable  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  (Roper  v. 
Holland,  3  Ad.  &  E.  99).  But,  where  trustees  for  the  separate  use  of  the 
wife  admitted  that  they  held  a  certain  sum  to  her  separate  use,  but  refused 
to  pay  it  over  without  her  separate  receipt :  held,  that  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated  would  not  lie  by  husband  and 
wife,  for  the  sum  so  admitted  to  be  due  to  her  (Bond  v.  Nurse,  16  Law  J., 
N.  S.,  Q.  B.  196).  Nor  can  a  husband  maintain  this  action  to  recover  a 
sum  from  the  deft.,  a  trustee,  in  whose  hands  he  has  joined  his  wife  in 
placing  some  funded  property,  to  which  she  was  entitled  under  a  former  mar- 
riage settlement,  for  the  purpose  of  his  selling  it,  and  after  paying  off  a  mort- 
gage, securing  the  interest  of  the  remainder  to  his  wife,  &c.,  though  the 
deft,  had  converted  the  property  into  money,  and  paid  over  to  the  pit.  a  por- 
tion of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  (Mileham  v.  Eicke,  3  M.  &  W.  407). 

In  August,  1821,  A.,  a  trader,  being  indebted  to  B.  and  C.,  then  in  part- 
nership, but  about  .to  separate,  gave  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  secure  payment 
by  instalments  to  B.  alone,  who  knew  that  A.  was  then  insolvent.  In  October, 

A.  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  in  November,  at  B.'s  desire,  he  sent 
goods  to  the  warehouse  of  B.  and  C.  as  a  further  security  for  the  debt.     In 
December,  B.  and  C.  dissolved  partnership,  and  the  former  afterwards  re- 
ceived from  A.  several  sums  of  money  on  account  of  the  warrant  of  attorney, 
and  also  sold  the  goods  towards  satisfaclion  of  the  debt.     A  commission  of 
bankrupt  issued  against  A.  in  January,  1823,  and  in  November  of  that  year 

B.  died.     Held,  that  A.'s  assignees  might  recover  from  C.  the  money  paid 
by  A.  on  the  warrant  of  attorney  by  an  action  for  money  had  and  received, 
and  the  value  of  the  goods  by  an  action  of  trover  (Biggs  v.  Fellows,  8  B.  & 

C.  403  ;  per  Holroyd,  J.).     A  judgment  taken  by  one  of  two  joint  creditors 
does  not  extinguish  the  debt  unless  it  be  clearly  taken  with  the  concurrence 
of  both  (Ib.).     Where  the  liability  of  one  partner  is  accepted  in  substitution 
for  that  of  the  firm,  on  a  dissolution,  there  must  be  an  express  promise  and 
agreement  so  as  to  give  a  clear  right  of  action  against  the  one  (see  Thomas 
v.  Shillibeer,  1  M.  &  W.  124 ;  see  "  PARTNERS").     Promises  to  pay  the  pit. 
instead  of  the  original  creditor  need  not  be  in  writing  (Hodgson  v.  Anderson, 
3  B.  &  C.  842  ;  Crowfoot  v.  Gurney,  9  Bing.  372  ;  and  see  Eastwood  v. 
Kenyon,  2  P.  &  D.  276,  where  it  was  held  that  a  promise  to  the  debtor  to 

pay  his  debt  to  a  third  party  is  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds). 
[  *376  ]  And  *if  the  deft,  was  not  originally  indebted  to  the  third  party, B., 

as  for  money  had  and  received,  the  plt.'s  remedy,  as  it  seems,  is 
only  by  special  action  of  assumpsit  on  the  agreement  (Ib. ;  Blackledge  v. 
Harman,  1  Moo.  &  R.  344;  and  see  Ch.  jun.  Contr.  615  ;  but  see  Israel  v. 
Douglas,  1  H.  Bl.  '^39 ;  Williams  v.  Everett,  14  East,  587  ;  n.  (a);  per  Ld. 
Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  Taylor  v.  Hisgins,  3  East,  171  ;  Wharton  v.  Walker,  4 
B.  &  C.  166  ;  Fairlie  v.  Deaton,  8  B.  &  C.  398;  Hennings  v.  Rothschild,  4 
Bing.  315).  Where  it  appeared  that  the  deft.,  an  overseer,  had  stopped  part 
of  a  pauper's  parochial  weekly  allowance,  and  engaged  to  pay  it  over  to  the 
pit.,  the  pauper's  landlord,  in  pursuance  of  an  understanding  between  the 
three,  it  was  held  that  the  pit.  could  not  support  this  action  against  the  deft. 
as  the  latter  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  agreement  a  debtor  to  the  pauper,  nor 
was  the  money  in  his  hands  expressly  received  on  account  of  this  particular 
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pauper,  nor  had  the  pauper  at  any  time  a  legal  right  to  it  (Blackledge  v. 
Harmon,  1  Moo.  &  R.  344).  And  tho  action  will  lie,  against  a  person 
giving  the  order  for  payment  of  money  to  the  ph.,  he  having  afterward*  re- 
ceived such  money  himself;  therefore,  where  the  deft,  (who  was  indebted  in 
15(i/.)  was  employed  by  T.  to  perform  certain  work,  lor  which  be  was  to 
receive  a  per  centage,  gave  an  order  to  T.  to  pay  the  pit.  1507.  out  of  the 
first  moneys  due  to  the  deft.,  mid  afterwards  being  indebted  to  B.  in  a  larger 
sum,  the  deft,  executed  a  deed,  reciting  the  above  facts,  and  assigning  to  B. 
such  sums  as  there  were,  or  should  thereafter  Become  due  to  him,  the  deft., 
from  T.,  in  trust,  first,  to  pny  the  pit.,  and  then  the  larger  sum,  and  the  deft, 
afterwards  received  1501.  from  T.,  upon  which  pit.  sued  him:  held,  that 
money  had  and  received  Iny,  though  no  proof  was  given  of  T.'s  assent  to 
tho  order,  and  though  at  the  time  of  making  of  the  deed  there  was  not  160& 
due  to  the  deft,  from  T.  (Poolcy  v.  Goodwin,  4  Ad.  &  E.  04). 

Where  Agent  HaMr.]  A  direction  to  a  hanker  or  other  agent  to  hold  the 
money  of  the  principnf  at  the  disposal  of  a  third  party,  is  revocable,  until 
actual  appropriation  or  payment  ol  the  money  according  lo  thu  order  (<.iib*oa 
v.  Miner,  R.  Ac  M.  71 ;  Carry  v.  Adkms,  4  Cnmp  93;  ilnnkey  v.  Hunter, 
Peak.  Ad.  Cn.  107  ;  llradbury  v.  And.  rton,  1  ('.  M.  Ac  U.  486  J  see  Scott  v. 
Porchcr,  3  Mer.  6.V2),  or  a  promise  by  the  agent  lo  the  third  party  to  make 
such  payment  (Lilly  v.  Hayes,  lupra). 

Where  A.  sent  lulls  to  B  ,  hi*  banker,  directing  him  to  pny  part  of  the 
produce  to  C.,  and  B.  refused  to  act  upon  I  he  order,  but  received  the  product* 
of  the  bills,  it  was  held  that  C.  could  not  ninintain  an  action  against  B.  for 
so  much  money  had  and  rrcrived  to  his  use,  since,  as  between  the  pit.  and 
deft.,  there  was  no  privily,  either  rxprrcs  or  implied  (Williams  v.  Kverrtt, 
14  I£ast,  ftSti;  Stewart  v.  Fry,  7  Jur.  339;  (!ib*on  v.  Minrt,  itijtrti;  wr 
Duron  v.  Husband,  4  B.  A.  Ad.  «l  1  ;  llowcll  v.  Bail,  ft-  B.  dt  Ad.  A04  ;  Siim 
v.  Duller,  4  B.  Ac  Ad.  37A;  we  Wrdlake  v.  Hare,  1  C.  At  J.  H3);  there  mum 
be  some  privily  of  contract  between  in*  pll.  nnd  deft.;  tlic  merv  fact  that  lhr> 
money  belonged  to  jilt,  is  not  in-flicM  nt,  if  th«*  deft.  i«  accountable  f»r  il  to 
anoth.  r  (Block  v.  SuMnuny.  l.'i  Lnw  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  :t.V| ;  Cobb  v.  Ikckc, 
6  Q.  B.  U30;  Barlowe  v.  Browne,  10  M.  Ac  W.  ItfN;  Jon™  v.  Carter,  8  Q. 
B.  IKK)).  So,  where  il  nppenml  lint  the  money  had  been  deposited  with 
the  (!«K.  as  trt-asurer  of  u  money  club,  not  by  ihc  pit.,  but  by  bi*  son,  a 
minor,  who  wns  a  meniU-r  of  the  club,  and  who  bad  mndt*  neveral  p<iymenlK 
himwlf,  but  bad  ullerwardi  run  nway  from  bit  MTvice,  nnd  the.  jmymenlM 
were  then  continued  by  bin  *istcr,  from  money  luniuhed  by  bin  moiln-r,  then* 
was  no  evidence  that  the.  dell,  knew  tinylhing  of  ibe  jilt.:  *held, 
I  but  I  be  proper  question  fur  tlie  jury  was,  whe'lter  llien-  w-a«  any  [  *377  ] 
prixity  ol  contract  U-lwe»-n  the  dell,  nnd  (ill.  (Bluck  v.  Siddaw-ny, 
l.r>  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  a.Vj).  So,  where  A.,  who  was  d«  it.  in  nn  action 
brought  by  B.,  paid  t IK* debt  niul  costs  to  his  own  country  acorney,  f<ir  irnn»- 
mission  to  B  ,  the  attorney  sent  u  cheque  exceeding  ih"  nniount  to  his  own 
town  n^>  nt,  directing  him  lo  pay  the.  debt  nnd  costs  out  of  it,  the  nyi-nt  ac- 
koowk'dgfd  the  receipt  by  litter  lo  the  country  attorney,  and  tht-nin  proniiwd 
to  apply  ihe  money  us  directed,  but  ho  retained  il  in  reiluction  of  a  d<-bt  due 
to  him  Irom  the  nttorney:  held,  that  there  was  no  suftic.u  n!  privity  to  Htipjiort 
tl»e  action  for  money  had  and  received  by  A.  against  the  a»ent  (Cobb  v. 
Bccke,  tuprn).  Where  nn  attorney's  clerk  in  the  absence  of  his  principal 
received  numry  due  to  the  j>lt.,  one  of  his  master's  clients,  and  gave  u  re- 
ceipt, signed  "  B.  for  M.  J.,"  nnd  his  master  never  returning,  the  clerk 
refused  to  pay  over  the  money  to  the  pit.,  held,  (hul  no  action  lay  against 
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the  clerk,  there  being  no  privity  between  him  and  the  pit.  (Stephens  v.  Bad- 
cock,  and  see  Howell  v.  Batt,  5  B.  &  Ad.  504).  A.,  B.,  and  others,  were 
owners  of  a  ship  in  East  India  Company;  B.  was  managing  owner,  and 
employed  C.  as  his  agent  for  general  purposes,  as  well  as  to  receive  and  pay 
moneys  on  account  of  the  ship,  and  C.  kept  a  separate  account  in  his  books 
with  B.,  as  such  managing  owner;  to  receive  payment  of  a  sum  of  money 
due  from  the  East  India  Company,  on  account  of  the  ship,  it  was  necessary 
that  the  receipt  should  he  signed  by  one  or  more  of  the  owners,  besides  the 
managing  owner;  and  upon  a  receipt  signed  by  B.,  and  one  of  the  owners, 
C.  received  on  account  of  the  ship  2000/.  from  the  company,  and  placed  it 
to  B.'s  credit  in  his  books,  as  managing  owner;  the  part  owners  having 
brought  money  had  and  received  to  recover  the  balance  of  that  account: 
held,  that  C.  had  received  the  money  as  agent  of  B.,  and  was  accountable 
to  him  for  it ;  that  there  was  no  privity  between  the  other  part  owners  and 
C.,  and  consequently  that  the  action  was  not  maintainable  (Sims  v.  Brittain, 
4  B.  &  Ad.  375).  The  deft,  was  an  office-keeper  of  the  E.  arid  L.  coach, 
and  servant  to  C.,  a  proprietor  at  E.,  where  the  office  which  deft,  kept  was. 
Deft,  from  time  to  time  made  up  accounts  of  the  shares  of  profits  due  to  the 
several  proprietors,  and  sent  them  to  these  parlies,  taking  the  money  from  a 
balance  of  C.'s,  which  he  had  in  his  hands.  On  one  occasion  deft,  sent  to 
pit.,  a  proprietor,  a  packet,  purporting  to  contain  23/.,  which  was  due  to 
him,  but  in  reality  containing  20/.  only.  Pit.  sued  deft,  for  3/.  had  and 
received  :  held,  that  he  was  not  liable,  there  being  no  privity  of  contract 
between  him  and  the  ph.,  and  this  defence  was  open  to  him,  although  he 
told  the  pit.  after  action  brought  that  he,  the  deft.,  had  had  the  23A  of  C., 
and  sent  it  to  the  pit.,  and  debited  C.  with  it  (Howell  v.  Batt,  5  B.  &  Ad. 
504);  there  are,  nevertheless,  cases  whore  the  action  lies,  though  there  be 
no  privity  of  contract,  as  where  the  deft,  has  committed  a  tort,  and  such 
tort  has  been  waived  by  the  pit.  (Clerk  v.  Gilbert,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  958;  Ham- 
bly  v.  Trott,  Cowp.  371  ;  Pratt  v.  Vizard,  5  B.  &  Ad.  803).  Though  it 
would  be  otherwise  had  the  bankers  assented  to  the  order,  and  informed  the 
pit.  that  they  held  the  money  for  him  (Fruhling  v.  Schroeder,  2  Bing.  N. 
C..  77).  But,  where  money  was  paid  into  a  banking-house,  for  the  purpose 
of  taking  up  a  particular  bill  then  lying  there  for  payment,  although  tho 
banker's  clerk  said  at  the  time  that  he  could  not  give  up  the  bill,  but  took 
the  money,  it  was  held  to  be  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the 
owner  and  holder  of  the  bill,  and  that  it  could  not  be  applied  by  the  bankers 
to  the  general  account  of  the  acceptor,  who  had  paid  the  money  (De  Bar- 
nales  v.  Fuller,  14  East,  590,  in  notes). 

*In  VVedlake  v.  Harley,  supra,  it  appeared  that  A.  remitted  to 
[*378]  B.  a  bank  bill,  indorsed  "  Pay  to  the  order  of  B.,  under  provision 
for  my  note  in  favour  of  C.,  payable  at  the  house  of  B.  on  1st 
January,  1830."  B.  received  the  proceeds  of  the  bill,  and  refused  to  pay 
them  over  to  C.,  C.  sued  B.  in  this  form  of  action:  held,  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  C.,  because  B.  had  never  assented  to  hold  the  bill  or  money  to  the 
use  of  C.  (see  Brind  v.  Hampshire,  1  M.  &  W.  305).  And  a  banker  who 
receives  a  sum  of  money,  the  property  of  several  persons,  from  their  agent, 
who  is  charged  to  divid<;  it  amongst  them  in  distinct  proportions  known  to 
the  banker,  is  not,  af.er  part  of  the  money  has  been  drawn  out  and  distri- 
buted by  the  agent,  liable  to  any  proprietor  in  an  action  for  his  share  (Pinto 
v.  Santos,  5  Taunt.  447).  And  if  a  debtor  place  a  sum  of  money  in  the 
hands  of  a  third  person,  to  be  paid  to  his  creditor,  but  with  instructions  not 
to  hand  it  over  until  the  happening  of  a  certain  event,  the  creditor  cannot 
sue  in  this  action  such  third  person  until  the  event  has  taken  place  (Sewell 
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*.  Ruby,  6  M.  At  W.  W ;  we  Wilkinson  T.  Godefroy,  0  Ad.  At  E.  636  j 
Brind  v.  Hampshire,  1  M.  &  W.  365).  But  if  the  money  be  in  fact  appro- 
printed  and  set  apart  by  the  terms  of  the  order,  aa  a  security  to  the  third 
party,  the  principal  cannot  even  an  against  bis  agent  rescind  the  order 
(Fisher  v.  Miller,  1  Bing.  157;  Robertson  v.  Fauntleroy,  8  Moo.  10;  see 
Hare  v.  Richards,  5  Moo.  &  P.  35;  Bruce  T.  Wait,  3  M.  At  W.  18).  If  an 
agent  receive  a  sum  of  money  from  his  principal  with  instructions  to  apply 
it  to  a  particular  purpose,  and  which  he  refuses  to  do  or  to  account  for  it, 
be  is  liable  in  this  form  (Ehrensperger  v.  Anderson,  3  Ezch.  148;  Buchan- 
noo  v.  Findlay,  9  B.  At  C.  738).  So,  if  he  misapplies  the  money,  or  applies 
it  to  a  particular  purpose  after  his  authority  ceases  (Ib.;  see  Fletcher  T. 
Marshall,  15  M.  At  W.  755 ;  Parry  v.  Roberts,  3  Ad.  At  E.  118).  But  ho 
will  not  be  liable  to  this  action  for  mere  neglect  to  apply  the  money  (Khren- 
aperger  v.  Anderson,  sttprti).  Where  the  owner  consigns  goods  to  W.,  with 
directions  to  pay  over  the  net  proceeds  to  B.,  and  W.  employs  a  broker  to 
sell  them,  who  receives  the  money,  B.  can  recover  from  the  broker  the  pro- 
oeeds  only,  subject  to  the  same  deductions  and  allowances  as  W.  waa  enti- 
tled to  make  in  account  with  the  consignor  (Blackburn  v.  Kymer,  6  Taunt. 
584).  Where  a  colonel  appoints  an  agent  of  a  regiment  under  the  usual 
power  of  attorney,  the  latter  is  bound  to  account  to  the  former  for  money 
received  by  government,  although  such  money  was  eventually  payable  not 
only  to  the  colonel  but  to  other  otficers  and  persons  in  the  regiment  (Knowlea 
v.  Mailland,  4  B.  At  C.  173). 

A  person  cnnnot,  in  general,  revoke  an  authority  to  his  debtor  to  pay  the 
debt  to  a  third  party,  ihe  creditor  of  the  former,  after  the  debtor  has  given 
a  pledge  to  such  third  party  that  he  will  pay  the  money  according  to  the 
authority  (Hodgson  v.  Andcnon,  3  B.  Ac  C.  843;  Robertson  v.  Fauniteroy, 
8  Moo.  10;  Gibson  v.  Minet,  R.  Ac  M.  71). 

A  debtor  of  pit.  transmitted  a  sum  of  mon-  y  to  deft.,  who  admitted  having 
received  it,  and,  being  afterward*  informed  that  it  was  meant  to  be  paid  to 
the  pit.,  said  that  lie  would  so  pay  it :  these  statement*  were  communicated 
to  the  pit.  by  doft.'s  authority  :  held,  that  on  his  failing  to  pay,  pit.  might 
sue  him  in  this  nc'ion,  and  that  deft,  could  not  wt  up  n*  a  defence  a  want  of 
consideration  moving  from  pit.  to  hiimclf  (Lilly  v.  Hay*,  5  Ad.  Ac  E.  548; 
see  Cobb  v.  IWke,  6  Q.  B.  030).  A.  bring'  indebted  to  B.,  in  order  to 
discharge  the  debt,  executed  to  B.  a  j-owi-r  of  attorney,  authorizing  him  to 
sell  certain  lands  of  A.:  held,  thnt  tins  being  an  authority,  coupled  with  an 
interest,  could  not  be  revoked  ((jnus*rn  v.  Morton,  10  B.  At  C.  731). 

*As  to  the  effect  of  u  transfer  ia  a  bunker's  book*.  Ace.,  see  Gib- 
son  v.  Minn,  3   Bing.  7;  1    R.  Ac  M.  OH  ;  Bulkr  v.  Harrison,   [  *379  ] 
Cowp.  505;  Ch.  jun.  Contr.  017. 

This  action  lies  if  a  person  go  and  receive  my  rents  from  my  tenants 
(Lightly  v.  Clouston,  1  Taunt.  114,  |>er  Heath,  J.  But  it  must  appear  that 
the  deft.,  in  so  acting,  was  the  agent  of  the  pit.  (Clarence  v.  Marshall,  Si  C. 
Ac  M.  •">•'_',  per  II  ivley,  B.).  Where  a  person  claiming  title  to  land,  who 
renlly  has  none,  induces  the  tenants  of  ihe  owner  to  pay  him  their  rents, 
and  retains  them  tulcrrtelif^  this  form  of  action  is  not  the  proper  remedy 
(Clarence  v.  Marshall,  'Z  C.  A:  M.  41*5;  »  e  also  Dec  harms  v.  Norwood,  4 
Moo.  A:  S.  400;  Marshall  v.  Hopkins,  15  Hast,  313).  The  pit.,  a  feme  salt, 
married  W.,  the  deft.,  who  was  already  a  nmrried  man,  and  lie  made  a  lease 
of  the  wil«-'s  land,  reserving  rent,  and  receiving  the  rents  from  the  tenants. 
The  pit.,  discovering  I  ho  former  marriage,  sued  W.  for  so  much  money  had 
and  received  to  her  use.  After  verdict  it  was  objected,  that  W.,  having  no 
right  to  receive,  the  tenant  was  not  discharged,  and  therefore  an  action  lay 
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against  the  tenant,  who  has  his  remedy  over  against  W. :  held,  that  W.  was 
visibly  a  husband,  and  the  tenant  discharged  (Hasser  v.  Wallis,  1  Salk.  28; 
see  Darnton  v.  Pigman,  Peak.  Ad.  Ca.  Ill  ;  see  also,  Thornton  v.  Mills,  16 
East,  274 ;  Manifold  v.  Morris,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  420). 

Stakeholders .]  Where  money  is  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  stakeholder  by 
two  parlies,  subject  to  the  event  of  a  legal  wager,  no  part  of  the  deposit  can 
be  recovered  from  him  except  by  the  winner  (Brandon  v.  Hibber,  4  Camp. 
37  ;  Bland  v.  Collett,  ib.  157 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Godefroy,  9  Ad.  &  E.  530). 
A  stakeholder  is  the  agent  of  both  parties,  and  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Eltham 
v.  Kingsman  (1  B.  &  A.  682),  has  held,  that  his  authority  is  countermand- 
able  like  that  of  an  arbitrator  ;  but  Parke,  B.,  in  Marryott  v.  Broderick  (2 
M.  &  W.  372),  doubts  the  application  of  such  a  principle.  In  the  case  of  a 
stake,  or  deposit  upon  a  legal  wager,  one  party  cannot  rescind  the  agree- 
ment or  wager,  and  claim  his  stake  from  the  holder,  although  he  demand 
back  his  deposit  before  the  wager  has  been  determined,  or  before  the  race 
has  been  run  (Ib. ;  per  Parke,  B.).  Where  the  event  or  wager  has  been 
determined,  the  stakeholder  is  liable  to  be  sued  by  the  winner  for  the  stakes, 
without  being  entitled  to  any  notice  of  the  happening  of  such  event  (see 
Duncan  v.  Cafe,  2  M.  &  W.  244).  Where  A.  deposits  money  in  the  hands 
of  a  stakeholder  until  the  amount  of  demand  which  B.  has  upon  A.  can  be 
ascertained,  the  stakeholder  cannot  legally  pay  the  amount  to  B.  upon  his 
indemnity  without  the  consent  of  A.,  before  the  claim  upon  the  latter  is 
ascertained ;  and  if  the  stakeholder  do  so,  A.  may  maintain  this  action 
against  him  without  reference  to  B.'s  demand  (Cowling  v.  Beacham,  7  Moo. 
465).  Where  a  cheque  is  delivered  to  a  stakeholder,  and  received  by  him 
as  money,  the  fact  of  his  cashing  it  docs  not  divest  him  of  his  special  cha- 
racter, or  amount  to  such  a  tort  as  to  render  him  liable  in  this  form  of  action, 
before  the  event  has  taken  place  until  the  happening  of  which  he  was  to  hold 
the  cheque  (Wilkinson  v.  Godefroy,  9  Ad.  &  E.  538).  When  the  wager 
was  illegal  either  party  may  recover,  whether  the  event  be  decided  or  not, 
if  the  return  of  his  share  have  been  demanded  before  the  money  paid  over 
after  the  event  to  the  winner  (Galty  v.  Field,  9  Q.  B.  431  ;  see  Ch.  Contr. 
538;  and  see  Vurncy  v.  Ilickman,  5  C.  B.  271;  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  109, 
s.  18).  The  mere  bringing  an  action  is  not  a  demand  (Gaily  v.  Field, 
supra). 

Upon  a  contract  of  sale  and  return,  with  a  certain  sum  to  be  paid  for  hire, 

if  return  should  be  made,  the  money  received  by  the  seller  becomes 

[  *380  ]  *money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  other  party,  if  return 

be  made,  and  may  be  recovered  in  ihis  aclion  (Hurst  v.  Orbell,  8 

Ad.  &  E.  107 ;  3  Nov.  &  P.  237). 

The  cleft.,  captain  of  the  plt.'s  ship,  drew  a  bill  on  plt.'s  agent  for  ex- 
penses incurred  on  account  of  the  ship,  and  plt.'s  ngent  having  paid  the  bill, 
he  afterwards  brought  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  to  his  use 
against  llie  captain,  and  at  the  trial  proved  payment  only  of  the  bill  by  his 
agent,  without  giving  evidence  that  any  of  the  sum  for  which  the  bill  was 
drawn  had  ever  reached  deft.'s  hands:  held,  that  the  bill  of  exchange  was 
not  evidence  of  money  had  and  received  to  plt.'s  use  (Scott  v.  Miller,  3 
Bing.  N.  C.  811). 

This  action  does  not  lie  against  the  bailee  of  a  bill  of  exchange  not  due  at 
the  time  of  the  action  brought,  which  he  has  wrongfully  deposited  with  his 
own  bankers  ;  although  he  has  obtained  money  upon  the  joint  credit  of  that 
and  other  bills  (Atkins  v.  Owen,  6  Nev.  &  M.  309;  see  Palmer  v.  Jarniaiu, 
2  M.  &  W.  282). 
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Where  A.  has  accepted  a  bill  Tor  a  debt  due  to  B.,  and  after  the  bill 
become*  due,  and  without  the  privity  of  B.,  lends  100/.  to  C.,  which  at  the 
lime  of  the  loan,  A.  was  proceeding  to  deposit  with  his  bankers  upon  account 
of  the  bill,  upon  the  assurance  that  C.  would  lodge  the  •mount  for  that  pur- 
pose  before  the  bill  became  due  at  the  bank,  B.  cannot  upon  failure  of  C.'i 
promise  maintain  this  action  against  C.  (McCarthy  v.  Smith,  1  Ale,  &  Nap. 


Upon  reading  the  will  of  A.,  in  the  presence  of  her  family,  B.,  who  had 
resided  with  her,  produced  a  parcel  containing  bank  notes,  and  stated  that  A. 
had  given  it  to  her  about  a  fortnight  before  her  death  ;  upon  which,  C.,  the 
brother  of  B.,  took  up  the  note*,  and  said  ha  would  keep  them  until  B. 
required  them,  or,  as  stated  by  other  witnesses,  until  the  claims  of  the  exe- 
cutors were  disposed  of:  held,  that  in  an  action  by  B.  against  C.,  for  money 
had  and  received,  evidence  of  what  had  been  stated  by  B.  was  admissible  to 
show  her  title  to  the  notes  (Hayslip  v.  Gymcr,  1  Ad.  Ac  E.  103).  Held 
also,  that  such  statement  coupled  with  evidence  of  possession;  of  B.'s  con- 
duct at  the  time  of  the  reading  of  the  will  ;  of  her  having  told  her  sister 
Home  days  before  the  death  of  A.,  of  the  pill  having  been  made  to  her,  and 
of  the  circumstance  of  other  money  of  A.'s  being  untouched,  although  B.  had 
had  opportunities  of  possessing  herself  dishonestly  of  the  notes,  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  for  the  jury  upon  a  question  raised  whether  B.  was  justly  enti- 
tled to  the  notes  (Ib.). 

Where  ContitJeratian  fuiM.]  This  action  may  also  bo  maintained  on  a 
OHUvleraitun  which  has  fatlel  (Young  v.  Cole,  3  Uing.  N.  C.  724);  or  on 
a  contract  rrtcint/eii  or  not  performed  ;  at,  on  the  purchase  of  an  estate,  to 
recover  a  deposit,  if  the  tula  bo  dcfrcuvc  ('.'  1(1.  R.  10.8;  1  E«p.  368;  4 
E*p.  2'J1\.  or  the  srllcr  is  not  prepared  to  make  it  out  by  the  time  pro* 
scribed  (WiUlc  v.  Forte,  4  Taunt.  334;  Bury  v.  Young,  '2  K«p.  640,  n.  ; 
Sug.  V.  &  I*.  304)  :  or  there  be  any  other  circumstances  cn'Mling  the  pit.  to 
rescind  the  contract,  and  which  IK-  lias  rescinded  accordingly  (tea  **  VB.IDOM** 
and  "  YESUEE,"  /*>/).  The  pit.  must  prove  the  defect  in  the  title,  ante, 
Vol.  I.,  p.  V?75,  and  such  other  circutm>tancc*  entitling  him  to  a  return  of 
the  money. 

I'll.,  a  stock-broker,  sold  for  deft.  four  Guatnmala  bonds,  and  paid  him 
the  amount  ;  the  bonds,  after  they  hud  born  in  the  hand*  of  the  purchaser 
two  days,  were  discovered  to  be  not  marketable,  so  pit.  took  them  back  and 
reimbursed  the  purchaser  :  held,  that  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
deft  ,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  iho  amount  ho  had  paid  to 
the  deft.  (Young  v.  Cole,  supra). 

•Hut  where  A.  agreed  to  purchase  a  certain  quantity  of  palm 
oil  scrapings  from  B.,  by  sample,  in  bulk,  at  */.  per  ton;  A.  paid  [  *391  ] 
a  deposit  ol  *Jv!/.,and  B.  delivered  part  of  the  article;  A.  gave  notice 
that  the  quality  of  the.  oil  delivered  did  not  corre*|v>nd  with  the  sample,  and 
required   B.  to  fetch  away  what  had  been  delivered,  and  to  repay  the  'J'J/. 
H.  re-sold  the  residue,  but  ut  what  time  did  not  ap|>ear:  held,  (hat  A.  could 
not  recover  the  deposit,  as  money  had  and   received,  unless  tin-re  was  fraud 
in  the  contract,  or  there  had  been  an  agreement  between  the  panics  to  rescind 
it  (Fill  v.  Cnssanet,  4  Man.  «Sc  G.  HU*).      (Jmere,  \\lh-lher  he  might  have 
recovered  if  the  re-sale  by  B.  had  been  b.-fore.  the  notice  by  A.  (Ib.). 

Railioatl  SJiarcs.]  So,  it  lies  to  recover  back  the  amount  of  deposits  paid 
for  shares  in  a  railway  scheme  which  has  failed  (Walstab  v.  Spotliswoode, 
13  M.  &  \V.  001  ;  Moore  v.  Gurwood,  19  Law  J.  15,  Exch.);  but  not  if  be 
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has  executed  the  parliamentary  contract,  and  subscribers'  agreement  (Gar- 
wood  v.  Ede,  1  Exch.  264);  nor  even  where  he  has  not  signed  these  instru- 
ments, if  he  has  received  scrip  certificates  stating  that  these  instruments  had 
been  signed  by  the  person  to  whom  the  certificate  had  been  issued  (Clements 
v.  Todd,  1  Exch.  268,  and  see  also  Jones  v.  Harrison,  2  Exch.  52  ;  Wontner 
v.  Shairpe.  4  C.  B.  404 ;  Jarratt  v.  Kennedy,  6  C.  B.  319).  When  the  allot- 
tees have  been  induced  to  sign  the  above  contracts  on  the  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations of  the  promoters,  the)'  may  recover  in  this  action  on  abandonment 
of  the  scheme  (Wontner  v.  Shairpe,  supra;  Jarrett  v.  Kennedy,  supra). 
And  the  buyer  of  the  shares  may  recover  against  the  seller,  although  he 
may  not  against  the  original  allottee  (Kempson  v.  Saunders,  4  Bing.  5).  So 
the  seller  is  liable  in  this  action  for  the  price  of  shares  in  a  joint-stock  com- 
pany, the  company  refusing  to  give  their  assent  to  the  transfer  (Wilkinson 
v.Lloyd,  7  Q.  B.  27).  But  money  paid  on  a  contract  not  enforceable  within 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  cannot  be  so  recovered  back  (Sweet  v.  Lee,  4  Sco.  N. 
R.  77). 

A  party  who  runs  in  a  race  an  unqualified  horse  cannot  so  recover  back 
his  subscription  (Goldsmith  v.  Martin,  4  Sco.  N.  R.  620). 

The  action  will  not  lie  after  there  has  been  a  part  performance  of  the  con- 
tract, as  the  parties  cannot  be  placed  in  the  same  situation  (Blackburn  v. 
Smith,  2  Exch.  783 ;  Hunt  v.  Silk,  5  East,  449 ;  Teed  v.  Ulandford,  2  Y.  & 
J.  278 ;  Molton  v.  Camroux,  2  Exch.  487). 

Where  something  is  to  be  done  by  each  party  under  an  agreement,  and 
the  deft,  by  his  neglect,  prevents  the  pit.  from  carrying  (he  contract  into 
execution,  the  latter  may  recover  back  money  he  has  paid  upon  it,  as  money 
had  and  received  to  his  use  (Giles  v.  Edwards,  7  T.  R.  181  ;  Reed  v.  Bland- 
ford,  2  Y.  &  J.  284).  Therefore,  where  the  pit.  bought  cord  wood  of  the 
deft.,  to  be  paid  for  on  a  certain  day,  and  it  was  the  deft.'s  duty  to  cut  oflf 
the  boughs  and  trunks,  and  then  cord  it,  and  for  the  pit.  to  re-cord  it,  but 
the  deft,  neglected  to  cut  and  cord  the  whole  of  it  in  time:  held,  that  the  pit. 
not  having  received  any  part  of  the  wood,  might  recover  back  the  money  he 
had  paid  (Giles  v.  Edwards,  supra).  Each  party  must  be  put  in  statu  quo 
to  sustain  an  action  on  this  ground  ;  therefore,  if  the  purchaser  of  premises 
has  taken  possession  of  them,  he  will  be  considered  to  have  adopted  the 
contract,  and  cannot  disaffirm  it;  in  such  case  the  pit.  must  resort  to  a  special 
action  on  the  agreement  (Hunt  v.  Silk,  5  East,  449 ;  Reed  v.  Blandford,  2 
Y.  &  J.  278). 

Therefore,  where  A.  agreed,  in  consideration  of  a  premium,  to  let  a  house 
to  B.,  which  A.  was  to  repair,  and  to  grant  a  lease  within  ten  clays,  but  B. 
was  to  have  immediate  possession,  and  B.  paid  the  premium,  *and 
[  *382  ]  took  possession  and  retained  it  after  the  ten  days,  although  A. 
omitted  to  repair  and  grant  the  lease:  held,  that  B.  could  not  by 
quitting  on  A.'s  default  recover  back  the  premium  in  this  form  of  action,  but 
whs  bound  to  declare  specially  for  the  breach  of  the  agreement  (Hunt  v.  Silk, 
supra}.  So,  where  a  vendor  sold  a  patent  right,  and  the  vendee  paid  the 
money  and  used  the  patent  right,  and  enjoyed  a  benefit  therefrom,  and  the 
patent  turned  out  to  be  invalid  (Taylor  v.  Hare,  1  N.  R.  260).  Where  the 
master  and  part  owner  of  a  vessel  agreed  to  purchase  a  moiety  of  the  ves- 
sel, and  having  paid  the  purchase-money  and  received  the  title-deeds  which 
he  deposited  as  a  security  with  a  third  person,  had  the  entire  possession 
given  up  to  him,  but  his  partner  afterwards  refused  to  execute  a  bill  of  sale 
or  refund  the  money:  held,  that  this  action  would  not  lie,  for  the  pnrties 
could  not  be  restored  to  their  original  situation  (Reed  v.  Blandford,  supra). 
But  where  A.  contracted  with  B.  for  the  purchase  of  the  good  will  and  fixtures 
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for  120/.,50/.  was  to  be  paid  as  a  deposit  on  the  landlord's  consenting  to  the 
change  of  tenancy,  and,  on  the  remainder  of  (he  purchase-money  being  paid, 
A  was  to  hare  possession,  the  landlord  gave  a  verbal  consent,  and  the  50/. 
was  paid.  A.  sent  part  of  his  furniture  to  the  house,  and  went  to  reside  in 
part  of  it,  B.  however  still  continuing  to  reside  and  carry  on  his  business  there, 
tome  time  afterwards  the  landlord  withdrew  his  consent :  held,  that  the  con- 
tract  was  conditional,  on  the  landlord's  consent  being  obtained,  and  that  the 
verbal  consent  originally  given  having  been  withdrawn  before  any  change 
of  tenancy  hnd  taken  place,  it  must  be  considered  as  not  having  been  given, 
and  the  condition  not  having  been  performed,  that  the  money  was  paid  on  a 
consideration  which  had  failed,  and  that  A.  might  recover  back  the50/.  paid, 
as  money  had  and  received  (Wright  v.  Newton,  2  C.  M.  At  R.  124). 

As  to  whether  an  infant  may  recover  back  money  which  he  has  volun- 
tarily paid  as  •  deposit  or  premium  upon  a  contract  which  he  has  entered 
into,  see  ante,  "  INFANT."  In  Capo  v.  Overton,  it  was  hold,  that  the  pit. 
nn^ht  recover  back,  in  an  ac:ion  for  money  had  and  received,  a  sum  which 
while  nn  infant  he  had  paid  in  advance  towards  the  purchase  of  a  share  in 
dcA.'tf  trade,  to  be  retained  by  deft,  as  a  fbrfriture,  if  pit.  failed  to  fulfil  an 
agreement  to  enter  into  partnership  with  the  deft.  (10  Ding.  252). 

Where  the  agreement  was  by  parol,  and  money  was  paid  by  the  pit.  to 
deft,  for  the  purchase  of  leasehold  premises,  under  a  misapprehension,  by 
both  parties,  that  the  d--ft.  was  the  legal  representative  of  the  lessee,  though 
it  turned  out  afterwards  thnt  he  was  not,  it  was  hold,  that  the  money  might 
be  recovered  as  paid  by  mistake  (6  T.  It.  606).  And,  where  •  party,  under 
•n  agreement  to  purchase  some  premises,  took  possession  of  them,  and  the 
vendor  evicted  him  before  the  sale  was  complete,  it  has  been  held  in  equity, 
that  the  purchaser  was  not  bound  to  complete  his  agreement  (3  Mer.  124; 
Ch.  Contr.  l*tt).  It  dors  not  lie  to  recover  back  a  dep<»il  paid  on  the  pur- 
chase of  an  estate,  where  the  instrument  un«l«-r  which  the  deposit  is  paid  ia 
under  seal,  and  contains  a  clause  providing  for  its  return  (Knglish  v.  Blun- 
dcll,  8  C.  A:  I*.  33.M.  The  rule  that  the  title  to  land  cannot  be  tried  in  this 
action,  does  not  apply  to  ca«en  where  only  the  part  gone  rests.  On  the  snlc 
of  a  horse  nr  other  chattel,  with  a  warranty,  or  other  contract,  which  the 
deft,  has  broken,  if  the  pit.  lins  rescinded  the  contract  in  a  proper  and  rwa- 
fonnUf  time,  by  returning  or  offering  to  return,  the  horse  or  chattel,  on  proof 
of  those  facts,  this  action  lies  (prut,  "  WARRANTY").  As  to  tho  right  to 
rescind  a  contract,  seo  •*  RELEASE,"  "  VENDOR  AND  YENDEK,"  "  WAR- 
RANTY." Where  the  contract  is  wholly  rescinded,  *citl»cr  by  the 
mutual  consent  of  the  parlies,  or  by  virtue  of  a  clause  contained  [  *383  ] 
therein,  money  hud  and  received  lies  to  recover  sum*  paid  by  the 
pit.  under  the  agreement  (Payne  v.  Whale,  7  East,  274;  Ch.  Contr.  025). 
Therefore,  where  A.  bought  horsrs  of  B.,  paying  HO/.,  wiih  liberty  to  return 
them  in  a  mon'b,  allotting  B.  Id/,  out  of  the  *(>/..  und  with  a  stipulation  thnt 
if  he  kept  them  beyond  the  month  he  should  |»ny  B.  107.  nbove  the  HO/.: 
held,  that  on  A.'s  returning  the  horses  \viihin  a  month,  he  might  recover  the 
Wl.  (Hurst  v.Orbell,  8  Ad.  A:  E.  107). 

When;  an  annuity  is  defective,  for  not  complying  with  the  statute  as  to  the 
memorial,  and  the  deeds  ore  set  aside,  the  consideration-money  is  recoverable 
back  in  this  form  of  action  (Shove  v.  W< -bb,  1  T.  U.  73:2;  IJ.ivis  v.  Bryant, 
6  B.  A:  C.  65fi;  I  lupins  v.  Coates,  5  Q.  B.  43*).  And  thin,  where  one  of 
several  securities,  securing  the  annuity,  fails  (Jscarlkld  v.  Gouland,  0  East, 
241). 

If  the  annuity,  being  defective  from  the  act  or  negligence  of  tho  grantee 
in  regard  to  the  memorial,  has  not  been  set  aside  by  the  court,  it  seeim  that 


383  MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 

the  consideration-money  is  not  recoverable,  unless  the  grantee  prove  that  the 
grantor  has  refused  to  continue  the  payment  of  the  annuity,  or,  upon  request 
so  to  do,  has  declined  to  accept  valid  securities.  But  it  appears  to  be  un- 
necessary to  tender  back  the  old  deeds  (Weddell  v.  Lynam,  1  Esp.  309). 
There  must  be  some  decisive  act  showing  the  election  of  the  grantor  to  treat 
the  annuity  as  void,  and  therefore  where  the  annuity  was  granted  for  more 
than  six  years  before  the  action  was  brought,  but  was  treated  by  the  grantor 
as  subsisting  within  this  period,  although  subsequently  avoided  at  his  instance, 
it  was  held  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  ran  (Cowper  v.  Godmond,  9  Ring. 
748;  Churchill  v.  Bertrand,  3  Q.  B.  568).  Where,  however,  the  contract 
is  executed,  and  the  grantee  has  enjoyed  full  consideration  for  his  advance, 
the  action  will  not  lie;  thus,  where  A.  purchased  an  annuity  for  his  life,  which 
was  regularly  paid  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  but  no  memorial  of  the  an- 
nuity Mas  enrolled:  held,  that  A.'s  executors  could  not  on  that  ground  insist 
that  the  contract  was  void,  and  recover  back  the  consideration-money,  the 
contract  being  executed,  and  the  testator  having  enjoyed  the  full  considera- 
tion for  his  advance,  and  the  claim  of  the  executors  was  against  equity  and 
good  conscience  (Davis  v.  Bryan,  G  B.  &  C.  651). 

The  deeds  should  be  produced  and  proved,  and  the  rule  of  court,  setting 
them  aside,  produced  (2  Stark.  Ev.  215,  n.).  The  receipt  of  the  money  also 
should  be  proved.  But  the  grantor  has  tliis  remedy,  even  though  the  an- 
nuity has  not  been  set  aside,  if  the  knowledge  that  the  memorial  is  defective 
has  been  communicated  (Waters  v.  Maunsel,  3  Taunt.  56).  But  deft,  may 
deduct  payments  made  on  the  annuity  (Hicks  v.  Hicks,  3  East,  12  ;  Hills  v. 
Hills,  4  Esp.  196;  Davis  v.  Bryan,  6  P.  &  C.  651;  Ch.  Contr.  620;  Wed- 
dell v.  Lynam,  supra).  But  premiums  of  a  policy  paid  by  the  grantee 
cannot  be  charged  against  the  grantor,  who  had  not  agreed  to  insure  his 'life 
(Burdon  v.  Browning,  1  Taunt.  522).  Where  a  scheme  for  establishing  a 
tontine  was  put  forth,  stating  that  the  money  subscribed  was  to  be  laid  out 
at  interest,  and  after  some  subscriptions  had  been  paid  to  the  directors,  in 
whom  the  management  of  the  concern  was  vested,  but  before  any  part  of 
the  money  was  laid  out  at  interest,  the  directors  resolved  to  abandon  the 
project;  it  was  held,  that  each  subscriber  might,  in  this  action,  recover  the 
whole  money  advanced  by  him,  without  deduction  of  any  part  towards  the 
payment  of  expenses  incurred  (Nockells  v.  Crosby,  3  B.  &  C.  814;  5  D. 
&  R.  751 ;  Doubleday  v.  Musket,  7  Ming.  118;  see  Loyd  v.  Sanch- 
[  *384  ]  lands,  Gow,  13).  The  court  considered  it  only  the  case  of  a  pro- 
posed '^partnership,  as  there  could  be  none  until  the  money  was 
laid  out  in  the  execution  of  the  proposed  scheme,  and  Bayley,  J.,  observed 
that  the  action  might  be  maintained,  even  if  the  scheme  had  been  within  the 
operation  of  the  Bubble  Act,  for  it  proved  abortive,  and  no  transferable  shares 
were  ever  created,  arid  the  period  had  not  arrived  at  which  it  would  have 
been  within  the  operation  of  the  statute. 

And  the  mother  of  an  illegitimate  child  may  recover,  in  this  action,  money 
deposited  with  tha  officers  to  meet  any  charge  to  which"  the  parish  might  be 
liable  in  respect  of  the  child  (3  Bing.  424);  so  it  lies  where  the  child  dies 
before  expense  is  incurred  (3  Moo.  211  ;  Chappel  v.  Poles,  2  M.  &  W.  867; 
see  "  PARISH  OFFICEKS"). 

The  pit.  remitted  to  the  deft,  the  price  of  some  hay  he  had  sold  for  deft., 
before  the  money  had  been  paid  by  the  purchaser,  and  then  sent  deft.'s  ser- 
vant with  the  hay  to  the  purchaser.  The  servant  having  been  cheated  of 
the  hay  before  he  arrived  at  the  purchasers:  held,  the  deft,  was  liable  to  re- 
fund the  money  remitted  (Gingell  v.  Glascock,  8  Bing.  86). 

Rent  paid  by  A.  to  B.  claiming  as  devisee,  the  amount  of  wh'.ch  A.  is 
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afterwards  compelled  to  pay  to  the  heir  may  be  recovered  back  by  A.  as 
money  had  and  received  to  his  use,  B.  setting  up  DO  title  to  the  lands  when 
the  action  is  brought  or  at  the  trial  (Now-some  v.  Graham,  10  B.  &  C.  237). 

If  n  party  enter  at  a  horse-race  a  disqualified  horse,  knowing  it  to  be  so, 
he  cannot,  at  least  after  the  race,  recover  back  his  stake  from  the  cVerk  of 
the  course,  as  money  had  and  received  to  his  use,  upon  the  ground  that  lha 
horse  never  could  have  won  the  race  (Willan  v.  Dcakins,  2  C.  dt  P.  618). 

When  the  pit.  abandons  the  purpose  for  which  money  was  deposited  with 
the  deft.,  he  may  sue  for  money  had  and  received  (Baird  v.  Robertson,  1 
Man.  &  G.  081).  So,  if  A.  pay  B.  money,  to  be  applied  to  a  particular  pur- 
pose, which  B.  neglects  to  do,  A.  mny  recover  it  back  in  this  form  of  action, 
although  B.  allcgts,  but  docs  not  prove,  a  loss  by  his  own  negligence  (Parry 
v.  Roberts,  3  Ad.  &  E.  118). 

Pit.  applied  in  the  usual  form  to  defts.  for  railway  shares,  and  the  usual 
letter  of  allotment  was  sent  to  him,  headed  "  not  transferable,"  and  requiring 
•  deposit  of  2/.  2*.  per  share ;  these  latter  word*  were  erased ;  on  the  totter 
was  indorsed  "  a  memorandum,"  to  the  eflect,  that  as  the  deposits  were  ad* 
vanced  for  preliminary  expenses,  the  committee  would  receive  the  deposit  by 
two  instalments,  10*.  per  share  before  17th  November,  and  tin*  reminder 
before  6th  July :  held,  first,  that  the  letter  of  allotment  did  not  require  a 
stamp,  and  that  the  deposits  having  been  advanced  for  preliminary  expense*, 
and  having  been  so  applied,  could  nut  bo  recovered  back  (Willey  v.  Purrattf 
3  Exch.  211;  18  Law  J.,  82).  Where  pit.  sought  to  recover  back  the  deposit 
on  the  ground  of  false  and  fraudulent  representations  by  the  provisional 
OOBltniHae,  it  appeared  that  pit.  paid  the  deposit  to  the  banker*  of  the  com- 
pany, and  the  receipt  was  signed  by  five  pcisoni,  not  the  d«-ft*.  or  any  of 
them,  as  trustees:  held,  that  the  action  would  not  he  against  dcfs.  (Watson 
v.  Charlemont(Earl),  13  Jur.  117;  1*  Law  J.  05,  ij.  II.).  It  set- m*,  in  such 
action,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  pit.  to  prove  thai  he  was  induced  to  pay  the 
deposit  by  false  and  fraudulent  rrp  menial  ion*  of  deft*.  (lb.).  It  seem*,  also, 
that  the  defis.  would  be  liable  in  such  action  for  false  and  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations made  by  one  member  of  tin-  provitioual  committee  wi.houl  show- 
ing that  tli-y  were  cognizant  of  them  (lb.). 

Where  o'Jainnl  ty  FrauJ,  tj-r.]  Money  obtained  by  fraud  or  misrepre* 
tentfilion  is  also  recoverable  in  this  action,  ami  it  is  no  answer  that  the  deft, 
would  be  entitled  to  it  in  equity  ((.'rocklord  v.  Winter,  1  Camp.  124;  llasser 
v.  Wnllis,  1  Salk.  2H;  Martin  v.  Morgan,  3  M.H>.  036).  Thus,  wh'-rc  the 
deft,  had  fraudulently  colluded  with  J.  8.,  wh>j  wns  in  insolvent  circumstances, 
to  obtain  goods  from  tlic  ph.,  and  the  proceeds  of  such  good*  eventually 
i:.ime  to  the  delVs  hands,  in  satisfaction  of  a  d«-bl  du«-  to  him  from  I.  S.,  it 
was  held  ihnt  ihe  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover  in  an  action  for  money  liad  and 
r-ceived  (Abbott  v.  Hurry,  5  Moo.  US;  '2  B.  A:  It.  309;  Hill  v.  Permit,  3 
Taunt.  274.  Sec  "(Jooos  SOLD,"  Ait.}.  Win-roth?  ph.  inad<;  an  applica- 
tion to  the  deft,  as  to  the  credit  of  B.,  by  whom  a  reference  was  given  to  the 
deft.,  who  gnve  a  good  clnracter  of  B. :  U|>on  this  ih«;  jilt,  supplied  H.  with 
goods  whii-li  she  disposed  of  under  prime  cost,  nn<l  appli«-«|  ifv-  greater  por- 
tion of  the  proceed*  in  discharging  a  debt  owing  from  li  r  t<»  the  deft.  In 
an  action  for  money  hid  and  received  by  th--  pit.  aiainst  the.  deft.,  <>n  the 
ground  that  the  goods  hud  been  obtuiued  by  fraud  :  held,  thai  the  d«  ft.'s  re- 
pn-sentation  not  being  in  writing,  was  inadmissible  under  0  (leo.  IV.  c.  14 
(Haslock  v.  Fergusson,  7  Ad.  &i  E.  HO ;  2  Nev.  &  I'.209\  So  it  lies  wlicro 
{•ootjs,  not  liable  lo  seizure,  ore  seized  by  n  revenue  ofiin-r,  who  extorts 
money  to  release  them  (Irving  v.  Wilson,  4  T.  U.  4s5);  or  where  a  ahcrilf 
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extorts  a  larger  fee  than  he  has  a  right  to  *(Dew  v.  Parsons,  2  B.  &  A.  568). 
And  this  action  is  maintainable  to  recover  money  in  the  hands  of  nn  over- 
seer, levied  on  a  conviction  which  has  been  quashed  (Feltham  v.  Terry,  1 
T.  R.  387).  It  also  lies  to  recover  money  where  the  person  who  received 
it  acted  under  a  void  authority  (Robson  v.  Eaton,  1  T.  R.  £9;  Cowp.  419). 
Where  puffers  were  employed  at  an  auction,  see  Thornett  v.  Haines,  15  M. 
&  W.  367,  "  ILLEGALITY." 

If  an  attorney,  without  any  authority,  bring  an  action  in  the  name  of  A. 
(a  nominal  or  imaginary  pit.)  against  B.,  and  the  latter  pay  the  costs  of  the 
writ  to  the  attorney,  B.  may  sue  the  attorney  to  recover  back  the  amount 
(Dupen  v.  Keeling,  4  C.  &  P.  102 ;  see  Robson  v.  Eaton,  1  T.  R.  62). 
Money  received  by  a  creditor  from  his  debtor  in  contemplation  of  bankrupt- 
cy, and  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference,  may  be  sued  for  by  the  assignees 
in  this  form  of  action  (Gibbins  v.  Phillips,  7  B.  &  C.  529  ;  see  ante,  "  BANK- 
RUPTCY"). It  seems  that  if  a  party,  after  he  has  discovered  a  fraud  prac- 
tised upon  him,  by  which  he  was  induced  to  enter  into  a  contract,  volunta- 
rily pay  money  under  it,  he  cannot  claim  a  return  of  the  money  (Miles  v. 
Dell,  2  Stark.  25;  Camplxjll  v.  Fleming,  1  Ad.  &  E.  40 ;  see  further,  as  to 
fraud,  "  WARRANTY,"  "  GOODS,"  &c.).  It  is  not  necessary,  before  bringing 
an  action,  to  recover  back  the  amount  of  a  bill  paid  under  a  misrepresenta- 
tion of  facts,  to  return  such  bill  to  the  person  to  whom  the  amount  has  been 
paid  (Pope  v.  Wray,  4  M.  &  W.  451).  Where  the  deft,  married  the  pit., 
his  former  wife  living,  and  received  the  rents  of  her  lands,  they  were  held 
recoverable  in  this  form  of  action  (Hasser  v.  Wallis,  Salk.  28). 

If  a  party  tax  the  bill  of  an  attorney  for  costs  due  from  a  third  person, 
and  pay  that  bill,  he  cannot  afterwards  recover  the  amount  without  showing 
the  payment  to  have  been  made  through  ignorance  or  misrepresentation  ; 
and  if  an  action  be  brought  the  court  will  stay  procedings  (Kendall  v.  Allen, 
4  Bing.  438).  The  pit.  obtained  a  judge's  order,  with  the  usual  under- 
taking for  the  taxalion  of  the  costs  due  from  her  son  to  the  deft. :  held,  that 
it  was  not  competent  to  her  afterwards  to  bring  an  action  against  the  deft,  to 
recover  back  the  money  paid  by  her  in  pursuance  of  that  order,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation  by  the  deft.,  and  the  court 
stayed  the  proceedings  (Ib.) 

If  A.  fraudulently  procure  a  bill  of  exchange  from  B.,  and  afterwards 
become  bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  receive  the  money  for  his  bill,  B.  may 
recover  it  from  them  in  this  action  (Harrison  v.  Walker,  Pea.  111).  A. 
draws  a  bill  on  B.  in  the  country,  making  it  payable  at  the  house  of  C.  in 
London,  without  authority  from  C.,  and  B.  accepts  the  bill  in  this  form,  with- 
out giving  notice  to  C.,  or  providing  for  the  payment  of  the  bill  at  C.'s  house  ; 
A.  negotiates  the  bill,  which,  upoii  becoming  due,  is  presented  by  the  holder 
to  C.,  who  paid  it,  under  a  supposition  that  the  bill  so  presented  was  a  bill 
of  a  different  amount  and  date,  drawn  by  B.  on,  and  accepted  by  himself, 
and  did  not  discover  his  mistake  until  a  fortnight  afterwards,  when  the  other 
bill  was  presented;  B.  becomes  bankrupt:  held,  that  C.  could  not  recover 
against  A.  in  this  form  of  action  (Davies  v.  Walson,  2  Nev.  &  M.  709). 
Semble,  that  if  A.  himself  had  received  payment  as  holder  of  the  bill,  for  his 
misconduct  in  making  the  bill  payable  at  C.'s  house  he  would  have  been 
liable  (Ib.).  The  pit.  was,  by  means  of  a  fraud,  induced  to  draw  and  pay 
two  cheques  on  his  banker  for  1330/. ;  six  days  after  their  date  the  defts., 
acting  bona  fide,  gave  cash  for  them  to  a  third  person  (who  had  not  given 
value  for  them)  and  presented  the  cheques  and  obtained  payment.  In  an 
action  by  the  pjt.  to  recover  back  this  money,  held,  that  the  cheques  could 
not  be  treated  as  bills  overdue,  and  therefore  taken  by  the  defts.  at  their 
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•peril,  but  thnt  the  real  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  deft,  had 
acted  Una  fide ^  ond  with  due  caution  (Rothschild  v.  Corney,  9  B.  dt  C.  383). 

An  agent  for  the  sale  of  goods  was  authorized  to  draw  bills  on  the  pur- 
chasers, at  the  usual  credit ;  and  he  was  to  transmit  them,  indorsed,  to  his 
principals ;  he  sold  goods  at  a  credit  beyond  the  usual  period,  and  drew  for 
the  amount,  but  used  them  for  his  own  purposes ;  they  got  into  the  hands 
of  the  deft.,  a  bill  broker,  who  discounted  them :  held,  that  these  facts  alone 
did  not  afford  sufficient  evidence  of  fraud  connected  with  the  deft,  to  give 
the  principals  a  prima  facie  right  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  bills 
from  him  as  money  had  and  received,  and  make  it  incumbent  on  him  to 
•how  that  he  gave  full  value  for  the  bills  (Duvis  v.  Willis,  1  H.  &  W.  679). 

The  pit.  having  lost  a  cheque  five  days  after  it  bore  date,  which  was 
taken  by  the  dcfis.  for  value,  but  under  such  circumstances  as  ought  to  hare 
excited  their  suspicion:  held,  that  the  pit.  might  maintain  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received  against  them  for  the  amount  of  it,  though  he  gave 
no  evidence  of  how  be  lost,  or  how  it  got  out  of  his  possess  ton.  QiMflft, 
whether  such  evidence  would  be  necessary  if  the  cheque  had  been  received 
by  the  defts.  on  the  dny  it  bore  date  (Downe  v.  Hailing,  4  B.  &  C.  330 ; 
•nd  see  Gill  v.  Cubiit,  3  It.  At  C.  460). 

In  action  for  money  had  and  received,  brought  by  the  owners  of  lost  bank- 
note s,  against  those  who  may  have  brought  them  into  their  hands  without 
giving  value,  it  is  not  absolutely  requisite  for  the  pit.  to  give  direct  evidence 
of  loss ;  it  suffices  if  such  evidence  be  given  as  satisfies  the  jury  of  the  fact 
of  the  loss  (Holiday  v.  Sigil,  2  C.  At  P.  176). 

A.,  on  Sunday,  ihe  17th  of  November,  asked  B.  to  give  him  change  for  a 
cheque  for  107.  10*.,  drawn  by  C.  on  W.  and  Co.,  banker*;  B.  did  so,  and 
kept  the  cheque  until  the  following  Saturday,  when  he  paid  it  to  his  bankers. 
On  Monday,  the  '.'5th,  W.  and  Co.  stopped  payment,  and  tho  cheque  was 
not  paid  by  them.  On  the  evening  of  that  day  B.  told  A.  that  the  cheque 
had  been  returned,  not  telling  him  that  W.  and  Co.  had  stopped  payment,  a 
fact  which  A.  did  not  know.  A.  gave  B.  an  I  O  U  for  5/.  It1*.,  and  look 
back  the  cheque.  It  was  proved  that  C.  had  fund*  in  the  bands  of  W.  and 
Co.  Held,  that  the  suppression  of  the  fact  by  B  ,  that  W.  and  Co.  had 
•topped  payment,  and  the  statement  by  him  that  the  cheque  had  been 
returned,  amounted  to  such  a  fraud  upon  A.  as  would  entitle  him  to  r  cover 
back  the  5/.  in  this  action,  and  that  it  was  n<>t  necessary  l«»r  A.  first  to  give 
or  tender  back  the  cheque  to  B.  (Billing  v.  Hies,  1  C.  &  M.  26). 

To  recover  money  paid  to  an  agent  to  be  paid  to  another,  who  has  no 
right  to  h,  see  u  AMU  a  PS  IT,"  "  I)EFts«nAKTs,"  1  C  h.  PI.  42. 

This  action  lies  to  recover  money  extorted  or  obtained  by  durru,  opftm 
tion  or  compulsion  of  law. 

Where  the  solicitor  of  a  mortgagee,  with  a  power  of  sole,  refuses  to  desist 
from  selling,  unless  the  mortgagor  will  pay  ex|>enses  with  which  he  u  not 
properly  chargeable:  held,  thai  money  paid  under  such  compulsion  may  be 
recovered  back  (Close  v.  Phipps,  7  Man.  A:  G.  580).  A  Ji.  fa.  issued 
against  B-,  when  the  oflicer  went  to  B.'s  premises  on  the  llth  of  July,  to 
execute  the  warrant,  he  found  a  man  in  possession,  under  a  deed  of  assign- 
mcnt  executed  by  B.  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  the  officers  retired 
without  mnking  a  levy.  On  the  14th,  a  fiat  issued,  under  which  B.  was 
duly  dcclarvd  bankrupt.  On  the  15th  of  August  the  officer  again  entered, 
and  made  an  inventory  oftlte  goods  on  the  premises,  asserting  that 
•he  considered  himself  in  possession.  On  the  2nd  of  Scpt«  mbcr  [  *387  ] 
the  assignees  paid  the  sum  chimed  under  the  writ,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent the  sheriff  from  proceeding  to  a  sale,  which  he  threatened  to  do.  Held, 
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that  the  assignees  were  entitled  to  recover  back  the  money  so  paid  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received  to  their  use,  and  that,  if  necessary,  it 
must  be  assumed  as  against  the  sheriff1,  that  he  was  at  the  time  in  possession 
of  the  goods  (Valpy  v.  Mauley,  1  C.  B.  594).  The  mortgagee  of  lands 
handed  over  the  deeds  to  his  attorney,  and  the  mortgagor  paid  the  principal 
and  interest,  and  the  lands  were  reconveyed  to  him:  held,  that  the  attorney 
could  not  retain  the  deeds  against  him  as  a  security  for  the  expenses  of  the 
transaction  due  from  the  mortgagee  to  the  attorney,  and  that  the  mortgagor  hav- 
ing under  protest,  paid  such  expenses  to  the  attorney  in  order  to  get  the  deeds 
back,  might  recover  the  money  so  paid  to  the  attorney  in  this  form  of  action, 
and  that  the  attorney  was  a  principal  in  the  transaction,  and  could  not  allege 
that  the  action  should  have  been  brought  against  the  mortgagee  (Wakefield 
v.  Ncwbon,  6  Q.  B.  276). 

The  action  lies  against  a  broker  who  demands  or  receives  illegal  and 
excessive  charges  on  a  distress  for  rent,  although  the  tenant  had  applied  for, 
and  obtained  time  to  enable  him  to  prevent  a  sale  (Hills  v.  Street,  5  Bing. 
37).  Payment  of  money  by  the  owner  of  goods  in  order  to  redeem  them 
from  a  person  wrongfully  withholding  them,  and  demanding  such  money, 
may  be  treated  as  a  compulsory  payment,  and  recoverable,  as  having  been 
obtained  by  oppressive  means  (Shaw  v.  Woodcock,  7  B.  &  C.  73).  So, 
where  an  attorney  had  retained  a  lease  until  he  was  paid  an  exorbitant  bill 
of  costs  charged  for  obtaining  his  client's  signature;  it  was  held,  that  the 
excess  over  the  fair  costs  mii-ht  be  recovered  back  in  this  form  of  action 
(Smith  v.  Sleap,  12  M.  &  VV.  535  ;  Wakefield  v.  Ncwbon,  6  Q.  B.  276). 
So,  money  paid  under  protest  to  the  attorney  of  a  third  person,  in  order  to 
gain  possession  of  deeds  and  papers  after  a  negotiation  for  a  morlgage  has 
been  broken  off,  may  be  recovered  back  (Pratt  v.  Vizard,  5  B.  &  Ad.  508  ; 
see  Holies  v.  Claridge,  4  Taunt.  807). 

Where  the  pit.  had  pawned  plate  with  the  deft.,  and  the  latter  would  not 
part  with  the  goods,  unless  the  pit.  had  paid  him  illegal  interest;  held,  that 
the  excess  paid  to  redeem  the  goods  might  be  recovered  back  in  this  form  of 
action,  although  the  pit.  might  have  maintained  trover  for  his  goods,  on 
tendering  the  sum  legally  due  for  interest;  for  the  owner  may  have  had 
urgent  occasion  for  them,  and  that  remedy  would  afford  very  imperfect 
redress  (Astley  v.  Reynolds,  Stra.  915;  Ashmole  v.  Wainright,  2  Q.  B. 
837).  It  seems  this  action  lies  to  recover  back  an  extortionate  charge  made 
by  a  steward  of  the  manor  for  attending  at  a  trial,  with  court  rolls,  which  pit. 

was  bound  to  produce  ( v.  Pigott,  cited  in  Cartwright  v.  Rowley,  2 

Esp.  723).  Where  a  person  makes  a  binding  agreement  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  of  money  for  the  redemption  of  his  goods  which  are  withheld  from  him, 
and  receives  them  back,  such  agreement  cannot  be  avoided  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  a  duress  of  his  goods,  for  duress  of  goods  will  not  avoid  an 
agreement  (Atlee  v.  Backhouse,  ante,  p.  367  ;  see  Williams  v.  Brown,  3  B. 
&  P.  63  ;  King  v.  Southcrton,  6  East,  140;  Pole  v.  Harrobin,  9  East,  417 
n.;  2  Inst.  482  ;  B.  N.  P.  172;  1  Bla.  Com.  136  ;  Skeate  v.  Bealc,  11  Ad. 

6  E.  983).     Money  recovered    by  legal  process,   though  in    fact  not  due, 
cannot  be  recovered  by  the  deft,  in  the  former  action  (Marriott  v.  Hampton, 

7  T.  R.  269 ;   Hamlet  v.  Richardson,  9  Bing.  644).     Where  an  action  is 
brought,  and  the  deft,  pays  the  demand  without  prejudice,  he  cannot  after- 
wards recover    the    money  so    paid    (*Brown    v.  M'Kinnally,    1 

[  *3S8  ]   Esp.  279).     But  where  a  certificated  bankrupt,  on  being  arrested 
under  a  ca.  sa.  for  a  debt   proveable  under  his  commission,  paid 
the  money  under  protest,  stating  his  bankruptcy  and  certificate,  and  warn- 
ing the  pit.  that  he  should   apply  to  the  court  to  have  the  money  returned : 
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fold,  not  payment  under  legal  process,  as  in  Hamlet  v.  Richardson;  with 
knowledge  of  the  facts  so  as  to  prevent  the  pit.  from  recovering  back  the 
money  (Payne  v.  Chapman,  4  Ad.  &  E.  364).  Where  the  deft.,  who  knew 
that  he  had  no  legal  claim  arrested  the  pit.,  a  foreigner,  on  hit  arrival  in  this 
country  from  abroad,  and  extorted  from  him  500/.  as  payment  in  part  of  his 
whole  demand  :  held,  that  the  action  lay  to  recover  back  this  same  (Cadaval 
(Duke  de)  v.  Collins,  4  Ad.  Ac  E.  858).  The  action  lies  to  recover  money 
in  the  hands  of  an  overseer,  levied  on  a  conviction  which  has  been  quashed 
hum  v.  Terry,  cited  1  T.  R.  887).  As  to  where  money  it  given  as  an 
inducement  to  accept  a  composition,  see  Horton  v.  Riley,  11  M.  Ac  VY.  493; 
Bradshaw  v.  Brad»haw,  9  M.  Ac  \V.  29;  "CoMrosmoJi"). 

This  action  lies  to  recover  back  money  which  had  been  paid  through 
compulsion  under  colour  of  process,  by  an  excess  of  authority,  although  it 
has  been  paid  over  (Snowdon  v.  Davis,  1  Taunt.  359). 

Voluntary  Puifmrnt*.]  Money  paid  voluntarily  cannot  be  recovered  back 
in  this  form  of  action  (Goodman  v.  Savers,  2  J.  At  W.  283).  Thus,  if  a 
person  voluntarily  pay  the  land-tax,  and  afterwards  for  a  long  period  pay  his 
rent  in  full  without  claiming  any  deduction  on  account  of  the  payments 
which  he  has  made,  a*  he  mi^ht  hnvo  done,  he  cannot  afterwards  iiuoftr 
back  the  moneys  to  paid  from  his  landlord  (D-nby  v.  Moore,  1  H.  «V  A.  193; 
Spragg  v.  Hammond,  -'  B.  A:  B.  59;  Cumminz  v.  Bidborough,  15  M.  &  W. 
43H).  A  person  voluntarily  paying  money  which  tin;  law  would  not  compel 
him  to  dischurge,  but  which  in  juiuice  he  ought  to  pay,  as  a  debt  barred  by 
the  Statute  of  Limitation*,  bankruptcy,  or  infancy,  6cc.  has  no  remedy  to 
recover  it  bnck  (Kizo  v.  I)icken«>n,  IT.  It.  '.'^0;  Farmer  v.  Arun.k-ll,  4  HI. 
R.  845;  Munt  v.  S:okes,  4  T.  R.  501 ;  *rc  -  IxrAvr,"  ••  tU*K«rrrrv") ; 
and  that  notwithstanding  the  dennnd  arow  o.it  of  an  illegal  tran«4ciion(lb. ; 
Dawson  v.  Itrmnan',  0  !•>•.  •.'*»,  'JO,  n. ;  Bmtanc  v.  Docres,  5  T.  R.  143). 
And  where  a  cr* -ditor  rcfuwd  to  ngn  a  cumnn*iiion  d««>l  unless  a  bill  of 
cxchan;pr  wan  given  him  for  the  n  MI  un  1«  r  of  hituVbf,  which  was  according* 
ly  given  him,  nnd  h«-  (hen  ^  MI-  i  the  «1  «  i.  'I'd  bill  wo*  Btib«-qu«»rilly  paid. 
I  l«-li|,  it  could  not  he  n-<-  »M  n  I  h.ick,  ;«•»  it  «  •-  a  voluntary  |>aynvnt  (Wilson  v. 
Hay,  3  Jur.  3*4  ;  ',•  I'.  \  1)  -J.VJ .  1U  Ad.  Ac  K.  -.',.  But  th-  outhohly  of 
this  case  s.,-nis  to  Invo  I*  «-u  duuh'cd  ((tilnon  v.  Bruce,  5  M.UI.  «V  (.*. 
40'J).  'I  lie  pit.  who  uns  insolvent,  projMi<kt|  to  hi*  er.  ditor*  to  pay  them  n 
composition  of  lUi.  in  the  poumi,  to  tx-  »cciired  hy  hi*  ac<"«-|itmnm«-9l  all  thu 
creditors  :i_'i-<  I  to  thi<  arriin^ctiwut  •  \i-<  ;•:  'h--  il-  :t.  uho  rrfuvd  to  executu 
the  ngrefinvnt,  uiilfHA  ho  were  \>.n\  the  additional  xum  of  'Jj.  iu  tho  pound 
on  Ins  il  ht.  A  cheque  for  that  amount  un*  accordingly  given  him  by  u 
relativr  of  the  pit.  without  the  plt.'n  kuo  »li-Jp»i-,  and  he  tln-n  signed  tint 
ngn-eni'-nt  and  received  from  tin-  pit.  hia  nro-ptancc  for  the  amount  of  tli» 
composition:  it  s^-ems  that,  uml«-r  the-M-  nrfumst  mcr-«,  tho  ph.  if  ho  won? 
romj>«'!|i-tl  In  p:iy  (he  bills  »t  ina'un'y  to  to/ui  fttle  m.ior>«-i  s,  i  .  whom  tin  y 
hnd  been  transferred  by  the  d«-f».  for  va'ue,  nnyht  n-rover  l»ack  from  the 
delt.  tlie  t. \coss  received  by  him  lK»yond  th<-  amount  «>f  the  «'(»m|»<»siti(»n. 

Tlie  pit.   was  th-  pa'entec  of  a  steam  en^in*-,  and  Ind  employed  the  deft, 
who  was  an  engine  maker,  to  make  sonic  i-n^ines  for  him  tinder  the  patent. 
Tho  pit.  m:»'le  advances  of  money  to   the  deli.  *as   he  progressed 
wi:h  the  work,  nnd  now  sought  to  recover  it  Iwek,  on  the  ground  [  *389  ] 
that  the  de.t.  hid   been  HO  inattentive  t«>  tht-  order,  un<!  so   lon^  in 
com;)|iMii)4  the  engines,  that  the  opporiunity  of  disjxjsinj;  of  them  was  lost, 
so  lh.il  ih  •-.   became  u-.'  I  -ss  to  th"  pit.     The  ground  relied  upon  to  establish 
pli.'s  right  tu  recover  in  '.his  aclioa  was,   that  tho  money  was  paid  without 
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any  consideration,  the  work  for  which  it  had  been  given  having  been  render- 
ed by  the  deft.'s  own  default  of  no  value  to  the  pit. ;  but  it  was  held  that  it 
had  been  paid  voluntarily,  and  where  money  had  been  so  paid,  it  must  be 
taken  to  be  properly  and  legally  paid,  and  cannot  be  recovered  back,  unless 
it  appear  that  it  was  paid  through  mistake,  or  under  coercion  (Cartwright  v. 
Rowley,  2  Esp.  72,  724).  Where  a  party  ihreatened  with  a  distress  for 
rent,  pays  money  against  the  payment  of  which  he  might  legally  have 
defended  himself,  but  does  not  do  it,  this  shall  not  be  deemed  a  payment  by 
compulsion,  nor  shall  he  be  allowed  to  set  it  off  against  anoiher  demand,  but 
a  voluntary  payment,  and  pit.  cannot  afterwards  dispute  its  legality  (Knibbs 
v.  Hall,  1  Esp.  84;  see  Brown  v.  M'Kinnally,  supra).  Where  a  public 
company  had  made  certain  extra  charges  for  the  carriage  of  goods,  which 
they  had  no  right  to  make,  and  the  pit.  paid  them ;  it  was  held  that  the  pit. 
might  recover  the  amount  of  such  payment  in  this  action,  such  payments  not 
being  voluntary,  but  made  in  order  to  induce  the  company  to  do  that  which 
they  were  bound  to  do  without  requiring  such  payments  (Parker  v.  Great 
Weslern  Railway  Company,  7  Man.  &  G.  253). 

A  payment  of  ground-rent  by  the  occupier  in  default  of  the  mesne  tenant, 
is  not  the  less  a  compulsory  payment  because  the  ground  landlord  on 
demanding  it  allows  the  occupier  lime  to  pay  (Carter  v.  Carter,  5  Bing. 
406).  Where  a  voluntary  payment  was  made  of  an  illegal  demand,  the 
party  knowing  the  demand  to  be  illegal,  without  an  immediate  and  urgent 
necessity,  or  unless  to  redeem  or  preserve  your  goods  or  person,  it  is 
not  the  subject  of  this  action  :  the  law  if  so  held  would  subject  all  accounts 
and  settlements  between  parties  to  revision  (Fulham  v.  Down,  6  Esp. 
26,  n.). 

Money  paid  as  the  only  means  of  recovering  possession  of  property  to 
which  the  party  is  entitled  is  a  compulsory  payment  and  may  be  recovered 
back  (Shaw  v.  Woodcock,  7  B.  &  C.  73).  Therefore  a  party  may  recover 
money  paid  to  obtain  possession  of  property,  on  which  the  party  in  posses- 
sion claims  a  lien,  though  he  had  no  pressing  necessity  to  obtain  possession 
of  the  property,  and  the  right  of  lien  was  doubtful  (Ib.).  If  a  man  buy  pro- 
perty which  is  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  who  sets  up  an  unfounded 
claim,  and  who  will  not  deliver  unless  that  claim  be  paid,  and  the  purchaser, 
several  months  afterwards  go  and  pay  the  demand,  he  is  bound  to  give  notice 
to  the  seller,  and  if  he  do  not  he  cannot  recover  the  money  so  paid  from  the 
seller  (Bevan  v.  Waters,  3  C.  &  P.  520). 

It  is  maintainable  against  a  lessee  of  tolls,  who  improperly  exacts  from 
the  pit.  more  toll  than  ought  to  be  taken  (Parsons  v.  Blundy,  1  Wight.  22; 
Lewis  v.  Hamond,  2  B.  &  A.  206  ;  Waterhouse  v.  Keen,  4  B.  &  C.  200); 
or  for  a  fee  paid  by  a  publican  to  a  justice  of  peace  for  his  license  (Morgan 
v.  Palmer,  2  B.  &  C.  729;  4  D.  &  R.  283).  It  lies  to  recover  the  excess 
of  interest  taken  from  the  pit.  on  an  usurious  bargain  (Smith  v.  Bromley,  2 
Doug.  697,  notes  (a)  and  (b) ;  Astley  v.  Reynolds,  Stra.  915  ;  Williams  v. 
Headley,  8  East,  383;  Browning  v.  Morris,  Cowp.  792).  In  Fitzroy  v. 
Gwillin,  1  T.  R.  153,  it  was  held  that  before  a  party  can  sue  for  recovery 
of  goods  deposited  by  him  as  a  security  for  a  usurious  loan  of  money,  he 
*must  tender  all  the  money  really  advanced.  The  action  lies  to 
[  *390  ]  recover  money  paid  to  a  lottery-office  keeper  for  insuring  tickets 
contrary  to  the  statute  19  Geo.  III.  c.  21  (Jaques  v.  Witby,  1  H. 
Bl.  65;  Clarke  v.  Shee,  infra;  Browning  v.  Morris,  infra;  Clayton  v. 
Dilly,  4  Taunt.  165  ;  Thistlcwood  v.  Cracroft,  1  M.  &  S.  502;  Drummond 
v.  Day,  1  Esp.  152).  So,  money  paid  to  a  creditor  to  induce  him  to  concur 
with  others  in  a  composition  agreement  made  by  an  embarrassed  debtor 
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(Smith  v.  Cuff,  6  M.  &  S.  650).  So,  the  proceeds  of  a  policy  of  insurance 
a  by  the  debtor  to  his  creditor  for  the  like  purpose  (Alsager  v.  Spalding, 
4  Bing.  N.  C.  407);  or  money  paid  by  the  pit.,  a  bankrupt,  as  on  induce- 
ment to  the  defl.,  his  creditor,  to  sign  his  certificate  (Lowry  v.  Bourdiere, 
Doug.  472,  607;  Jones  v.  Barkely,  ib.  697,  n. ;  Clarke  v.  Shoe,  Cowp. 
•jou  ;  Browning  v.  Morris,  ib.  792;  Smith  v.  Bromley,  Doug.  n.  3);  or 
money  paid  by  A.,  the  pit.,  to  B.,  in  order  to  compromise  a  qui  tarn  action 
of  usury  brought  by  B.  against  A.,  on  the  ground  of  an  usurious  transaction 
between  ihe  latter  and  one  E.  (Williams  v.  Headlcy,  8  East,  378). 

Monry  pnvl,  «J-c.,  l.y  mistake.]  This  action  sometimes  lies  for  money 
paid  and  had  and  received  by  deft,  by  M  stake .  Where  a  person,  with  a  full 
knowledge  of  the  (acts,  voluntarily  pays  a  demand  unjustly  made  on  him, 
though  attempted  to  be  enforced  by  legal  proceedings,  it  will  not  be  consi- 
dered as  paid  by  compulsion,  and  he  cannot  recover  it,  though  he  protested 
at  the  time  of  payment  (Rmwn  v.  M'Kinnally,  1  Esp.  279;  Km  bin  v.  Hall, 
ib.  264  ;  Jeudierne  v.  Slndc,  2  Esp.  572;  Cartwright  v.  Rowley,  ib,  7 
Litlmm  v.  Henderson,  3  B.  At  P.  520;  Brisbane  v.  Dacres,  5  Taunt.  147 ; 
Graham  v.  Tale,  1  M.  de.  8.  010,  611  ;  Skyring  v.  Greenwood,  4  B.  6»  C. 
290 ;  6  D.  6i  R.  288 ;  Milnes  v.  Duncan,  ib.  679 ;  Ch.  Contr.  630).  Unlcsa 
there  be  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  person  enforcing  the  unjust  claim,  and  A 
knowledge  of  its  unjiistncss,  in  which  case  money  obtained  through  such 
fraud  may  be  recovered  bark  in  this  form  of  action  (Cidnval  (Duke  de)  v. 
Collins,  4  Ad.  &  E.  858;  Payne  v.  Chapman,  ib.  364).  Money  paid  in 
the  hurry  of  business  under  a  forgctfulncss  of  the  real  state  of  the  case,  and 
of  the  account*  between  the  parties,  might  be  recovered  back  (Lucas  v.  War- 
wick, 1  M  *>.  A.  R.  293).  But,  if  a  party  making  a  payment  is  obliged  to 
pay,  in  order  to  obtain  possession  of  things  to  which  he  is  entitled,  the  money 
so  paid  is  not  a  voluntary,  but  a  compulsory,  payment,  and  may  be  reco- 
vered back  (7  B.  At  C.  85).  If  a  party  pay  money  under  a  mUtako  of  fate, 
he  cannot  recover  it  back  (Hilbie  v.  Lumley,  2  Mail,  400;  Brisbane  v. 
Dacres,  5  Taunt.  143) ;  but  if  he  pay  money  under  a  mistake  of  the  real 
(•eta,  and  no  laeh<-s  are  imputnblc  to  him  (in  rc*|>ecl  of  the  omitting  to  avail 
him*  Iftii"  ih  HP  .ms  of  kn..w  I.  .!_'••  within  hit  |*o»er),  he  may  recover  bock 
such  money  (per  Bay  ley,  J.,  Milnes  v.  Duncan,  (1  B.  &  C.  077). 

Thus,  u  bill  of  exchange  was  drawn  in  Ireland  upon  a  stamp  recognised 
by  law,  winch  was  !••>>  than  would  be  required  on  an  English  bill,  but  theft 
wua  nothing  on  tic-  face  of  the  bill  to  show  that  it  had  been  drawn  in  Ire- 
land ;  lie-  holder  in  England  never  presented  it  for  payim-nt,  and  held  it  a 
month  after  it  was  due;  the  acceptor  having  become  bankrupt,  tho  holder 
applied  to  the  indorsee  for  payment,  who  transmitted  it  to  him  ;  tho  latter 
refused  to  pay  it,  alleging  that  the  holder  hnd  made,  it  his  own  by  his  laches ; 
the  holder  then  threatened  to  sue  him,  alleging  that  (he  bill  was  void,  on  tho 
ground  tint  it  was  drawn  on  an  improper  Htamp  ;  the.  iridorser  inspect'  d  the 
bill,  and  finding  that  the  stamp  was  not  that  required  for  a  bill  of  the  same 
amount  drawn  in  England,  but  ignorani  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  drawn 
in  Ireland,  paid  the  amount  to  the  'holder:  it  was  h-M  that  tin* 
money,  paid  in  ignorance  of  the  fact,  and  there  being  no  laches  [  *391  ] 
imputatiie  to  the  party  who  paid  the  money,  lie  might  recover  it 
back  in  on  action  lor  money  had  and  received. 

The  plt.'-s  bill  of  particulars  stated  tho  cause  of  action  to  be  for  tho 
amount  of  stake*  deposited  in  the  deft.'s  hands  by  the  pit.  and  R.,  nnd  won 
by  the  pit.  of  U.:  held,  (hat  ho  could  not  recover  tho  amount  of  his  own 
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stake  on  proof  that  he  had  re-demanded  it  from  the  deft,  before  it  was  paid 
over  (Davenport  v.  Davies,  1  M.  &  W.  570). 

Forgetfulnesa  of  Facts.]  Money  paid  by  the  pit.  to  the  deft,  under  a 
lona  fide  forgctfulness  of  facts,  which  disentitle  the  deft,  to  retain  it,  may 
be  recovered  in  this  form  of  action  (Kelly  v.  Solari,  9  M.  &  W.  54;  Bell 
v.  Gardner,  4  Man.  &  G.  11).  It  is  insufficient  to  preclude  a  party  from 
recovering  money  paid  by  him  under  a  mistake  of  fact  that  he  hud  the 
means  of  knowledge,  unless  he  paid  it  intentionally,  not  choosing  to  investi- 
gate the  fact  (Ib.). 

Where  the  father  of  a  bastard  child,  upon  whom  an  order  of  filiation  had 
been  obtained,  paid  several  sums,  in  pursuance  of  the  order  to  the  deft.,  as 
overseer  of  the  poor,  the  child  had  been  supported  at  the  Foundling  Hospital 
for  the  period  during  which  the  payment  had  been  made.  The  lather  was 
ignorant  of  these  facts,  and  was  refused  information  respecting  the  child  : 
held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  back  these  moneys,  as  having  been  paid 
by  mistake,  and  under  a  concealment  of  circumstances  (Hodgson  v.  Wil- 
liams, 6  Esp.  2;  and  sce.Chappcl  v.  Poles,  ante,  p.  334). 

Where  money  was  paid  on  account,  and  a  dispute  afterwards  occurred 
between  the  parties,  and  a  balance  was  struck,  omitting  to  notice  the  sums 
paid,  and  the  pit.  paid  the  whole  balance,  he  was  permitted  to  recover  the 
sum  paid  on  account,  as  having  been  paid  under  a  mistake  in  the  hurry  of 
business  (Lucas  v.  Worswick,  1  Moo.  &  R.  293).  Where  an  article  is  sold 
which  turns  out  to  be  of  less  value  than  the  price  given  for  it,  the  extra 
price,  if  there  be  no  fraud,  cannot  be  recovered  back  (Cox  v.  Prentice,  3 
M.  &  S.  349;  per  Le  Blanc,  J.).  If  the  parties  agree  to  the  weighing  of 
an  article  at  any  particular  scales,  and  in  weighing  it  an  error  occurs  which 
was  not  perceived  at  the  time,  Irom  an  accidental  mistake  c-f  some  of  thr 
weights,  which  makes  the  article  of  more  weight  than  it  really  is,  and  the 
price  is  paid  accordingly,  this  action  lies  ("Ib.,  per  Ld.  Ellenborough,  C.  J.). 
The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  tenant  for  life,  after  his  death,  were  allowed 
to  recover  the  bygone  rents  from  a  person  who  had  received  them  under 
colour  of  a  fraudulent  assignment  (Pearce  v.  Day,  cited  2  R.  &  M.  124. 
481). 

Where  pit.  paid  to  an  attorney  the  amount  of  his  bill,  which  was  after- 
wards taxed,  and  reduced  considerably  thereby,  he  cannot  recover  for  the 
difference  (2  Stark.  85).  A  settlement  of  accounts  will  have  the  same  ope- 
ration as  payment  (4  B.  &  C.  281;  0  D.  &  R.  288). 

A  person  discounting  a  forged  money-bill  may  recover  back  the  money 
in  this  action  (Jones  v.  Rydc,  5  Taunt.  197  ;  cited  in  Cocks  v.  Masterman, 
9  B.  &  C.  905).  So,  in  the  case;  of  forged  bank-notes  (Ib.).  And  thus. 
where  a  banker,  by  mistake,  paid  a  bill  for  the  honour  of  the  customer, 
whose  name  was  forged,  but,  discovering  the  mistake,  gave  notice  thereof 
to  the  holder  in  sufficient  time  to  enable  him  to  give  notice  of  non-payment 
to  the  indorsees,  it  was  held  that  the  money  was  recoverable  Irom  the 
holder  (Wilkinson  v.  Johnson,  3  B.  &  C.  428;  5  D.  &  R.  403;  cited  in 
Cocks  v.  Masterman,  supra,  per  Bayley,  J. ;  and  see  Young  v.  Coles,  ante, 
p.  3SO).  And,  where  the  pits.,  who  were  brothers,  discounted  for 
[  *392  ]  the  deft.,  a  bill-broker,  *a  bill,  which  the  latter  did  not  indorse,  and 
the  signatures  of  the  drawer  an<]  acceptor,  the  latter  of  whom  kept 
an  account  with  the  pits.,  were  forged,  it  was  held,  that  the  deft,  was  liable 
to  refund  the  money,  and  that,  the  fact  of  his  having  paid  over  the  amount 
to  the  indorsee,  for  whom  he  was  broker,  did  not  exonerate  him  (Fuller  v. 
Smith,  R.  &  M.  49;  Ch.  Contr.  G3U). 
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But,  where  the  party  who  pays  the  money  has  the  means  of  knowing,  or 
t*  bound  to  know,  the  forgery  ;  or  where,  by  his  delay  in  discovering  the 
forgery,  he  has  deprived  the  holder  of  the  means  of  resorting  to  other  p  ir- 
ties,  he  cannot  maintain  this  action.  Thus,  bankers  who  pay  a  forged 
acceptance  of  a  customer,  made  payable  at  their  house,  to  ft  bona  jUk 
holder,  and  who  do  not  discover  the  f  »rgery  till  it  is  too  late  for  the  holder 
to  give  notice  of  the  non-payment,  cannot  recover  back  the  amount  from 
him  (Smith  v.  Mercer,  6  Taunt  76 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Johnson,  supra). 

Where  a  bill  purporting  to  have  been  accepted  by  A.  was  presented  for 
payment  to  his  bankers  on  the  day  when  it  became  due,  and  the  latter  be- 
lieving it  to  be  the  general  acceptance  of  A.,  paid  the  amount ;  but  on  lift 
following  day  discovering  that  the  acceptance  was  a  forgery,  they  gave 
notice  of  that  fact  to  the  party  to  whom  they  hid  paid  the  bill,  and  required 
him  to  return  the  money:  held,  that  the  holder  of  the  bill  is  entitled  to  know 
on  the  day  when  it  becomes  due,  whether  it  was  honoured  or  not,  and  that 
no  notice  of  the  forgery  having  been  given  on  the  day  when  the  bill  became 
due,  the  parties  who  had  paid  the  money  were  not  entitled  to  recover  (Cocks 
v.  Mustcrman,  ante,  p.  391 ).  (Ju~tre,  why  an  early  communication  on  the 
following  day  should  not  suffice  (Ch.  Contr.  031).  In  general  bankers  who 
pay  a  forged  cheque,  which  purports  to  be  the  cheque  of  a  customer,  must 
sustain  the  loss  (Hall  v.  Fuller,  5  B.  &,  C.  750;  Young  v.  Grate,  4  Bing. 
263 ;  and  see  cases  cited  in  Coles  v.  England  (Bank  of),  2  P.  &  D.  Ml ; 
Davis  v.  England  (Bank  of),  5  H.  &  C.  Itt5j;  and,  where  a  banker  pays  a 
cheque  improperly  altered  by  a  third  party,  in  amount,  he  has  no  claim 
against  the-  customer  who  drew  it,  beyond  tin?  original  sum,  unless  tho 
forgery  were  caused  or  facilitated  by  any  negligence  of  the  custom  T  (Mall 
v.  Fuller,  supra;  ib.;  Mai  by  v.  Cur*:airs,  7  B.  &  C.  735;  Young  v.  (Jroto, 
supra).  The  deft,  knowing  a  clu-qu-  to  be  post  dated,  and  that  the  drawers 
were  insolvent,  presented  it  for  payment  to  the  plu.,  who  were  banker*,  and 
who,  without  knowledge  of  thev  facts,  paid  thr  amount,  although  they  had 
no  funds  of  the  drawer*  in  their  hand*  at  the  time,  but  expected  some  in  llx> 
course  of  the  day:  held,  that  tli<-y  wt-ru  entitled  to  recover  it  back  (Martin 
v.  Morgin,  3  Moo.  035). 

If  a  sheriff  jwiy  over  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  under  a  fi,  fa.  to  tho  plL, 
in  ignorance  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committ'*d  by  th'*  dell,  in  the  action, 
and  is  afterwards  bound  to  pay  tbe  autount  to  the  assignees,  he  may  recover 
it  from  the  execution  pit.  as  huvin^  been  paid  in  ignorance  of  facts. 

For  those  cases  where  on  agent  may  recover  back  from  hU  principal 
money  for  which  the  former  has  prematurely,  and  by  mistake  given  th»« 
latter  credit  (see  Shaw  v.  IVton,  ante,  p.  371;  Young  v.  Cole,  ante,  p. 
391  ;  Fuller  v.  Smith,  supra;  Shaw  v.  Dartnell,  ante,  p.  371).  Where  the 
paymaster  of  n  military  corps  had  given  credit  in  account  to  an  officer  in 
th:it  corps  from  January,  1M7,  to  November,  IH'JO,  for  certain  increased 
pay,  erroneously  supposed  to  b-  granted  by  a  general  order  of  1800,  to  an 
officer  of  his  situation,  and  a  statement  of  tint  account  was  delivered  to  tho 
officer  in  1821.  In  December,  1M16,  the  paymasters  were  informed  by  tbe 
board  of  ordnance,  that  the  increased  pay  granted  by  the  order  ol  18(MJ 
'would  not  be  allowed  to  persons  in  the  M  nation  of  the  officer  in 
question  ;  the  paymasters  did  not  communicate  this  inforrm'.ion  to  [  *393  j 
the-  officer  until  IH'Jl,  und  subsequently  to  that  time,  they  con- 
tinued to  receive  pay:  held,  in  an  action  by  Ins  personal  representative 
to  recover  such  pay,  it  was  not  c  >inpctcnl  to  the  paymaster  to  retain  any 
such  Hums  of  money  on  account  of  the  sums  which  tlr-y  had  credited 
him  for,  by  way  of  increased  pay,  and  which  they  had  albvvcd  him  to 
Vol.  H.  27 
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consider  his  own  for  so  long  a  period  of  time  (Skyring  v.  Greenwood,  4  B. 
&  C.  281). 

One  C.,  a  trader,  on  the  5th  of  June,  1838,  assigned  his  effects  in  trust, 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  On  the  same  day,  but  before  the  execution 
of  the  assignment,  afi.fa.  against  C.  was  delivered  to  a  sheriff's  agent  in 
London,  under  which  an  officer  levied  upon  the  goods  on  the  6th.  The  trus- 
tees under  the  assignment  paid  the  amount  of  the  levy,  under  protest,  and 
he  withdrew  from  possession.  It  afterwards  appeared  that  C.  had  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  on  the  2nd  of  June,  upon  which  a  fiat  issued  on  the 
18th;  held,  that  the  trustees  could  not  recover  back  from  the  sheriff  the 
money  so  paid  by  them  to  the  officer,  as  having  been  paid  under  a  mistake 
of  facts,  as  the  money  was  not  paid  under  a  mistake  of  facts,  but  upon  a 
speculation  or  bargain,  the  failure  of  which  could  not  entitle  the  trustees  to 
recover  it  back  (Harris  v.  Lloyd,  5  M.  &  W.  434). 

Where  the  drawer  of  a  bill  accepts  and  pays  it  under  a  mistaken  notion, 
that  the  bill  is  drawn  by  his  creditor,  he  cannot  recover  the  amount  from  a 
lonafide  holder,  on  the  drawing  proving  to  be  a  forgery  (Price  v.  Ncal,  3 
Burr.  1354  ;  Wilkinson  v.  Johnson,  3  B.  &  C.  434;  5  D.  &  R.  735;  Bar- 
ber  v.  Gingell,  3  Esp.  60).  Where  the  captain  of  a  king's  ship,  which 
brought  home  treasure  from  abroad,  for  which  he  is  allowed  freight,  believing 
that  the  admiral  was  entitled  to  a  share,  paid  him  a  third,  but  discovering 
afterwards  that  the  admiral  was  not  so  entitled,  brought  his  action  to  recover  it 
back,  it  was  held  not  to  lie,  because  he  had  paid  it  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  facts,  although  in  ignorance  of  the  law,  and  because  it  was  not  against 
conscience  in  the  executor  to  retain  it  (Brisbane  v.  Dacres,  5  Taunt.  143). 

But  if  an  underwriter,  supposing  a  ship  to  be  lost  on  which  he  had  under- 
written a  policy,  has  paid  for  a  total  loss,  and  she  afterwards  returns  to  port, 
he  has  a  right  to  recover  back  his  money,  he  having  paid  it  under  a  belief 
that  the  ship  had  been  lost  (Moses  v.  M'Forlane,  2  Burr.  1010;  Gomery  v. 
Bond,  3  M.  &.  S.  378).  In  Bilbie  v.  Lumle.y,  2  East,  469,  a  m;itcrial  fact 
had  been  concealed  I'rorn  the  underwriter  which  would  have  afforded  him  a 
delence,  but  after  he  had  been  apprized  of  the  concealment  he  paid  the 
money,  not  being  at  the  time  aware  of  the  legal  effect  thereof;  held  he  could 
not  recover  back  the  amount.  The  action  does  not  lie  to  recover  money 
paid  on  a  legal  judgment,  although  it  was  afterwards  discovered  that  the 
money  was  not  due,  and  the  party  by  finding  a  lost  receipt,  &c.,  would  be 
in  a  position  to  prove  the  fact  (Marriott  v.  Hampton,  7  T.  R.  269;  Best  v. 
Atkinson,  2  Camp.  63);  or  money  mistakenly  paid  into  court  (Malcolm  v. 
Fullerton,  2  T.  R.  545;  Reynolds  v.  Webb,  6  Sco.  699);  or  levied  under 
an  irregular^.y«.  (Habberton  v.  Wakefu  Id,  4  Carnp.  59). 

But  the  action  lies  to  recover  money  paid  under  a  void  aulhority,  as  under 
senlence  of  a  court  which  had  no  jurisdiction  (Newdigate  v.  Davy,  1  Ld. 
Raym.  742  ;  Linden  v.  Hooper,  Covvp.  419;  Thursion  v.  Mills,  16  East, 
270).  But  it  does  not  lie  lor  money  paid  under  a  distress  tor  poor's  rate, 
which  has  subsequently  been  quashed  without  previous  notice  of  appeal 
under  41  Geo.  111.  c.  23,  s.  2  (Priestly  v.  Watson,  2  C.  &  M.  691).  The 
pit.  puid  the  sheriff' the  *amount  of  a  Ibrlcited  recognisance,  in  order 
[  *394  ]  to  prevent  a  sale  of  his  goods.  The  sessions  afterwards  mitigated 
the  recognisance  to  a  small  sum,  lor  which  alonp,  the  sheriff  render- 
ed an  account  to  the  exchequer.  Held,  thai  the  sessions  were  not  authorized 
in  mitigating  the  recognisance,  the  |ilt.  could  recover  against  the  sheriff  for 
the  surplus  of  the  money,  though  he  had  made  an  express  promise  to  repay 
it  (Haynes  v.  Hayton,  7  B.  &  C.  293). 

If  a  party,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  cause  of  action,  pay  a  sum  demand- 
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ed  and  sought  to  be  recovered  by  an  action,  commenced  even  by  bailable 
process,  but  not  proceeded  with  to  judgment,  he  cannot  recover  buck  the 
amount,  although  the  demand  was  unjust  and  unfounded,  there  being  no 
fraud  or  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  pit.  in  the  action  that  his  claim  is  un- 
founded, it  being  notwithstanding  the  payment  a  voluntary  and  not  a  com- 
pulsory payment  (Hamlet  v.  Richardson,  9  Sing.  644;  see  Milnes  v.  Dun- 
can  per  Holroyd,  J.,  6  B.  At  C.  679;  Miles  v.  Dele,  3  Stark.  25 ;  and  see 
Dupen  v.  Keeling,  4  C.  AT  P.  102;  Robson  v.  Eaton,  1  T.  R.  64;  Belcher 
v.  Mills,  2  C.  M.  At  R.  150).  It  has  been  held,  that  where  the  plL  allowed 
deft,  to  retain  a  sum  of  money  under  an  order  of  court  obtained  by  her  for 
taxation  of  his  costs,  she  could  not  afterwards  sue  him  for  ihe  amount  (Kel- 
dall  v.  Atken,  10  Bing.  436 ;  see  Cobden  v.  Kendrirk,  4  T.  R.  432  n.  (a) ; 
and  Hamlet  v.  Richardson,  supra,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.)-  But  where  money 
has  been  paid  in  order  to  obtain  his  release  under  a  co.  to.  fraudulently  ob- 
tained, he  may  recover  such  sum  back  (Cadavnl  (Duke  de)  v.  Collins,  4  Ad. 
Ac  E.  858  ;  sec  Pitt  v.  Combes,  2  Ad.  At  E.  459).  Where  A  ,  who  was  in- 
debted  to  B.,  paid  such  d«  bf  to  the  attorney  of  a  person  suing  A.  in  B.'s 
name,  but  without  B.'s  authority,  and  A.  i«  obliged  to  pay  B.  again,  A.  may 
recover  back  from  the  attorney  the  sum  paid  to  htm,  although  the  attnraey 
conceived  be  was  acting  under  the  real  authority  of  B.  (Robson  v.  Ivnton,  1 
T.  R.  62).  Where  a  bankrupt,  after  obtaining  "hi*  certificate,  was  about  to 
be  arrested  by  the  sheriff  on  a  oi.  to.  for  a  debt  proveable  under  the  com- 
mission, but,  to  previ  nt  such  arrest,  paid  to  the  sheriff,  under  protect,  the 
amount  indorsed  on  the  writ;  held,  that  he  might  recover  it  back  in  this  ac- 
tion (Pay no  v.  Chapman,  4  Ad.  At  E  364). 

Where  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  money  paid  by  mistake,  the  pit. 
must  go  into  evidence  of  the  whole  transaction  and  the  circiimstancrs  under 
which  he  paid  it ;  and  it  must  be  ck-arly  made  out  that  the  payment  was 
made  in  consequence  of  the  pit.  supposing  something  to  have  tnk«  n  place,  or 
some  fact  to  have  happened,  which  turns  out  to  be  otherwise  ih.ui  he  sup- 
posed.  Where  the  demand  U  connected  with  any  instrument  or  writing,  the 
latter  must  be  produced  and  proved. 

JUtgid  Contract.]  Money  paid  on  an  illegal  contract  mny  sometimes  be 
recoverable  in  this  nc'ion,  wlicn  ihu  contract  remain*  ex«*cutory,  and  lira  pit. 
dissents,  and,  in  disaftirmancr  of  it,  endeavours,  by  hi*  action,  to  recover  his 
money  ;  though  the  pit.  find  deft,  be  tn  jxiri  deliclo  (llowwm  v.  Hancock,  8 
T.  K.  575;  Aubert  v.  Walsh.  3  Taunt.  277;  Busk  v.  WuUh,  4  ib.  290; 
Lowry  v.  Bourdica,  2  Doug.  470;  William*  v.  Headley.S  lvi»i,340,  n.  (a); 
Clark  v.  Slice,  Camp.  200 ;  Browning  v.  Morris,  ib.  79^  ;  Tappt- nden  v.  Ran- 
dall, 2  H.  At  P.  407  ;  H  tsu-low  v.  Jackson,  8  B.  &  C.  224).  As,  in  the 
ease  of  a  premium  or  »um  of  money  puid  to  or  deposited  with  the  oilier  con- 
tracting party  on  an  illegal  insurance  or  wager,  il'ihu  pit.  before  tin?  risk  on 
the  policy  bc^an,  or  his  chance  of  winning  can  b»»  ascertained, or  the  wager 
can  be  decided,  disaffirm  or  rescind  the  contract,  IK:  may  maintain  this  ac- 
tion airuinsl  th«-  other  party  for  the  'amount  which  he  ha*  paid 
(Smith  v.  Bielmore,  4  Tuuut.  477).  But  a  premium  paid  on  a  [  *395  ] 
wagering  jn)licy  is  not  recoverable  after  the  event  (Puteroun  v. 
Powell,  9  Bing.  320).  As  where  A.,  in  consideration  of  2lu/.,  gave  B.  a 
bond  Ibr  ihe  payment  of  an  annuity  of  1007.,  until  the  hop  duties  should 
amount  to  n  certain  sum,  and  it  wait  held  that  A.,  who  brought  his  action 
beloru  that  evi-nt  happened,  was  therefore  entiited  to  recover,  on  the  ground 
that  ihu  coniruct  still  remiincd  executory  (Tiippenden  v.  Randall,  2  B.  P. 
467);  so,  in  other  cases  of  wagers,  where  they  have  been  determined  before 
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the  risk  began  (Aubert  v.  Walsh,  3  Taunt.  277 ;  Busk  v.  Walsh,  4  ib.  200  ; 
Lowry  v.  Bourdica,  2  Doug.  470;  8  East,  381,  n. ;  Ch.  Contr.  620—637). 
A  principal,  who  has  lodged  money  in  an  agent's  hands  for  an  illegal  pur- 
pose, may,  before  the  money  is  so  applied,  countermand  the  agent's  authority, 
and  recover  it  back,  as  money  had  and  received  to  his  use  (Taylor  v.  Lon- 
dey,  9  East,  49).  A  distinction  however,  appears  to  prevail  where  the  con- 
tract is  merely  illegal,  or  where  it  is  in  furtherance  of  some  object  malumin 
se,  or  grossly  immoral,  in  which  case  it  is  said,  the  court  will  not  interfere 
(Farmer  v.  Russel,  1  B.  &  P.  298;  Aubert  v.  Mage,  2  B.  &  P.  371  j  Can- 
non v.  Boyce,  3  B.  &  Ad.  179). 

Where  money  is  deposited  in  the  hands  of  a  stakeholder,  upon  the  event 
of  an  illegal  wager,  or  one  of  a  foolish  nature,  and  such  as  the  court  ought 
not  to  be  called  on  to  try,  either  party,  even  the  loser,  may  recover  it  back, 
if  he  demand  a  return  before  the  event  be  decided  (Eltham  v.  Kingsman,  1 
B.  &  A.  683);  or  any  time  before  the  money  has  been  paid  over  (Cotton  v. 
Thurland,  5  T.  R.  405 ;  Bale  v.  Cartwright,  7  Pri.  540 ;  Smith  v.  Bricknell, 
4  Taunt.  474 ;  Ch.  Contr.  622 ;  Hastelow  v.  Jackson,  8  B.  &  C.  221 ;  Hod- 
son  v.  Terrel,  1  C.  &  M.  797 ;  Robinson  v.  Mears,  6  D.  &  R.  26).  In 
Egerton  v.  Furgman,  Ry.  &  M.  213  ;  Abbott,  C.  J.,  refused  to  try  an  action 
against  a  stakeholder  to  recover  the  stake  deposited  by  the  pit.  on  a  dog- 
fight, and  which  the  pit.  claimed  after  the  event  was  decided,  but  before  the 
money  was  paid  over,  but  as  it  was  unnecessary  to  try  the  question  which 
dog  had  won  the  fight,  the  pit.  claiming  only  his  stake;  semble,  the  pit.  was 
entitled  to  recover  (see  ib.  214,  n.).  Although  the  wager  be  illegal,  the 
stakeholder  ceases  to  be  liable,  if  he  pay  over  the  stakes  to  the  winner  with- 
out notice  or  dispute  (Ch.  Contr.  622). 

Where  a  party  elects  to  rescind  an  illcgnl  contract,  he  must  do  so  in  due 
time.  On  a  policy  of  insurance,  "on  goods  on  board  the  A.,  (a  Spanish 
ship),  or  any  other  ship  or  ships  at  or  from  New  Orleans  and  Pensacoln,  to 
a  port  in  the  United  Kingdom,"  P.,  at  the  time  of  effecting  the  policy  belong- 
ing to  Spain,  and  N.  O.  to  America,  which  latter  country  was  at  war  with 
this  country,  but  Spain  was  neutral  ;  the  policy  was  intended  to  cover  an 
importation  of  cotton  wool  from  N.  O.  to  L.;  held  that,  supposing  this  to  be 
a  case  where  the  assured  was  at  liberty  to  rescind  the  contract,  yet  as  he 
had  not  given  any  notice  to  the  underwriter  of  his  intention  to  do  so,  he 
could  not  maintain  an  action  to  recover  back  the  premium,  though  no  cargo 
was  loaded  on  board  the  ship  named,  or  any  other  ship  covered  by  the  policy, 
Lord  Ellenborough  observing,  "I  confess,  I  wish  we  had  never  departed  from 
the  plain  and  intelligible  rule,  that  where  a  contract  is  founded  upon  a  con- 
sideration clearly  illegal,  neither  party  should  be  allowed  a  locus  standi  and 
receive  any  assistance  in  a  court  of  justice:  however,  in  the  present  case, 
giving  the  utmost  latitude  to  the  doctrine  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
[  *396  ]  locus  pccr/itentice,  and  that  the  party  *ought  not  against  his  will  to 
be  compelled  to  adhere  to  the  contract,  I  see  nothing  to  lead  me  to 
the  conclusion,  that  this  party  withdrew  from  the  contract;  he  manifested  no 
such  intention  before  the  bringing  of  the  action"  (Palyast  v.  Leckie,  6  M.  & 
S.  290). 

Illegality  of  the  consideration  of  a  contract,  must  in  all  cases  be  specially 
pleaded  (Ulutterbuck  v.  Coffin,  4  Sco.  N.  R.  509 ;  Fenwick  v.  Laycock,  1 
Q.  B.  414;  and  see  Daintree  v.  Hutchinson,  10  M.  &  W.  85). 

The  money  is  also  recoverable,  though  the  contract  be  executed,  where 
the  pit.  is  not  in  part  delicto  with  the  deft.  (Jacques  v.  Withy,  1  H.  HI.  65 ; 
Williams  v.  Hedley,  8  East,  378;  Goodall  v.  Lowndes,  6  Q.  B.  465);  as 
where  money  is  extorted  from  the  pit.  by  the  threat  of  prosecuting  a  pcitul 
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action  against  him  (Ib.;  Unwin  T.  Leaper,  1  Man.  &  G.  747;  aee  Goodall 
v.  Lowndes,  supra). 

The  agent  of  a  party  to  an  illegal  contract,  who  receives  money  under  it 
to  the  use  of  his  principal,  cannot  set  up  the  illegality  of  the  transaction  in 
an  action  brought  against  him  by  his  principal  (Tenant  v.  Elliott,  1  B.  At  P. 
3;  Farmer  v.  Russel,  ib.  206;  but  see  M'Grcgor  v.  Lowe,  Ry.  Ac  M.  37; 
Ilastelow  v.  Jackson,  8  B.  At  C.  224;  Bousfield  v.  Wilson,  16  M.  &  \V. 
185;  see  Griffith  v.  Young,  12  East,  513). 

Mouey  fairly  lost  and  won  at  play  is  not  recoverable  back,  except  in  an 
action  founded  on  the  statute  (Thistlcwood  v.  CracroA,  1  Moo.  dt  S.  500); 
nor  money  lent  for  the  purposes  of  illegal  gaming  (Allport  v.  Nutt,  1  C.  R. 
074 ;  M'Kinnell  v.  Robinson,  3  M.  At  W.  441);  nor  money  paid  to  compro- 
mise an  offence  of  a  public  nature  (Goodall  v.  Lowndcs,  6  Q.  B.  464).  A 
premium  on  a  wagering  policy  is  not  recoverable  afler  the  event  (Paicnon 
T.  Powell,  0  Bing.  320). 

When  a  fixed  sum  has  been  paid  to  a  parish  by  the  putative  father  of  a 
bastard  child,  the  residue  of  the  sum  unexpended  may  be  recovered  in  this 
action  (Watkins  v.  Hewlett,  1  B.  &  B.  1).  So,  though  the  deAs,  (the  over- 
seers who  had  received  the  money)  had  paid  over  the  money  to  their  succes- 
sors (Chappel  v.  Poles,  2  M.  &  W.  867);  and  tem'le,  the  whole  turn  paid 
was  money  had  and  received  to  the  plt.'s  use  from  the  lime  of  payment,  the 
contract  bi'ing  from  the  beginning  illegal  and  void  (Ib.). 

If  an  illegal  contract  be  executed,  and  both  parties  are  I'M  pan  r/r/irto,  no 
action  lies  to  recover  money  paid  under  it  (Andreo  v.  Fletcher,  3  T.  R.266; 
Rowson  v.  Hancock,  8  T.  U.  575;  1  CM!,  96;  Thistkwuod  v.  CracroA,  1 
Moo.  At  8.  500;  Stokes  v.  Twiichin,  8  Taunt.  402;  Paynlon  v.  Cattle,  1 
Moo.  dr  R.  265). 

The  amount  of  a  bill  given  lo  the  dcA.  to  secure  him  an  undue  preference 
over  other  creditors  of  the  pli.and  to  induce  him  lo  sign  a  composition  deed, 
and  which  was  afterwards  voluntarily  paid,  cannot  be  recovered  in  this  action 
(Wilson  v.  Ray,  10  .VI.  At  K.  82).  Illegality  cannot  be  set  up  in  non  at 
tumptit  (Martin  v.  Smith,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  430). 

Evidfnct  for  Dtftndant. 

Evidence  for  deA.  may  consist  in  r*  bu'ting  tho  pit.'*  necessary  proofs, 
which  may  be  readily  collected  from  the  above.  The  plea  of  non  nsMimpsit 
operates  both  as  a  denial  of  the  receipt,  and  of  the  existence  of  those  facts 
which  make  it  a  receipt  to  ihe  plt.'s  use  (R.  G.  II.  T.  4  Will.  IV.;  see  Ap- 
pcndix).  For  other  defences,  see  the  various  titles  in  the  work. 

It  is  seldom  necessary  to  plead  specially  in  this  action.  It  it  only  requi- 
site when  the  deA.  admits  the  original  receipt  of  the  "money  for 
plt.'s  use,  and  as  his  property,  and  reli'-s  on  matter  of  avoidance ;  [  *397  1 
that  is,  on  facts  which  show  that  the  |>lt.'s  right  had  subsequently 
ceased,  as  that  it  was  received  to  be  remitted  to  another,  and  remittnnce  ac- 
cordingly (M'Carthy  v.  Calvin,  9  Ad.  A:  E.  007;  »•?  Kington  v.  Kington, 
11  M.  A:  W.  233).  There  the  deA.  pleaded,  that  after  the  making  of  the 
promise,  to  wit,  on,  Ate-,  the  pit.  requested  him  to  send  the  said  sum  of 
money  to  him  by  post,  and  that  he  did  so;  this  was  hdd  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer for  want  of  averment,  either  that  there  was  no  prior  request  to  pay, 
or  that  the  deft,  wus  always  ready  to  pay  (Ib.). 

Under  nun  assumpsit  the  deft,  may  show,  that  though  the  money  was 
received  by  him,  it  was  not  received  for  the  use  of  the  pit.,  but  of  a  third 
person  (Clark  v.  Dignaro,  3  M.  As  W.  478).  Where  the  deft,  pleaded,  that 
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the  money  received  was  the  amount  of  certain  goods  consigned  to  the  deft, 
as  a  security  for  any  advances  he  might  make,  with  a  power  of  sale  to  reim- 
burse himself,  and  that  he  sold  the  goods  accordingly:  held,  that  amounted 
to  the  general  issue,  as  it  denied  that  the  proceeds  were  received  to  the  plt.'s 
use  (Solly  v.  Neish,  2  C.  M.  &  U.  255).  So,  a  plea,  showing  that  before 
the  money  was  received  there  was  a  contract  that  the  deft,  might  have  a  lien 
upon  it  (Williams  v.  Vines,  14  Law  J.  326,  Q.  B.) 

Non  assumpsit  is  the  proper  plea,  where  a  trustee  is  sued  by  his  cestui 
que  trust  for  money  which  he  holds  as  a  trustee  merely  (Mitcham  v.  Eicke, 
3  M.  &  W.  408;  B;irtlett  v.  Dimond,  14  M.  &  W.  49 )  or  which  he  has 
paid  pursuant  to  the  trust  (Moore  v.  Eddowcs,  7  C.  &  P.  203) ;  or  which  he 
has  received  under  a  trust  which  is  still  open,  for  in  such  cases  the  money 
is  received  to  the  use  of  the  trust,  and  not  of  the  pits.  (Casev.  Roberts,  Holt, 
501 ;  Edwards  v.  Bates,  2  D.  &  L.  299). 

So,  in  an  action,  by  the  assignees  of  an  insolvent,  for  money  had  and 
received  to  their  use,  the  deft,  might  show  under  won  assumpsit,  that  the 
money  was  received  for  the  use  of  the  insolvent,  against  whom  the  deft,  has 
a  set-off  (Wain  right  v.  Clement,  4  M.  &  W.  396,  per  Parke,  B.) 

So,  in  actions  by  and  against  assignees  of  bankrupts,  sheriffs,  creditors, 
&c.,  to  try  the  validity  of  a  fiat,  or  of  an  execution  against  the  bankrupt's 
effects,  on  a  question  of  fraudulent  preference  (Ch.  jun.  PI.  228). 

So,  a  stakeholder  who  duly  holds  or  has  duly  paid  over  stakes  to  the 
winner  of  a  legal  wager,  &c.,  may  plead  non  assumpsit,  especially  where 
the  pit.  claims  the  stakes  of  the  other  party  as  winner,  but  in  reality  is  not 
entitled  to  these  slakes  (Ch.  Contr.  486,  487).  If  the  money  had  been 
deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  deft,  to  abide  the  event  on  which  a  wager  shall 
have  been  made  for  a  sum  of  money  to  be  awarded  to  the  winner  of  an 
unlawful  game,  and  the  wager  sue  as  such  winner,  this  defence  should  be 
specially  pleaded  (see  "GAMING,"  Daintrce  v.  Hutchinson,  10  M.  &  W.  85; 
Allport  v.  Nuit,  14  Law  J.  272,  C.  P.;  Applegarth  v.  Colley,  10  M.  &  W. 
723).  So,  the  defence  that  the  money  has  been  deposited  in  the  deft.'s 
hands,  or  any  other  illegal  contract,  should  be  specially  pleaded  (see  "ILLE- 
GAL CONTRACTS"). 

In  assumpsit  for  money  received  by  the  deft.,  for  the  use  of  the  pit.  as 
assignee  of  a  bankrupt,  the  deft,  pleaded  that  although  the  money  was  in 
his  possession  after  the  bankruptcy,  yet  it  was,  in  fact,  received  by  the  deft, 
before  the  bankruptcy;  but,  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  fiat,  the  bankrupts 
were  indebted  to  him  in  a  larger  sum,  which  lie  claimed  to  set  off:  held,  that 
the  plea  was  bad  (Wood  v.  Smith,  4  M.  &  W.  522). 

The  deft,  cannot,  on  a  plea  of  the  general  issue,  give  in  evidence 
[  *398  ]  *that  the  money  was  received  in  respect  of  an  illegal  wager  (Mar- 
tin v.  Smith,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  436). 

To  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  an  insolvent  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived :  plea,  that  the  insolvent  and  his  partner  were  indebted  to  the  deft. 
in  451/.  18s.  for  money  lent,  money  paid,  and  interest,  and  that  an  account 
was  stated  between  them  concerning  this  sum;  that  the  deft,  set  off  and 
allowed  to  the  insolvents  this  sum,  arid  exonerated  and  discharged  them  from 
the  payment  thereof  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  promises  in  the 
first  and  second  counts,  as  to  the  said  sum,  which  set-off  and  allowance  the 
insolvents  accepted  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge :  replication,  that  the 
insolvents  were  not  indebted  to  the  deft,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. :  held 
good,  for  that  the  deft,  by  traversing  the  debt,  had,  in  fact,  traversed  the 
account  stated  (Learmoufh  v  Grandine,  4  M.  &  W.  658).  Plea,  that  the 
said  money,  "  being  the  money  in  the  declaration  mentioned,"  was  the  pro- 
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cecds  of  divrrs  goods  pledged  with  a  power  of^sale  to  the  defts.  by  persons 
whom  the  pits,  allowed  to  hold  the  goods  as  their  own,  and  which  were  the 
joint  property  of  those  persons  and  (he  pit.,  and  that  the  deft,  was  willing  to 
set  off*  against  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  the  advance  made  upon  them. 
Replication,  that  the  deft.,  of  his  own  wrong,  nnd  without  the  cause  alleged, 
broke  his  snid  promise;  and,  further,  that  the  action  was  brought,  not  only 
for  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  plea,  but  also  for  the  proceeds 
of  o'licr  goods.  Held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  replication  was  bad, 
because  it  alleged  that  the  deft,  broke  his  promise;  when  ihe  plea,  in  effect 
was,  that  he  never  made  one,  and  not  an  excuse  for  a  breach ;  2ndly( 
because  the  plea  claimed  for  the  deft,  an  interest  in  the  goods,  and  also 
asserted  an  authority  from  the  pit.  (Solly  v.  Ncish,  2  C.  M.  Ac  K.  355). 
Sem'i/e,  admitting  that  the  tie  iit/tfrut,  dec.,  put  the  whole  plea  in  issue; 
nevertheless,  the  new  assignment  did  not  make  the  replication  double  (Ib,). 

Failure  of  Con$vleratvm.]  In  an  action  by  an  allottee  in  a  projected 
railway,  upon  the  failure  of  the  scheme,  for  the  recovery  of  his  deposit, 
where  lie  had  executed  the  usual  subscribers'  deed,  there  being  no  evidence 
that  such  execution  was  obtain  -d  by  fraud,  the  d«ft.  under  the  direction  of 
the  judge,  obtained  a  verdict :  held,  that,  as  the  pit.  should  have  been  non- 
suited, a  rule  for  a  new  trial  ou^ht  not  to  bo  granted,  although  some  obser- 
vations rmde  by  the  learned  jud/c  to  the  jury,  as  to  what  would  constitute 
fraud,  might  not  be  legally  correct,  but  in  such  a  case  the  court  will  grant  a 
rale  to  enter  a  nonsuit  (Atkinson  v.  Pocock,  1  Exch.  7116). 

An  allottee  of  shares  in  a  projected  railway  company,  who  has  paid  hia 
deposit,  and  executed  the  usual  subscriber*'  deed,  msy  recover  back  the 
deposit  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  if  the  scheme  fails,  and  be 
can  show  that  he  was  induced  by  fraud  to  ci^n  that  deed  (Atkinson  v.  Pocock, 
Vane  v.  Cobbold,  12  Jur  GO ;  *17  Lnw  J.  (17  Kxch. ;  1  Exch.  790). 

In  such  canes  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  indictable  fraud;  it 
is  sufficient  to  show  either  moml  frnud  in  the  deft.,  practised  either  directly 
or  by  hi*  adopting  the  misrepresentation  of  others,  as  by  his  receiving  money 
knowing  that  it  has  been  paid  in  consequence  of  such  inisrvprvM'iiiation ;  or 
that  a  fraud  has  been  committed  by  an  agent  of  the  deft,  acting  in  the  course 
of  his  business  (Ib.).  Srtn'Jf,  that  the  directors  of  a  railway  proj<<ct  '-a-.'x* 
be  considered  agems  of  cnch  other,  so  as  to  render  one  of  them  liable  'or  a 
fraudulent  misrepresentation  made  by  another,  unlcs*  he  afterwards  ..its 
it,  or  knowingly  receives  the  fruits  of  it  (Ib.).  Sem'lt,  per  Alderso  11., 
that  the  expression  in  a  teller  of  allotment  of  shares  in  a  railway  project,  that 
if  the  deposits  ore  not  |»iid  before  a  certain  time  the  allotment  shall  be  void, 
means  that  it  shall  be  voidable  at  the  option  of  the  directors  of  the  company 
(Ib.). 

The  alleged  frnud  consisted  in  statements  published  by  the  secretary  to 
the  company,  relative  to  the  number  of  him  res  allotted,  nnd  the  money  paid 
upon  them,  which  afterwards  proved  it  be  false.  It  was  not  shown  that 
the  defendants  had  given  any  au'hority  to  the  secretory  to  make  those 
statements.  The  jury  having  found  that  they  were  fraudulently  made — 
temlJr,  th.it  the  dcfts.  weru  liable  for  such  fraudulent  inisn.|»rvj>euUitions 
(Ib.). 

Money  Paul  ]  Pit.  having  accepted  a  bill  for  dcfl.'s  accommodation, 
defended  an  action  brought  by  the  indorsee,  and  finally  paid  the  amount, 
with  the  costs  of  the  action.  In  tissurnpstt  for  money  paid  the  jury  were 
directed,  that  if  the  deft,  requested  the  pit.  to  undertake  the  defence  (as  to 
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which  there  was  some  evidence,  though  no  express  request  proved),  the  costs 
were  recoverable  in  this  action :  held,  that  direction  was  right  (Ganard  v. 
Cottrell,  10  Q.  B.  679). 
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Form  of  Remedy  and  Pleadings. 

Where  a  person  lends  money  to  the  deft.,  or  to  another  on  his  account, 
and  at  his  request,  the  law  presumes  an  undertaking  on  his  pnrt  to 
repay  it,  and  assumpsit  or  debt  will  lie  against  him  for  the  amount  (2  Ld. 
Raym.  1216;  Stevenson  v.  Hardie,  2  Bl.  R.  827;  B.  N.  P.  131;  Com. 
Dig.  Debt,  A,  4;  Stra.  1089).  Money  lent  to  the  deft,  himself  may  be 
recovered  under  the  common  count  for  money  lent,  though  delivered  to  a 
third  person  at  the  deft.'s  request  (Bull  v.  Sibbs",  8  T.  R.  328).  But,  where 
the  money  is  lent  to  a  third  person  at  the  request  of  the  deft.,  and  both  are 
liable  to  repay  it  to  the  pit.,  the  one  on  the  loan,  and  the  other  by  virtue  of 
a  collateral  undertaking,  which  must  be  in  writing,  pit.  must  declare  against 
him  specially  (Forth  v.  Stanton,  1  Saund.  211  rz,  6;  Butchery.  Andrews,  1 
Salk.  23;  3"Salk.  15;  Carth.  446;  Marriott  v.  Lister,  2  Wils.  141  ;  Steven- 
son  v.  Hardie,  3  Wils.  388;  Matsom  v.  Wharam,  2  T.  R.  81;  S:one  v. 
M'Nair,  1  Moo.  126).  A  declaration  against  a  husband  for  money  lent  to 
his  wife,  at  his  request,  is  maintainable  (Stevenson  v.  Hardie,  3  Wils.  388)  ; 
otherwise,  if  it  be  alleged  that  it  was  lent  to  her  at  her  request,  or  was  lent 

to  both  at  their  joint  solicitation  *(Stone  v.  M'Nair,  8  Pri.  48).      In 
[  *399  ]  general,  there   must  have  been  a  loan  of  mot,ey  to  support  this 

count,  but  an  advance  of  foreign  coin  is  sufficient  (Harrington  v. 
M'Morris,  5  Taunt.  228). 

Money  advanced  upon  a  contract  to  pay  it  on  demand,  or  to  execute  a 
mortgage,  may,  after  refusal  to  execute  the  mortgage,  be  recovered  back 
under  a  count  for  money  lent  (Bristowe  v.  Needham,  9  M.  &  W.  729). 
When  the  exchange  of  sureties,  notes,  &c.,  is  not  a  loan  (see  Glyn  v.  Kartell, 
8  Taunt.  206).  Where  the  pit.  lent  the  deft,  money  and  received  from  him 
shares  in  a  company  as  security,  and  agreed  to  give  twenty-one  days'  notice 
to  deft,  before  proceeding  to  compel  the  repayment  of  the  loan  or  any  part 
thereof,  and  upon  repayment  of  any  part  of  the  loan  to  give  back  a  proportion- 
ate amount  of  shares :  held,  th.-it  after  twelve  days  the  pit.  was  not  bound  to 
declare  specially,  averring  a  tender  of  the  shares,  but  that  he  might  declare 
in  indebilatus  assumpsit  for  money  lent  (Scott  v.  Parker,  1  Q.  B.  109);  and 
sometimes  the  pit.  may  recover  on  this  count,  though  a  special  agreement 
has  been  entered  into  and  rescinded  (James  v.  Cotton,  7  Bing.  266).  In 
that  case  it  appeared  that  the  pit.  agn  ed  to  let  the  deft,  land  on  building 
leases,  and  to  lend  him  10,000/.  to  assist  in  erecting  twenty  houses,  the 
money  to  be  repaid  by  June,  1828).  The  deft,  agreed  to  build  the  houses, 
to  convey  them  as  a  security  for  the  loan,  and  to  repay  the  money.  When 
six  houses  were  built  and  1168/.  had  been  advanced,  the  pit.  requested  the 
deft,  not  to  go  on  with  the  other  fourteen  houses,  and  the  deft,  resisted. 
Held,  that  after  June,  1828,  the  pit.  might  recover  116R/.,  on  a  count  for 
money  lent,  and  that  he  need  not  sue  upon  the  agree  ment,  as  it  had  been 
rescinded  by  mutual  consent,  besides  which  there  was  no  condition  render- 
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ing  the  advance  of  the  whole  sura  essential  to  the  recovery  of  the  part 
advanced. 

Where  the  deft,  gave  a  memorandum,  whereby  he  acknowledged  lh« 
receipt  from  the  pit.  of  a  sum  of  money  "on  behalf  of  E.  P.,  an  infant  and] 
whereby  the  dell,  promised  to  be  accountable  for  such  sum  on  demand  :  held, 
that  the  memorandum  was  evidence  to  support  a  count  foe  money  lent  against 
the  deft.  (Harris  v.  Huntback,  1  Burr.  373). 

The  common  count  is  not  sustainable  if  the  loan  was  effected  by  a  transfer 
of  stock,  which  is  not  money  (Nightingale  v.  Devisme,  5  Burr.  2589;  Jone* 
v.  Brindley,  1  East,  1 ;  Maxwell  v.  Jameson,  2  B.  At  A.  51 ;  but  sec  Samuel 
v.  Bunbury,  2  C.  B.  803). 

Where  money  is  advanced  or  secured  by  a  deposit  of  goods  the  lender  has 
his  remedy  against  the  borrower  by  this  action  without  returning  the  goods ;. 
and,  to  discharge  the  borrower,  there  must  be  a  special  agreement  In  stand 
to  the  pledge  only  (South  Sea  Company  v.  Duncombe,  2Sira.  010 ;  England 
(Bank  of)  v.  Glover,  2  Ld.  Raym.  75":*;  Lawton  v.  New  kind,  2  Stark  73; 
Ernes  T.  Widdowsoo,  4  C.  &  P.  131  ;  see  Ilorne  v.  Parker,  2  T.  R.  170, 
cited  Boy  son  v.  Coles,  0  M.  Ac  S.  24,  per  Bay  ley,  B.).  In  a  mortgage  case 
it  has  been  held,  that  as  every  mortgage  implies  a  debt,  the  personal  estate 
of  the  mortgagor  will  be  liable  although  there  be  neither  a  bond  nor  cove- 
nant for  the  payment  of  the  mortgage-money  advanced,  and  the  count  for 
money  lent  will  suffice  (King  v.  King,  3  P.  Wins.  361 ;  Yales  v.  Aston,  4 
Q.  B.  182;  Burnett  v.  Lynch,  0  Ad.  &  E.  532). 

Where  a  person  lends  money,  nominally  on  his  own  account,  but  in  reality, 
on  account  of  another,  the  real  lender  cannot  recover  the  money  without 
showing  distinctly  that  the  loan  was  really  intended  to  be  his,  and  was 
received  as  such.  Therefore,  there  A.,  as  the  managing  owner  of  a  vessel, 
was  permitted  by  the  owners  to  have  two  warrants  or  orders  of  the  East 
India  Company  to  pay  to  the  *said  owners,  or  bearer,  a  sum  there, 
in  mentioned  for  freight,  and  A.  deposited  the  warrants  in  his  [  *400  ] 
bankers1  hands,  who  received  tho  money  on  them,  and  gave  him 
credit  for  it  on  account:  held,  in  an  action  brought  aOcr  A.'s  death  by  the 
surviving  part-owner*  against  the  banker*,  tint,  on  proof  of  the  above  lads, 
they  could  not  recover  the  money,  as  they  did  not  »ho«r  that  the  loan  was 
upon  their  account,  for  the  fact  of  tho  warrants  being  the  properly  of  all  tho 
part-owners  when  placed  in  the  bankers*  hands,  was,  upon  the  evidence, 
consistent  with  the  supposition  that  the  loan  of  the  proceeds  to  the  bankers 
was  A.'s  loan  (Sims  v.  Bond,  5  B.  At  Ad.  3-0).  In  general,  where  money 
is  lent  by  one  partner  in  a  banking  firm,  out  of  the  bank  funds,  all  should 
sue  unless  it  be  shown  that  the  money  was  the  private  property  of  the  one 
partner  (Gnrrett  v.  Handley,  3  B.  At  C.  402 ;  Alexander  v.  Barker,  2  C'r.  Ac 
J.  133;  see  Jones  v.  Fleming,  7  B.  A:  C.  'J17  ;  Gorrett  v.  Ilatxiley,  4 
B.  A:  C.  604).  As  to  money  deposited  with  a  banker,  see  Port  v.  Clegg,  16 
M.  A:  W.  321.  The  words,  "value  received,  with  inten-st,"  occurring  in 
an  instrument  which  is  not  negotiable  as  a  promissory  note  or  bill  ofexclmnge, 
do  not  of  themselves  import  a  money  consideration,  so  as  to  satisfy  nn  aver- 
ment that  money  was  leut  by  pit.  to  deft.  (Morgan  v.  Jones,  1  Cr.  At  J. 
162). 

Where  n  party  advances  money  on  Exchequer  bills,  whirl)  nrc  afterwards 
repudiated  at  the  Exchequer  Office,  on  the  ground  that  the  Comptroller's 
signature  to  them  is  forged,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  it  back  in  i.n  action  for 
money  lent  (England  (Ilink  of)  v.  Tompkins,  6  Jur.  34*j). 

It  lias  been  decided  that  a  declaration  by  the  assignee  of  a  bankrupt,  for 
money  lent  by  him  in  that  character,  is  good,  at  least,  after  verdict  (Richard- 
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son  v.  Griffin,  5  M.  &  S.  294).  So,  an  executor  may,  under  circumstances, 
lend  money  out  of  the  assets  in  his  hands,  and  sue  in  his  representative 
character  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  (see  Webster  v.  Spencer,  3  B.  & 
Ad.  360  ;  Richardson  v.  Griffin,  2  Chit.  Rep.  325 ;  and  see  M'Clelland  v. 
M'Adam,  1  Ale.  &  Nap.  (Ir.  488).  The  allegation  at  his  request  is  unneces- 
sary in  this  count  (Victors  v.  Davis,  12  M.  &  W.  758). 


Precedents,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  225). 


Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

The  pit.  must  prove  a  loan  of  money  to  the  deft.,  or  a  third  person,  at  his 
request.  It  must  appear  that  the  money  was  advanced  as  a  loan  ;  and  it 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  establish  a  loan  to  prove  the  payment  of  money  to 
the  deft.,  as  it  is  open  to  the  presumption  that  it  was  paid  for  some  other 
purpose,  viz.: — that  it  was  paid  in  liquidation  of  an  antecedent  debt  (Welsh 
v.  Seaborn,  1  Stark.  474).  Unless  it  appear  that  there  were  many. transac- 
tions between  the  parties,  or  an  application  by  the  deft,  to  borrow  money,  or 
any  other  transaction  which  would  imply  a  loan  (Gary  v.  Gerrish,  4  Esp. 
9).  Where  money  is  advanced  by  a  parent  to  a  child,  it  appears  the  pre- 
sumption is,  that  such  advance  was  by  way  of  gift,  and  not  as  a  loan  (Flick 
v.  Keats,  4  B.  &  C.  71 ;  6  D.  &  R.  68).  An  unstamped  slip  of  paper,  with 
100/.,  has  been  held  evidence  of  money  lent  (Childes  v.  Boulnoir,  D.  &  R., 
N.  P.  8 ;  Israel  v.  Israel,  1  Camp.  499  ;  1  Esp.  426).  In  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  an  I  O  CJ,  not  addressed  to  any  one, 
[  *401  ]  is  evidence  of  money  lent  by  *the  party  holding  it,  to  the  party 
who  made  it  (Curtis  v.  Richards,  I  Man.  &  G.  46).  If  the  latter 
wish  to  rebut  the  inference  arising  from  its  production  by  the  pit.,  he  should 
show  that  it  had  been  in  the  hands  of  some  other  party  (Ib.).  An  I  O  U  is 
primafacie  evidence  in  an  action  for  money  lent,  though  it  be  not  addressed, 
and  no  proof  be  given  that  U  means  the  pit.,  except  his  producing  the  docu- 
ment (Douglas  v.  Holme,  12  Ad.  &  E.  641). 

Pit.  may  prove  a  loan  of  money  to  the  deft.,  by  production  of  his  check 
on  his  bankers,  payable  to  the  deft.,  and  paid  by  the  bankers,  if  it  is  proved 
to  have  been  paid  to  him,  or  if  it  has  the  deft.'s  name  indorsed  on  it,  but  not 
otherwise,  as  the  use  of  a  name  in  the  body  of  a  cheque  is  quite  arbitrary 
(Egg  v.  Barnett,  3  Esp.  196).  The  mere  fact  of  a  person  drawing  a  cheque 
in  favour  of  another,  is  not  evidence  of  a  loan  (Pearce  v.  Davis,  1  Moo.  & 
M.  365  ;  but  see  Bosvvell  v.  Smith,  6  C.  &  P.  60).  So,  a  promissory  note, 
given  by  the  deft,  to  the  pit.,  will  be  evidence  (Story  v.  Atkins,  2  Stra.719 ; 
2  Ph.  Ev.  121);  but  an  I  O  U  is  not  (Feseymayer  v.  Adcock,  16  M.  &  W. 
449;  and  see  further,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  495,  as  to  when  a  bill  is  evidence  of 
money  lent);  as  to  recovering  interest,  see  "  INTEREST." 

A  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  in  the  ordinary  form,  seems  to  be 
evidence  of  money  lent  as  between  the  payee  and  drawer  of  a  bill,  and  the 
payee  and  maker  of  the  note  (Morgan  v.  Jones,  1  Cr.  &  J.  167,  per  Bayley, 
J.;  Ch.  Bills,  7th  ed.  363;  Bay  I.  Bills,  5th  ed.  357;  see  Wells  v.  Girling, 
Gow.  22,  n.;  see  "  BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE").  But  the  following  instrument 
affords  no  presumptive  evidence  that  the  sum  had  been  lent : — "  Nine  years 
after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to ,  &c.  the  sum  of ,  &c.,  with 
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interest,  provided  M.  P.  shall  not  return  to  England,  or  hit  death  bo  duly 
certified  in  the  mean  lime"  (Morgan  v.  Jones,  1  Cromp.  At  J.  t62). 

Proof  of  a  deposit  with  a  banker,  and  payment  of  interest  by  him  is  evi- 
dence of  money  lent  (Button  v.  T«x>mer,  7  B.  &  C.  4-6). 

If  a  legatee  allow  hi*  legacy  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  an  executor,  at 
interact,  this  becomes  a  loan  to  him,  and  in  an  action  to  recover  it,  pie** 
adminulravit  would  be  no  answer  ( Wasney  v.  Earnshaw,  4  Tyrw.  806). 

Upon  an  allegation  of  a  loan  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  it  is  no 
variance  that  the  loan  is  proved  to  have  been  of  foreign  coin,  as  pagodas 
(Harrington  v.  M'Morris,  5  Taunt  238V 

To  prove  the  payment  of  a  cheque  of  IOO/.,  the  loan  of  which  onns'ituted 
the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  it  was  shown  that  the  cheque  was  in  the  hands 
of  the  drawer;  and  that  on  the  day  after  the  date  of  the  cheque,  his  bankers 
had  paid  to  the  bankers  of  the  bankrupt,  1007.  on  his  account.  The  petition- 
ing creditor  was  one  of  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt,  and,  in  that  character 
had  possession  of  all  his  papers:  heUi,  that  under  th<*e  circumstances  the 
mere  fact  of  his  having  this  cheque  was  not  evidence  of  its  payment  (Bleasby 
T.  Croasley,  3  Bmg.  430). 

A  lender,  who  has  rvceived  goods  as  a  security,  may  recover  in  an  action 
for  money  lent,  without  proving  that  be  has  returned  or  tendered  the  goods 
(Lawton  v.  Newland,  2  Stark.  73). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

The  deft's  evidence  will  consist  in  rebutting  plt.'s  proofs,  as  by  showing 
the  money  advanced  was  not  as  a  loan  (ante  p.  400).  Deft,  may  show  thai 
the  money  was  lent  for  the  express  jiurpotr  of  carrying  on  wmeihing  illegal 
(M'Kinnell  v.  Robertson,  3  M.  Ac  \V.  434);  as  to  anile  losses  on  stock-job- 
bing  transactions,  Ate.  (Cannan  v.  Brycc,  3  B.  Ac  A.  170;  De 
Begnis  v.  Armistead,  10  Bing.  107);  and  'where  the  pit.  and  deft.  [  *402  ] 
being  taken  prisoners  in  Portugal,  jointly  solicited  and  obtained  the 
liberation  of  themselves,  and  the  ranaom  of  the  deft.'s  ship  contrary  to  the 
slat.  45  Geo.  111.  c.  72,  to  effect  which  the  pit.  U-nt  money  to  the  deft,  who 
afterwards  gave  him  a  bill  for  the  amount ;  the  court  held  that  tho  pit.  could 
not  recover  on  the  bill  (Webb  v.  Brooke,  3  Taunt.  0);  or  to  game  with  (§ 
Taunt.  6;  1  Bl.  R.  261  ;  M'Kinndl  v.  Robertson,  tvpra ;  ted  vitle  2  Sir. 
1240;  2  Burr.  1077;  3  Camp.  120).  It  is  no  defence  to  show  that  pit. 
holds  a  security  or  pledge  for  the  repayment  of  the  Inan  (Str.  010;  2  Ld. 
Raym.  753;  2  Stark.  R.  78;  2  T.  R/376;  6  M.  At  S.  24).  If  a  creditor 
borrow  money  of  his  debtor,  for  which  he  gives  a  security,  this  shall  not  pre- 
vent him  from  setting  up  the  debt  due  to  himself,  even  though  h«  expressly 
promise  to  pay  the  sum  lent  to  him  by  his  debtor  (Lechmcre  v.  Hawkins,  2 
Esp.  625). 

Aon  assumpsit  puts  in  issue  the  loan ;  under  it  deft,  may  show  thnt  there 
never  was  a  simple  contract  debt,  as  (be  claim  originally  arose  solely  upon 
a  deed,  and  by  virtue  of  the  deft.'s  covenant  therein  to  pay  the  money,  or 
perform  the  matter  in  respect  of  which  assumpsit  or  debt  on  simple  contract 
is  brought,  and  this  defence  should  not  be  specially  pleaded  (Kd  wards  v. 
Bates,  2  D.  &  L.  209;  (fallen  v.  Rundcll,  1  C.  M.  At  R.  266;  see  Bird  v. 
Hipginson,  2  Ad.  At  E.  700,  per  Ld.  Denmnn,  C.  J.,  and  see  Regil  v.  Green, 
1  M.  A:  W.  329,  320,  per  Purke,  B.;  Bober  v.  Harris,  0  M.  As  W.  532). 
But  where  the  remedy  upon  a  simple  contract  has  once  accrued  if  it  has  been 
merged  in,  or  satisfied  by  a  subsequent  deed,  this  defence  must  be  specially 
pleaded  (Kilmer  v.  Buroby,  2  Man.  At  G.  529 ;  Weston  v.  Foster,  2  Bmg. 
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N.  C.  693  ;  see  Davidson  v.  Cooper,  13  M.  &  W.  342 ;  Heming  v.  Trenery, 
9  Ad.  &  E.  926).  If  a  subsequent  bond  has  the  effect  of  shifting  from  the 
deft,  his  original  liability,  as  in  the  case  of  a  bottomry  bond,  which  transfers 
it  to  the  ship,  non  assumpsit  will  suffice  (Regil  v.  Green,  supra).  If  money 
be  knowingly  lent  to  enable  the  deft,  to  accomplish  an  illegal  object  that 
should  be  specially  pleaded.  Whenever  money  is  lent  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  enabling  the  borrower  to  do  some  act,  such  as  playing  at  a  prohibited 
game,  the  lender  cannot  recover  it  back  in  this  action,  and  such  defence 
should  be  especially  pleaded  (M'Kinnell  v.  Robinson,  supra;  see  "  GAMING"). 
It  would  seem  that  money  lent  for  the  purposes  of  gaming  is  now  recover- 
able,  unless  lent  when  the  gaming  is  unlawful,  as  by  a  licensed  publican  to 
game  on  his  own  premises  (Foot  v.  Baker,  5  Man.  &  G.  335 ;  see  M'Kinnell 
v.  Robinson,  supra}.  Gaming  debts  contracted  abroad  are  recoverable  here 
(Quarrier  v.  Colson,  1  Phill.  147  ;  see  "ILLEGALITY"). 
As  to  other  defences,  see  various  titles  throught  the  work. 
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Form  of  Remedy  and  Pleadings. 

ASSUMPSIT  lies  to  recover  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  deft.,  the  law  im- 
plying a  contract  in  favour  of  the  party  entitled  to  have  a  return  of  it  (2 
Raym.  1216).  The  action  is  maintainable  in  every  case  in  which  pit.  has 
paid  money  to  a  third  party  at  the  request,  express  or  implied,  of  the  deft., 
with  an  undertaking,  express  or  implied,  to  repay  it,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  deft,  should  have  been  relieved  from  a  liability  by  the  payment 

(Brittain  v.  Lloyd,  14  M.  &  W.  762).  Debt  may  also  be  supported 
[  *403  ]  in  most  cases  (Com.  Dig.  Debt,  A).  *The  common  count  for 

money  paid  is  proper,  where  money  has  been  paid  at  the  express 
request  of  the  deft.,  and,  in  some  cases,  even  without  such  request  (Exall  v. 
Partridge,  3  T.  R.  610,  614  ;  3  Camp.  168  ;  1  Ch.  PI.  362 ;  Lewis  v.  Camp- 
bell,  19  Law  J.  130,  C.  P.);  though  the  request  should  always  be  stated  in 
pleading  (1  Saund.  264,  n.  1,  Stokes  v.  Lewis,  1  T.  R.  20;  see  post,  p.  679; 
see  ante,  "  ASSUMPSIT").  The  count  is  not  sustainable  unless  money  actu- 
ally passes  (Maxwell  v.  Jamieson,  2  B.  &  A.  51).  Therefore,  where  one  of 
the  makers  of  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  after  the  same  had  become 
due,  gave  his  bond  to  the  holder  for  the  amount,  but  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  no  money  was  actually  paid  on  the  bond ;  held,  that  until 
he  had  paid  money  upon  the  bond,  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  money 
paid,  in  order  to  recover  contribution  from  any  of  the  other  makers  of  the 
original  note  (Ib.).  An  insurance-broker  effected,  on  behalf  of  another  per- 
son, a  policy,  under  seal,  with  a  company  of  which  he  was  a  member.  The 
broker  having  become  a  bankrupt  without  having  paid  any  premium,  it  was 
held  in  an  action,  by  his  assignees,  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  premiums  which  the  bankrupt  had  become  liable  to  pay  to  the 
company,  under  the  count  for  money  paid,  because  the  broker  had  not  actu- 
ally paid  the  sums,  or  done  anything  which  was  equivalent  to  payment 
(Power  v.  Butcher,  10  B.  &  C.  329).  Where  H.  deposited  with  the  deft, 
as  security  for  goods  sold,  an  accommodation  acceptance  of  plt.'s,  and  H. 
afterwards  paid  for  the  goods,  and  asked  for  the  restoration  of  the  bill,  but 
deft,  indorsed  it  for  value  to  G.,  who  sued  the  pit.  and  recovered  ;  held  that 
the  pit.  might  recover  of  the  deft,  the  amount  of  the  bill,  in  an  action  for 
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money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  deft.,  but  not  the  cost  of  thv  action  by  G., 
against  pit.  (Bleaden  v.  Charles,  7  Bing.  246).  The  court  seemed  to  think 
that  he  mi-  lit  also  have  recovered  the  costs  of  the  action  brought  against  him 
by  the  holder,  had  they  been  mentioned  in  the  particulars  of  demand.  And 
the  money  paid  must  be  the  property  of  the  pit.  Therefore,  where  A.  wa» 
indebted  to  B.,  and  in  consideration  that  B.  would  suffer  him  to  retain  th«- 
debt  in  his  hands  as  a  collateral  security,  A.,  together  with  C.  D.  and  K. 
put  his  name  as  surety  for  B.  to  a  promissory  note,  and  A.  afterwards  paid 
a  sum  in  respect  of  that  note,  less  in  amount  than  the  sum  due  frum  him  to 
B.,  and  remaining  in  his  hands  ;  held  that  A.  could  not  maintain  assumpait 
for  money  paid  to  the  use  of  C.  against  C.,  for  C.'»  proportion  of  the  sum 
which  A.  had  been  compelled  to  pay;  Williams,  J.,  observing  that  there  was 
neither  an  express  nor  implied  promise  on  the  part  of  the  dell.;  for  although 
the  pit.  did  pay  the  money  in  question,  yet  he  did  not  pay  it  out  of  his  own 
funds,  but  out  of  the  money  of  the  principal,  which  he  retained  in  his  hands, 
and  which  he  was  entitled  to  apply  to  this  purpose  (Goepcl  v.  Swindcn,  1  D. 
&  M.  868). 

The  money  must  be  paid  by  the  pit.  fur  the  deft.,  at  his  request,  express 
or  implied  ;  therefore,  wbetc  A.,  being  in  want  of  some  goods,  went  to  B., 
accompanied  by  C.,  and  ordered  tin  in,  C.  saying  in  A.'s  presence  that  he 
would  pay  the  mdm  v  if  A.  did  not  ;  ht  Id,  that  C.  thereby  acquired  an 
authority  to  pny  the  money  on  the  default  of  A.  ;  and  that,  having  paid  it, 
ho  was  entitled  to  recover  it  bock  from  A.,  the  authority  not  being  shown  to 
have  been  countermanded;  Parke,  B.,  observing  that  "the  pit.  is  bound  to 
prove  that  he  paid  this  money  with  the  authority  of  the  deft.  1  1*  the  engage- 
ment had  been  made  in  the  absence  of  the  deft.,  it  would  have  been  BO 
authority  to  the  pit.  to  pay  the  money,  and  the  payment  would  have  bsjM 
made  without  any  authority  rxprc*s  or  implied.  But  it  'being 
made  in  the  prv»cncc  of  the  d«  ft.,  thrro  wot  an  implied  contract  [  *404  ] 
that,  if  the  pit.  paid  the  money,  the  d'  ft.  would  repny  it.  It  i«  pre- 
cisely the  same  as  if  tb*  di-ll.  hid  rtqur»trd  the  pit.  !<>  pay  tin-  money** 
(Alexander  v.  Vane,  1  M.  &  W.  514;  »<c  Blythe  v.  Smith,  5  M.  Ai  O. 
40A). 

Where  the  pit.  has  paid  money  in  the  nntiirv  of  unliquidated  damages  or 
costs,  or  it  cannot  be  considered  n*  strictly  paid  for  the  use  of  the  del). 
(Spurrier  v.  Llderion,  5  K-|».  3;  Camftcld  v.  liibb  rt.  4  ii».  'J'J3  ;  Child  v. 
Morley,  8  T.  K.  010;  Smith  v.  Nr-.ii,  1  ib.  '.'OH;  C  hat.  r  v.  Beckett,  7  ib. 
204;  Cow  ley  v.  Dualop,  ib.  570  ;  Simmons  v.  Purminlcr,  1  Wils.  188; 
Sills  v.  Lning,  1  Cump.  Hi  ;  Junes  v.  Farney,  1  M'Cle.  '«.'•">;  but  sec  Brown 
v.  Hodgson,  4  Taunt.  ISO);  or  uh«  re  the  pit.  ha*  not  actually  made  a  pay- 
ment in  money  but  bus  merely  ;:u<n  a  »•  curtly,  or  hi*  goods  have  been  sold 
under  it  distress,  the  declaralioii  must  tie  special  for  not  indemnifying,  &<•., 
(Taylor  v.  Higgin*,  3  liast,  1GU;  Moore  v.  Pyrke,  11  Kast,  25  ;  Max- 
well v.  Jameson,  2  B.  <fc  A.  51  ;  1  Ch.  PI.  301*;  Pmkerton  v.  Adams,  '2 
lisp.  (ill).  Bat  sec  observations  of  court  in  Uodgcrs  v.  Maw,  15  M.  At  W. 


PlL  having  a  claim  against  a  proposed  company,  agreed  with  deft.,  a 
managing  committee-man,  to  sue  oilier  committee-men,  who  refused  to  con- 
tribute: held,  that  the  sum  paid  by  pit.  to  his  own  attorney  for  his  costs  in 
such  action  was  money  paid  to  dcft/M  use  v  May  ley  v.  Macauley,  19  Law  J. 
Q.  B.,  73;  B.iyley  v.  Pearson,  ib.  ;  Biyley  v.  Haines,  ib.  ;  Baylcy  v. 
Br^cebridge,  ib.  ;  Dawson  v.  Hay,  ib.  ;  Wilson  v.  iloldeu,  ib.). 

A  debt  paid  by  a  sharitPs  ollicer  on  attachment  against  the  sheriff  by  the 
deft.  'a  default,  u  recoverable  by  the  former  under  thu  common  count  (Whito 
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v.  Leroux,  M.  &  M.  347).  Where  a  tenant  pays  property-tax,  assessed  on 
the  premises,  and  omits  to  deduct  it  out  of  his  rent,  he  cannot  afterwards 
recover  the  amount  as  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  landlord  (Gumming  v. 
Besborough,  15  M.  &  W.  438).  Where  the  declaration  stated  that  the  pit., 
at  request  of  the  deft.,  and  upon  deft.'s  undertaking  to  indemnify,  defended 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money  in  which  deft,  claimed  an  interest,  that 
judgment  was  given  against  pit.  for  42/.,  and  that  he  was  imprisoned,  and 
payed  the  money  under  a  ca.  sa.:  held  that  he  might  recover  against  thr? 
deft,  this  sum,  under  this  count,  upon  proof  of  the  judgment,  without  proof 
of  the  capias,  or  even  on  a  count  for  money  pnid  to  the  deft.'s  use,  for  the 
pit.  by  taking  out  a  summons  to  be  permitted  to  pay  a  certain  sum  in  dis- 
charge of  the  claim  against  him,  admi  ted  ih:it  so  much  has  been  pnid  to  his 
use  (Williamson  v.  Hrnley,  6  Bing.  305).  Where  the  deft,  hnd  executed  a 
charter-party,  under  which  the  cargo  was  to  be  sent  along  side  the  ship,  at  the 
merchant's  expense,  the  captain  rendering  the  usual  and  customary  assist- 
ance with  his  bonis  and  crew,  some  of  ihe  cargo  lying  about  thirty  yards 
from  the  edge  of  the  wharf,  and  the  captain  applied  to  the  deft.'s  factors  for 
labourers  to  remove  it  into  boats,  and  the  factor  having  refused,  saying  he 
would  abide  by  the  charter-pnrty,  the  captain  hired  labourers  for  the  pur- 
pose, it  was  held  that  the  expense,  &c.,  so  incurred  might,  notwithstanding 
the  charter-party,  be  recoverable  under  the  count  for  work  and  labour,  or 
money  paid  (Fletcher  v.  Gillrspie,  3  Bing.  635).  Where  an  accommo- 
dution  acceptor  has  been  obliged  to  pay  costs  as  well  as  a  principal  sum,  he 
must,  to  recover  the  costs,  declare  specially  on  the  implied  promise  of  indem- 
nity (Seaver  v.  Seaver,  <i  C.  &  P.  073;  Bleadon  v.  Charles,  7  Bing.  246). 

It  a  surely  take  a  bond  of  indemnity,  or  other  specially  counter-security 
from  his  principal,  he  cannot  resort  to  the  count  for  money  *paid 
[  *405  ]  on  the  implied  promise  (Toussant  v.  Mnrtiunant,  2  T.  K.  100, 
104;  see  Crolis  v.  Tritton,  H  Taunt.  365). 

If  a  surety  take  a  bond,  or  other  specific  security  from  his  principal, 
he  cannot  resort  to  a  count  for  money  on  the  implied  assumpsit  (2  T.  R. 
100). 

A  surety  may  recover  contribution  from  his  co-surety  in  an  action  for 
money  paid,  and  he  may  recover  contribution  according  to  the  number  of 
the  sureties,  without  reference  to  the  number  of  the  principals  (Kemp  v. 
Fenden,  12  M.  &  W.  421).  Where  one  of  two  persons,  who,  as  sureties 
for  a  third,  signed,  together  with  the  principal,  a  joint  and  several  promis- 
sory note,  on  the  note  becoming  due  paid  the  amount,  though  no  demand 
had  been  made  or  action  brought  against  him  by  iht;  holder:  held,  that  such 
payment  could  not  be  considered  voluntary,  and  that  he  might  sue  his  co- 
surety in  this  action  lor  contribution  (Pitt  v.  Purnard,  8  M.  &  W.  538).  It 
seems  ihat  one  of  several  co-sureties  in  a  bond  rnay  recover  against  anyone 
of  the  others  his  aliquot  proportion  of  the  money  paid  by  him  under  the 
bond,  regard  being  had  to  the  number  of  sureties,  th  ugh  the  insolvency  of 
the  principal  and  the  other  sureties  be  not  proved  (Cowell  v.  Edwards,  2  B. 
&  P.  26H).  Where  the  pit.  and  defi.  had  executed,  as  sureties,  a  warrant 
of  attorney,  given  as  collateral  seeurity  for  a  sum  of  money  advanced  on 
mortgage  to  the  principals,  and,  on  delimit  being  made  by  the  principals, 
judgment  was  entered  up  on  the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  execution  issued 
against  the  pli.;  held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  from  the  dolt.,  as  his 
co-surety,  a  rnoiety  of  thr;  cosrs  of  surh  execution  (Ib.) ;  and  his  right  of 
action  commences  the  momen  he  has  paid  more  than  his  rnoiety  of  the 
debt  (Davies  v.  Humphreys,  6  M.  &  W.  16J);  but  the  right  of  action 
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against  the  principal  commences  the  moment   the  surety  has  paid  any 
thing  (Ib.). 

The  Vice-Chancellor  referred  a  cause,  and  all  matters  in  difference,  to 
arbitration.  The  arbitrator  was  lo  have  full  power  over  the  costs  of  the 
suit  and  reference;  and  the  order  provided  that  the  death  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties  should  not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  arbitrator's  authority,  but  that 
hw  award  should  be  delivered  to  the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased 
party  or  parties.  During  the  reference  one  of  the  relators,  being  a  party 
thereto,  died,  and  afterwards  the  arbitrator  made  his  award,  directing, 
amongst  other  things,  that  the  costs  of  the  reference  should  be  borne  and 
paid  by  the  parties  by  whom  they  were  incurred.  The  pit.  who  was  one  of 
the  relators,  paid  the  solicitor,  who  had  been  retained  for  them  in  the  con- 
duct of  the  reference,  his  bill  of  costs,  and  brought  an  action  for  money 
paid  against  the  executor*  of  the  deceased  rclator  lor  his  proportion  of  the 
costs  incurred  alter  his  death,  including  the  costs  of  the  award :  h«  Id,  that 
the  executors  were  liable  in  such  action  for  th<*ir  testator's  proportion  of  tho 
coats  of  the  reference  incurred  after  his  death,  and  also  of  the  costs  of  the 
•ward  (Prior  v.  Hembrow,  8  M.  &.  W.  873).  Where  several  persons  jointly 
contract  for  a  chattel  to  be  made  or  procured  for  the  common  benefit  of  all, 
and  the  executors  of  any  party  dying  are,  by  agreement,  to  stand  in  the 
place  of  such  party  dying,  although  the  legal  remedy  of  the  party  employed 
would  be  solely  against  the  survivors ;  yet  the  law  will  imply  a  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  deceased  contractor  that  his  executors  shall  pay  his  proper- 
tion  of  the  price  of  the  article  to  be  furnished  (Ib.).  Where  land  charged 
with  tho  repair  of  a  bridge  is  occ  ipkxl  by  one  who  is  not  the  owner,  he  must 
repair  the  bridg**,  but  he  mny  enforce  reimburwment  from  the  owner  in  this 
form  of  action  (Baker  v.  Greeohill,  3  Q.  It.  I4S). 

Ouc  of  three  co-sureties  for  the  p  iy  nvnt  of  an  annuity  paid 
money  *on  account  of  the  annui  v  aflcr  the  bankruptcy  of  •  Co-  [  *406  J 
surety:  held,  that  the  latter  was  liable  to  an  action  lor  contribution, 
although  he  had  obtained  hi*  cr rtificatr,  inasmuch  as  one  surely  could  not 
prove  the  vnlue  of  tin;  annuity  under  ib*-  cc«nimi>«ion  agnin><  his  co.»urvty, 
but  that  be  could  not  at  Inw  be  compelled  to  repay  more  than  onr-third  of 
the  sum  jwid  on  account  of  tb«-  annuity,  although  the  third  »urvty  bad  become 
insolvent  at  the  time  of  such  payment  (Browne,  v.  Ix?e,  6  II.  &  C.  6>*9). 
The  grantor  of  nn  annuity  asM^n-  «l,  together  with  n\\  aecurilics,  for  a  valu- 
able consideration,  to  A.,  but  |>nrt  of  tin?  consideration  money  b«  lou^'-d  to 
11.,  one  oftlic  eu.vire'i.-s  for  the  payment  of  tin;  annuity;  and  it  was  agreed, 
by  dei  d  between  A.  and  II.,  tint  the  former  should  return  out  of  the  annual 
payment  sufficient  to  pay  bun  tin-  principal  MUM  advanced  and  intervnt,  and 
that,  when  lie  ohould  bo  paid  principal  nnd  intcicst,  the  nnnuity  should  be 
for  tbe  benefit  of  11.;  Ix-M,  that  the  annuity  was  not  thereby  ex  inguiahed, 
but  that  it  continued  a  subsis  ing  annuity  between  the  several  co-aureiien, 
and  that,  II.  having  paid  money  to  A.  on  account  of  it,  the  other  »u  relies 
were  liable  to  contribution  (Ib.).  Held  also,  (hut  the  stock  assigned  for 
furilK-r  securing  (lie.  annuity  would  ultimate!)  revert  in  II  by  tbe  dovd  made 
le  «•  i  M  him  and  A.,  that  did  not  discharge  the  other  sureties  (Ib.). 

Where  a  testatrix  L>>  queath>-d  property  in  trust  "to  pay  oil*  the  debts  of 
her  first  husband,  us  it  wast  her  will  tint  the  same  should  be  discharged,**, 
and  the  niiiueys  remaining  unexpended  lo  her  ne|)hevv:  held,  (hut  the  credit- 
ors ou^ht  to  pay  the.  legacy  du.y  upon  their  scvenii  debts,  and  tint  the  mat- 
tcr  bavin^  been  overl«»oked  by  an  order  made  by  the  Court  of  (Jh-iocury  lor 
the  |>a\  mi-ill  of  the  debts,  the  executors,  who  paid  the.  debts  in  luil,  and 
then  paid  ihc  legacy  duty,  might  recover  the  amount  of  the  creditors  re- 


406  MONEY  PAID. 

spectively  in  an  action  for  money  paid  to  their  use  (Foster  v.  Ley,  2  Bing. 
N.  C.  269). 

Where  the  deft.,  being  a  creditor  of  the  pit.,  entered  into  a  composition 
deed  with  the  other  creditors  to  receive  10s.  in  the  pound,  under  an  agree- 
ment with  the  pit.  that  he  would  give  the  deft,  his  promissory  note  for  the 
remainder  of  the  debt,  which  the  deft,  should  keep  in  his  own  hands,  and 
the  note  was  accordingly  given  and  the  composition  paid  to  the  deft.,  and  he 
negotiated  the  note,  the  holder  of  which  enforced  payment  from  the  pit.: 
held,  that  the  pit.  might  recover  back  from  the  deft,  the  sum  so  paid  by  him 
in  an  action  for  money  paid  (Morton  v.  Riley,  11  M.  <fe  W.  492). 

An  auctioneer,  who  paid  the  duties  on  a  sale  of  lands  by  auction  (where 
the  lands  were  bought  in  at  the  sale,  and  the  commissioners  of  excise  re- 
fused to  remit  the  duties),  was  held  entitled  to  recover  back  the  amount 
from  his  employer,  in  an  action  for  money  paid  (Brittaiu  v.  Lloyd,  14  M. 
&  W.  762). 

Where  parties  who  have  paid  money  for  another  should  join  or  sever  in 
suing  the  latter,  see  "  PARTNERS;"  Jones  v.  Fleming,  7  B.  &  C.  217. 

The  deft,  entered  into  a  parol  agreement  with  P.  for  a  lease  of  certain 
premises.  P.  died  before  the  lease  was  executed,  and  appointed  pits,  his 
executors.  The  contract  was  declared  void  by  a  master  in  chancery,  and 
a  new  one  was  made  between  the  pit.  and  deft,  for  a  lease  of  the  same  pre- 
mises, which  was  afterwards  executed,  and  the  plt.'s  solicitor  prepared  it. 
The  defendant  refused  to  pay  for  the  lease  which  had  been  so  prepared, 
whereupon  the  executors  paid  the  attorney  and  brought  this  aclion  in  their 
own  name  for  money  paid  to  the  deft.'s  use.  At  the  trial  it  was  proved  that 
it  was  the  general  practice  in  London  for  the  lessee  to  pay  the  lessor's  attor- 
ney the  expenses  of  preparing  a  lease.  Held,  that  the  pits,  were 
[  *407  ]  not  bound  to  sue  as  executors,  and  that  the  action  was  '"'maintain- 
able without  declaring  specially  (Grissel  v.  Robinson,  3  Bing.  N. 
^C.  10). 

Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

Under  non  assumpsit  the  pit.  must  prove  that  he  paid  money  for  the  deft. 
(Power  v.  Butcher,  10  B.  &  C.  346 ;  Maxwell  v.  James,  2  B.  &  A.  51  ;  and 
see  Bleaden  v.  Charles,  7  Bing.  246;  Pownal  v.  Fcrrand,  6  B.  &  C.  439); 
aad  at  deft.'s  request,  express  or  implied  (1  Saund.  2G4,  n.  1 ;  Grissel  v. 
Robinson,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  15). 

Proof  that  the  money  was  Plaintiff's.]  It  must  appear  that  the  money 
paid  was  plt.'s.  Thus,  an  under-tenant,  whose  goods  have  been  distrained 
and  sold  by  the  original  landlord,  for  rent  due  from  his  immediate  tenant, 
cannot  maintain  an  action  for  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  latter;  for,  im- 
mediately on  the  sale  under  the  distress,  the  money  paid  by  the  purchaser 
vests  in  the  landlord  in  satisfaction  of  the  rent,  and  never  was  the  money  of 
the  under-tenant  (Moore  v.  Pyrke,  11  East,  52;  Taylor  v.  Higgins,  3  East, 
169).  But  it  isolherwise  where  the  under-tenant  redeems  his  goods  with  his 
own  money  (see  Exall  v.  Partridge,  post). 

Proof  of  Payment  in  Money.]  Pit.  must  prove  an  actual  payment  of 
money,  as  the  giving  a  security,  as  a  bond,  warrant  of  attorney,  &c.,  is  in- 
sufficient for  this  purpose  (Taylor  v.  Higuins,  3  East,  169;  Maxwell  v, 
Jameson,  2  B.  &  A.  51;  Power  v.  Butcher,  10  B.  &  C.  329;  see  William- 
son v.  Henley,  6  Bing.  299).  And  it  has  been  held,  that  the  receipt  of  stock 
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cannot  be  considered  as  the  receipt  of  money  in  an  action  for  money  had 
aad  received  (Jones  v.  Brmdley,  1  East,  1  ;  Nightingale  v.  Devisme,  5  Burr. 
2589;  2  Bl.  R.  694). 

If  a  party  gives  a  promissory  note  for  the  debt  of  another,  which  the 
creditor  accepts  in  payment,  it  is  a  payment  of  money  to  the  debtor's  use, 
and  may  be  recovered  as  such  (Barclay  v.  Gooch,  2  Esp.  571).  If  the  in- 
dorser  of  a  dishonoured  bill  promise  the  indorsee  that,  if  he  will  sue  the 
acceptor  he,  the  indorser,  will  pay  the  expenses;  to  entitle  the  indorsee  to 
recover  on  this  promise  it  is  not  necessnry  for  him  to  prove  that  bo  paid  the 
attorney,  he  being  liable  to  do  so  is  sufficient  (Bullock  v.  Lloyd,  2  C.  &  P. 
119). 

The  pit.,  an  occupier  of  lands,  having  been  sued  by  the  vicar  for  tithes 
gave  up  tho  occupation,  and  quilted  the  parish  during  the  progress  of  the 
suit ;  upon  which  tho  deft,  undertook  to  indemnify  him  frum  all  costs  of  the 
suit,  if  he  would  suffer  th.-  deft,  to  defend  in  his,  the  pli.'s  name;  tho  vicar 
having  succeeded  in  th  •  suit,  the  plt.'s  attorney  paid  him  the  costs  incurred 
befbru  as  well  as  after  the  deiVs  promise  of  indemnity ;  the  pit.  afterward* 
gave  his  attorney  a  promissory  note  for  tho  amount  of  the  costs  so  paid,  but 
which  was  not  prtid  at  maturity,  when  he  sued  tho  d«-ft.  on  his  promise : 
held,  that  tho  payment  of  such  costs  by  tho  plt.'s  attorney  was  equivalent  to 
payment  by  the  pit.  himself,  as  (he  attorney  might  bn  considered  his  agent 
for  the  purpose  of  making  such  payment  (Adam*  v.  Dansey,  6  Bing.  508). 
In  assumpsit  fur  not  indemnifying  the  pit.  for  his  accepting  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  deft.'s  accommodation :  held,  that  the  money  paid  by  the  pit.  in  payment 
of  the  bill,  was  money  piiJ  to  the  plt.'s  use,  and  not  money  lent  (Reynolds 
v.  Doyle,  4  Jur.  99.'). 

By  a  promissory  note  E.  II.,  W.  I),  and  J.  II.  jointly  and  severally  pro* 
•bed  to  pay  to  J.  E.  300/.  with  inleifst ;  \V .  1 1.  hnving  afterwards 
paid  J.  E.  230/.  on  account  of  the  note.  J.  E.  mido  the  'following  [  *408  ] 
indorsement  upon  it:  "  Received  of  W.  I),  the  sum  of  2*Htf.  on 
account  of  the  within  note,  tin*  3JJ/.  hiving  1»  --n  originally  advanoeJ  to  E. 
II.;"  in  an  action  brought  by  W.  I),  who  paid  the  whole  amount  due  against 
J.  II.  to  recover  contribution  from  him  "as  a  co-surety  :"  held,  tint  the  in- 
dors"m«'nt  was  admiviibl  •  in  evidence  to  prove  n^t  only  the  payment  of  tho 
2SO/.  but  also  th  it  the  mm   v  wa«  originally  advanced  to  E.  II.  us  principal 
(Davis  v.  Humphrey*,  0  M.\t  W.  153). 

If  one  of  two  [nr;i-  s  to  a  warrant  of  attorn  *y  has  paid  the  whole  of  the 
money,  and  sues  th«  other  for  contribution,  he  may  prove  tho  circumstances 
of  the  cane  and  payment  of  iho  money,  without  the  production  of  the  war- 
rant of  attorney  (liiyif  v.  Stone,  4  ESJ».  13).  The  pit.  and  dcf.  entered 
into  a  joint  contract  wi.h  the  owner  of  a  v«---.-l  to  s;ipply  tier  with  colonial 
produce  at  J.uniic.i,  within  a  given  lim  •,  which  was  n  »t  done.  The  owner 
madi?  a  demand  on  the  pit.  alone,  who  agreed  to  refer  the  amount  of  the 
damages  sustained  by  such  owner  to  arbitration  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  the  deft,  th'j  arbitrator  awarded  a  certain  sum  to  be  due  to  the 
owner,  th::  |>lt.  piid  the  amount,  and  brought  an  action  for  money  paid 
against  thu-  deft,  for  a  moiety  thereof.  Hi.-ld,  tint  he  w«s  en:it!ed  to  recover 
(Burncll  v.  Mi  not,  4  Moo.  310).  Where  iho  lord  of  a  manor  bound  by 
tenure  to  P'pur,  lias  repaired  a  bridge,  h-  may,  in  an  action  of  ussumpsit, 
recover  contribution  from  a  person  who  holds  lands  which  were  parcel  01  the 
demesnes,  at  any  time  whilst  the  manor  was  so  charged  in  proj>ortio:i  to  the 
value  of  the  lands  so  h»ld  (Dimes  v.  Ard«  n,  0  N«-v.  M.  494). 

Generally  one  joint  contractor  who  pays  in  iney  for  ano  her  under  an 
illegal  claim  may  recover  i:  from  the  o:ln  r  us  money  paid  to  his  use  (lljtton 
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v.  Eyre,  6  Taunt.  289).  But  in  all  cases  of  partnership  in  illegal  transac- 
tions one  partner  cannot  recover  back  money  paid  for  the  other,  unless  he 
has  received  express  directions  for  such  payment  (Webb  v.  Brook,  3  Taunt. 
11  ;  and  see  Simpson  v.  Bloss,  7  Taunt.  246).  If  two  persons  engage  in  a 
stockjobbing  transaction,  and  incur  losses  and  employ  a  broker  to  pay  the 
differences,  and  one  of  them  repay  the  broker  the  whole  sum,  with  the 
privity  and  consent  of  the  other,  he  may  recover  back  a  moiety  as  for 
money  paid,  notwithstanding  the  7  Geo.  II.  c.  8  (Petrie  v.  Hannay,  3  T.  R. 
418;  but  see  Aubert  v.  Maze,  2  B.  &  P.  371 ;  see  also  Steers  v.  Lashley, 
6  T.  R.  61  ;  Brown  v.  Turner,  7  T.  R.  630 ;  Child  v.  Morley,  3  T.  R.  610). 
Where  pit.  and  deft,  were  two  of  a  committee  appointed  at  a  vestry  meeting 
for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  nuisances  on  the  waste  lands  and  highways 
of  the  parish,  which  committee  appointed  an  attorney,  who  prosecuted,  and 
obtained  a  verdict,  and  afterwards  sued  pit.  for  his  costs  which  was  referred 
to  arbitration,  and  235/.,  with  costs  of  the  action,  were  awarded  against  pit.: 
held,  that  pit.  might  maintain  assumpsit  against  the  deft,  for  contribution 
(Holmes  v.  Williamson,  6  M.  &  S.  158).  But  where  twenty  parishioners 
joined  at  a  vestry  in  signing  an  order  lor  the  repairs  of  the  church,  and 
one  of  them,  a  church-warden,  paid  the  artificers,  but  the  rate  for  reim- 
bursing him  was  quashed :  held,  that  he  could  not  sue  for  contribution 
from  the  persons  who  signed  the  order  (Lanchcster  v.  Frewcr,  2  Bing. 
361  ;  see  Spratt  v.  Powell,  3  Bing.  478).  A.  &  B.  being  joint  prize 
agents,  A.  is  imposed  on  by  persons  falsely  pretending  to  be  sailors, 
to  whom  he  pays  a  sum  of  money,  which  he  is  subsequently  compelled  to 
pay  again  to  the  persons  really  entitled,  B.  is  not  bound  to  contribute  to  the 
sum  so  paid  (Macheath  v.  Margctson,  4  Doug.  278;  see  Gingell  v.  Glass- 
cock,  8  Bing.  86).  So,  where  a  cheque  drawn  by  his  cusfomer 
[  *409  ]  upon  his  banker  for  a  sum  of  money  described  *in  the  body  of  the 
cheque  in  words  and  figures,  was  afterwards  unlawfully  altered  by 
the  holder,  who  substituted  a  larger  sum  for  that  mentioned  in  the  cheque, 
but  in  such  a  manner  that  no  person  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  could 
observe  it,  and  the  banker  paid  the  larger  sum  to  the  holder:  held,  that  he 
could  not  charge  the  customer  for  anything  beyond  the  sum  for  which  the 
check  had  been  orignally  drawn,  there  being  no  genuine  order  or  authority 
to  pay  more  (Hall  v.  Fuller,  5  B.  &  0.  750). 

Payment  at  Dcft.'s  Request.]  The  pit.,  a  stockbroker,  at  deft.'s  request 
entered  into  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  foreign  stock,  the  price  of  which 
he  was  ultimately,  according  to  the  usage  of  the  stock  exchange,  compelled 
to  pay;  before  the  settling  day,  the  deft,  informed  the  pit.  he  was  unable  to 
meet  his  engagements  but  afterwards  promised  to  pay  the  amount :  held,  that 
the  jury  were  warranted  in  finding  that  the  payment  was  made  at  the  deft.'s 
request  (Pawlc  v.  Gun,  4  Bing.  JN.  C.  443). 

To  support  this  action  it  must  appear  cither  that  the  deft,  was  primarily 
liable  to  the  third  party  to  pay  the  money,  or  that  it  was  paid,  or  the  liability 
incurred,  by  the  pit.  at  his  express  request.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  he  has 
agreed  with  the  pit.  to  pay  the  money  to  the  third  party.  Thus  the  deft., 
who  was  tenant  to  the  pit.,  agreed  to  pay  a  yearly  rent  clear  of  all  deduc- 
tions for  taxes  and  parochial  rates.  The  deft,  quitted  the  premises,  leaving 
poor's  rates,  and  land-tax  upaid,  which  the  pit.  as  landlord,  was  obliged  to 
pay.  Held,  that  he  could  not  recover  the  amount  as  for  money  paid,  for  as 
there  was  no  original  liability  on  the  deft,  to  pay  it,  it  could  not  be  said  to 
be  money  paid  to  his  use  (Spencer  v.  Parry,  3  Ad.  &  E.  331  ;  Lubbock  v 
Tribe,  3  M.  &  W.  (507).  Yet  the  action  is  maintainable,  although  the  deft. 
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was  not  relieved  from  any  liability  by  the  payment  (Brittain  v.  Lloyd,  14 
M.  &  \V.  762 ;  see  Lewis  v.  Campbell",  19  Law  J.,  C.  P.  130). 

No  person  is  entitled  to  recover  money  which  be  has  of  his  own  accord 
paid  fur  another,  unless  it  has  been  paid  at  the  party's  request,  express  or 
implied,  or  his  money  which  he  is  compellablo  by  law  to  pay  on  deft.'s  ac- 
count, by  reason  of  some  legal  claim  which  could  not  be  resisted.  It  will, 
therefore,  be  insufficient,  generally,  merely  to  prove  payment  made  by  him, 
on  account  of  the  deft.;  he  must  show  an  order  or  such  express  or  implied 
request  by  the  deft,  to  make  the  payment,  or  that  the  act  was  subsequently 
required  by  him  (see  Stokes  Y.  Lew'is,  1  T.  R.  20 ;  Child  r.  Morlay,  8  T.  R. 
313,  «13;  Selwny  v.  Mathcws,  10  East,  264  ;  1  Saund.  204,  n.  1 ;  Tappin 
v.  Rrosten,  1  C.  Ac  P.  112;  Alexander  v.  Vane,  1  M.  &  W.  511 ;  Jeffl-ries 
V.  Gurr,  2  B.  &  Ad.  833).  Thus,  where  two  parishes  had  been  united,  and 
long  paid  a  joint  sexton,  and  afterwards  one  claimed  a  right  of  electing  a 
separate  sexton,  it  was  held,  that  the  other  parish  could  not,  after  notice, 
recover  a  moiety  of  the  sum  paid  as  the  sexton's  salary,  as  money  paid  to 
the  use  of  the  succeeding  parUh  (Stokes  v.  Lewis,  1  T.  R.  20  ;  cited  in  Jones 
v.  Manning,  M'Cl.  25).  So,  when-  a  brukcr  purchases  stock  to  fulfil  a  coo- 
tract  entered  into  by  him  fur  his  principal,  but  which  his  principal  refuses  to 
make  good,  it  was  held,  he  could  not  recover  the  money  as  paid  to  his  prin. 
cipal  (Child  v.  Morley,  8  T.  R.  010).  So,  where  the  party  to  whom  lin- 
stock was  contracted  to  be  sold,  on  the  dcfl.'s  refusal  to  transfer,  bought  the 
stock  himself,  and  brought  assumpsit  fur  nvwv  paid,  to  recover  the  differ- 
ence in  the  piice  of  the  stock,  it  was  held  thit  in*  action  could  not  be  main, 
tained  (Light foot  v.  Creed,  8  Taunt.  20H).  These  two  latter  cases  would 
seem  to  be  overruled  (nee  Wcstropp  v.  Solomon,  10  I«aw  J.,  C.  P. 
1  ;  per  •Maule,  J.,  Bayloy  v.  \Vilkin«,  1*  Law  J.,  C.  P.  273 ;  Pol-  [  »410  J 
low  v.  Stubbs,  17  Lnw  J.,  Q.  U.  :'.VJ  ;  Bayliffu  v.  Butterwonh,  1 
Ex.  425;  Sutton  v.  Tntham,  10  Ad.  A:  K.  27).  Where  a  broker  contract!-*! 
with  his  principal  to  sell  registered  shares  for  h;m,  but  instead  of  doing  so  he 
sold  shares,  tlie  wrrip  for  which,  at  the  lime  of  the  contract,  was  in  the  office 
of  ihc  company  for  registration,  so  that  the  broker  could  not  deliver  them, 
in  consequence  of  which  lie  hail  other  shares  bought  in  against  him,  and 
was  obliged  t»  pay  the  difference :  held,  tint  the  pnncipnl  was  not  liable  in 
this  action  for  such  dillerence  (Bowlby  v.  B  !!,  3  C.  R.  2^9).  A  subsequent 
assent  to  the.  p-iyntcnt,  will  be  evidence  of  a  previous  request  (1  Saund.  5th 
ed.  264,  n.). 

By  an  net  (12  Geo.  111.  c.  50)  for  enlarging  the  poor-house  of  the  parish 
of  C.,  certain  persons  therein  named,  and  their  successors,  were  appointed 
guardians  of  the  |-oor  in  C.,  ami  trustees  fur  putting  the  act  in  execution;  it 
was  provided  that  eight  should  go  out  of  office  yearly,  with  right  of  re-elec- 
tion. The  guardians  were  empowered  to  raise  money  by  morigngr.or  grant 
of  annuity;  to  purchase  land,  and  to  take  a  conveyance  to  themselves,  and 
their  successors;  and  they  wen-  to  sue  and  lie  sued  in  the  nninv  of  the  trea- 
surer for  the  time  being,  who  was  to  be  reimbursed  ult  costs  and  damages  lm 
should  be  put  to  in  such  actions.  By  a  chancery  decree  in  180^  the  parish 
of  C.  was  declared  entitled  in  n-sjxfl  of  such  part  of  it  as  was  within  the. 
city  of  Rochester,  to  two  thirty. second  parts  of  certain  revenues  bequeathed 
for  the  use  of  the  poor  of  that  city,  and  u  Mim  of  1,1  IV.  was  paid  over  to 
A.,  us  such  treasurer  on  that  account,  which  he,  by  order  of  the  then  guar. 
dmns,  paid  over  to  them  in  Ib22,  and  which  they  applied  to  the  use  of  the 
whole  parish.  On  the  petition  of  the  inhabitants  of  that  part  of  the  parish 
which  wns  within  the  city  of  II.,  the  plt.,afier  he  ceased  to  be  treasurer,  was 
ordered  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  pay  the  above-mentioned  sum  which  he 
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had  received  as  treasurer,  into  court,  in  order  that  it  might  be  applied  to  the 
exclusive  use  of  C.  Having  paid  the  amount,  he  brought  an  action  against 
the  guardians  to  recover  it:  held,  that  the  guardians  were  for  the  purpose  of 
suing  and  being  sued  in  the  nature  of  a  corporation,  and  that  A.  was  entitled 
to  recover  in  an  action  against  the  then  treasurer  the  sum  paid  by  him  into 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  as  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  guardians  (Jeffereys 
v.  Gurr,  2  B.  &  Ad.  833). 

But  there  are  some  cases  where  the  law  will  imply  that  the  money  was 
paid  at  deft.'s  request.  Thus  where  a  husband  goes  abroad,  and  leaves  his 
wife,  who  dies  in  his  absence,  a  third  person,  who  voluntarily  pays  the 
expenses  of  her  funeral,  suitably  to  the  rank  and  fortune  of  the  husband, 
though  without  the  consent  of  the  husband,  may  recover  from  him  the  money 
so  paid,  especially  if  such  third  person  be  the  father  of  the  wife  (Jenkins  v. 
Tucker,  1  H.  Bl.  30;  Rogers  v.  Price,  3  Y.  &  J.  28).  As  to  what  expenses 
pit.  may  recover  in  an  action  on  a  bill  see  ante,  "  BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE." 

If  money  be  paid  by  a  person  in  consequence  of  a  legal  liability  to  which 
he  is  subject,  but  from  which  a  third  person  ought  to  have  released  him,  by 
himself  paying  the  amount,  a  request  will  be  implied  (1  Ch.  PI.  302).  So, 
where  a  trustee  under  a  will,  pays  legacy  duty  upon  an  annuity  after  the 
expiration  of  four  years  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  he  may  recover  the 
amount  of  ihc  duty  from  the  legatee,  notwithstanding  a  previous  assignment 
of  the  annuity  by  such  legatee  (Hales  v.  Freeman,  1  B.  &  B.  391). 

Where  a  party  resists,  in  the  first  instance,  a  demand  claimed  to  accrue 
due  at  intervals,  but  subsequently  submits  and  acquiesces  in  the  payment,  he 
may  preclude  himself  from  contending  that  the  moneys  paid  in 
[  *411  ]  respect  of  such  demand  were  paid  by  compulsion,  f'Phus,  where, 
in  1814,  a  distress  was  made  on  a  tenant  for  the  whole  of  the  rent 
that  was  due  from  him,  and  a  deduction  for  land  tax  was  refused.,  the  lease 
being  silent  as  to  the  land  tax;  the  tenant,  having  protested  against  his 
liability,  paid,  during  five  successive  years,  the  land  tax,  without  raising  in 
any  sort  the  objection  of  his  non-liability  to  pay  it:  held,  that  in  1820,  he 
could  not  recover  in  an  action  for  money  pnid  to  the  deft.'s  use,  any  of  the 
sums  so  paid  for  the  land  tax  (Sprngg  v.  Hammond,  2  B.  &  B.  59).  So, 
where  a  tenant  pays  property  tax  assessed  on  the  premises,  and  omits  to 
deduct  it  in  his  next  payment  of  rent,  he  cannot  ai'ierwards  recover  the 
amount  as  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  landlord  (Gumming  v.  Besborough, 
15  M.  &  W.  438).  But  an  executor,  who  has  paid  the  legacy  duty,  may 
sue  the  legatee  for  the  amount,  as  money  paid  for  his  use  at  his  request 
(Foster  v.  Lay,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  209;  see"  Alexander  v.  Vane,  1  M.  &  W. 
511 ;  Bate  v.'Pano,  18  Law  J.,  Q.  B.  273).  Where  an  award  ordered  that 
the  costs  of  a  reference  should  be  paid  by  A.  and  B.  equally,  and  B.  took 
up  the  award,  and  paid  the  whole  of  the  costs;  it  was  held  that  he  could 
not  recover  from  A.  his  moiety  in  this  form  of  action  (Bates  v.  Townley,  2 
Ex.  152). 

So,  where  an  under-tenant's  goods  are  distrained  on  account  of  rent  due 
by  the  deft.,  to  whom  he  was  tenant  to  the  head  landlord,  and  lo  redeem  bis 
goods,  be  paid  the  rent  in  arrear,  proving  the  distress  made,  the  taking  of 
his  goods,  that  it  was  for  rent  dee  by  the  deft.,  and  that  he  paid  the  rent  to 
redeem  his  goods,  the  pit.  \\ill  be  entitled  to  recover  (Exall  v.  Partridge,  8 
T.  R.  308;  and  see  Sapsibnl  v.  Fletcher,  4  T.  R.  512;  llusscy  v.  Crickett, 
3  Camp.  108  ;  Pownall  v.  Fcrrand,  G  B.  &  C.  444;  see  Lewis  v.  Campbell, 
19  Law  J.,  C.  P.  130) ;  and  it  appears  to  be  unnecessary  for  the  pit.  in  such 
case,  to  prove  that  he  resisted  the  distress,  if  valid,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to 
recover  (see  Maydcw  v.  Forrester,  Taunt.  615  ;  Brown  v.  Hodgson,  4  Taunt. 
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:  A-K!en  v.  Ward,  1  R.  &  M.  116;  Hates  T.  Freeman,  1  B.  &  B.  339). 

re  jilt,  and  deft,  were  under- lessees  nt  distinct  rents,  of  separate  propor- 
tions  of  premises,  the  whole  of  which  were  held  under  one  original  lease,  at 

itire  rent,  the  pit.  having  paid  the  whole  rent  under  a  threat  of  distress, 
brought  nn  action  against  deft,  to  recover  the  proportion  of  rent  due  from 
him  as  fur  money  paid  to  his  use:  held,  that  the  action  was  Ml  maintain* 
able,  for  the  money  sought  to  be  recovered  was  not  paid  to  the  use  of  the 
defl.  (Hunter  v.  Hunt,  1  C.  B.  3u5).  Where  there  are  three  joint  lessee*, 
and  two  of  them  assign  their  interest  to  the  third,  but  the  landlord  has  not 
consented  to  accept  his  sole  liability,  the  goods  of  the  pit.  being  put  on  the 
premises  by  the*  permission  of  such  third  lessee,  and  distrained  by  the  lessor 
for  rent,  and  he  having  paid  it,  the  three  lessees  are  liable  to  him  for  money 
paid  to  their  use  (Exalt  v.  Tartridgc,  3  E«p  6).  A  tenant  shortly  after  he 
had  paid  half  a  year's  rent  to  his  landlord,  due  at  lady-day  preceding,  was 
culli  d  upon  by  the  agent  of  the  ground-landlord  for  ground-mil  due  pro- 
viouoly  to  Lady-day,  and  which  the  landlord  hid  refused  to  pay:  held,  that 
the  payment  of  such  ground-rent  by  (ho  t<  nnnt  was  not  a  voluntary  pay* 
mem,  ul  hough  the  agent  of  the  ground-landlord  gave  him  lime,  for  that  pur- 
pose (Cart«r  v.  Carter,  5  Bing.  406). 

A  tenant  under  a  lease  cannot  maintain  assumpsit  on  an  implied  promise 
for  money  paid  under  a  distress  by  a  superior  landlord,  being  excluded  by 
the  express  contract.  The  remedy  is  on  the  covenant  (Schlenkcr  v.  Moxey, 
3  B  At  C.  7-U).  By  41  Ueo.  III.,  an  net  for  draining  lands,  it  was  declared 
that  the  tuxes  to  be  charged  and  assessed  by  virtue  of  the  MUM  should  be 
paid  by  the  tenants  of  the  lands,  \c.,  charged  with  the  same  respectively, 
who  ought  to  deduct  and  retain  tho  snmc  out  of  the  n  nt*  payable  to  their 
respective  'landlords,  "and  that  in  caw  of  ivglect  to  pay,  the  itx 
might  bt*  I'-vied  by  distress  on  th"  good*  and  chaiteU  which  should  [  *41'.J  J 
be  (bund  on  the  lands  charged  with  ih<>  lax  in  arrear,**  and  that 
"if  the  same  should  be  unienanted,  nnd  no  NumVi<-nt  di»ire*s  could  be  found, 
the  I'inds  and  grounds  chargeable  should  remain  us  a  security  for  the  pay- 
mcnt  then-of,  and  might  be  taken  p..«M  <>sion  of  and  let  in  discharge  of  the 
tax  "  Where,  therefore,  a  tenant  Ind  quitted  hnds  liable  to  a  drainage  lax 
under  this  act,  and  after  he  had  left  the  collector  levied  ihe  Inx  in  arrear 
upon  properly  which  h  •  had  left  in  possession  of  the  succeeding  tenant : 
held,  tint  the  tenants  to  be  charged  with  the  lax  were  those  in  whose  lime 
the  tax  accrued  due,  and  not  the  tenant  for  the  time  being,  and  therefore  that 
the  pit.  might  maintain  assumpsit  against  tho  landlord  for  money  paid  to 
his  use  (Uawsonv.  Linton,  5  B.  A:  A.  5'J1).  If  a  carrier  by  mi»tuke  deliver 
to  B.  goods  consigned  and  sold  to  C.,  and  H.  appropriate  tho  goods,  and  the 
cnrriiT  on  demand,  without  action,  pays  C.  their  value,  the  currier  may 
recover  it  against  B.,ns  money  paid  to  his  use  (Brown  v.  Hodgson,  4  Taunt. 
185),  recognised  in  SjK-ncer  v.  Parry,  3  Ad.  A;  E.  331).  Bui  where  gixxls 
came  to  a  wharfinger  consigned  to  A.,  and  B.  believing  them  to  be  meant 
for  himself,  carried  them  from  thu  wharf,  and  used  them  before  he  disco- 
vered the.  mistake:  held,  that  tho  wharfinger,  after  paying  A.  the  value'of 
the.  goods,  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  money  paid  to  recover  the 
auK'tui!  (Sills  v.  Laing,  4  Camp.  HI).  Where  a  piirty  is  compiled  to  pay 
inoney  in  consequence,  of  his  own  neyK-ct  (Capp  v.  Tophum,  0  East,  3'J'<i), 
or  breach  of  duty  (Pitcher  v.  Bagley,  $  E;ist,  171,  see  p.  4UU) ;  the  law  raises 
no  implied  promise  lo  repay  it. 

Faymrnl  by  Sureties.]  A  surety,  who  pays  the  whole  sum  for  which  he 
was  jointly  liable,  may  recover  the  whole  against  the  principal,  or  a  propor- 
tionate part  against  his  joint  surety  (Toussamt  v.  Martinuant,  2  T.  K.  105  ; 
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Cowell  v.  Edwards,  2  B.  &  P.  268;  Deering  v.  Winchelsea,  ib.  270; 
Kearsly  v.  Cole,  16  M.  &  W.  128).  But  he  cannot  sue  his  co-surety  until 
he  has  paid  on  account  of  his  principal  debt  a  sum  greater  than  he  would  be 
obliged  to  pay  when  the  entire  liability  should  be  fairly  apportioned  amongst 
them  (Davis  v.  Humphreys,  4  Jur.  250).  A  transferree  of  shares  in  a  rail- 
way company  cannot,  after  he  has  been  compelled  to  pay  calls,  recover  the 
same  from  the  transferror  in  this  form  of  action  (Layles  v.  Blane,  16  Law 
J.  19,  Q.  B.;  Ch.  Contr.  438). 

Where  a  surety  gets  rid  of  a  debt  at  less  than  its  full  amount,  quczre,  can 
he  as  against  his  principal  claim  more  than  he  has  actually  paid,  certainly 
not  in  equity  (Reedv.  Morris,  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  361). 

The  right  to  contribute  arises,  although  the  surety  paid  the  debt  after 
having  given  a  bond  for  it,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  co-sureties  (Dunn 
v.  Slee,  1  Moo.  2). 

At  law  the  calculation  is  made  upon  the  aliquot  share  in  reference  to  the 
number  of  sureties,  although  one  be  insolvent  or  a  bankrupt;  so  that  if  there 
be  three  sureties  for  a  debt  of  300/.,  and  one  pay  the  whole,  he  can  only 
recover  100/.  from  his  co-surety,  although  the  third  be  unable  to  contribute 
(Browne  v.  Ley,  6  B.  &  C.  697  ;  Kemp  v.  Finden,  12  M.  &  W.  421).  But 
the  rule  is  otherwise  in  equity  (Ib. ;  Peter  v.  Rich,  1  Chit.  Rep.  19,  34  ;  1 
Ch.  Contr.  519).  Where  there  are  several  co-sureties,  one  of  whom  takes 
from  the  principal  a  collateral  security,  such  surety  will  still  be  entitled  to 
sue  his  co-sureties  on  paying  more  than  his  proportion  (Done  v.  Walley,  2 
Exch.  198);  and  a  bankrupt's  co-surety  is  liable  (Wallis  v.  Swinburne,  1 
Exch.  203). 

Previous  to  bringing  the  action,  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  a  demand 
(Pitt  v.  Purssford,  5  Jur.  611). 

*Plt.  must,  in  such  case,  prove  the  execution  of  the  bond,  or 
[  *413  ]  other  instrument,  by  which  he  became,  deft.'s  surety,  and  that  he 
became  so  at  his  request,  and  that  he  was  called  on  to  pay  the 
money,  and  gave  deft,  notice  to  pay  it  (Exall  v.  Partridge,  8  T.  R.  310; 
Beard  v.  Boulcot,  3  B.  &  P.  235  ;  2  B.  &  P.  268 ;  5  East,  225).  If  A.  be- 
come  a  co-surety  with  B.,  at  B.'s  request,  and  B.  pay  all  the  money,  he 
cannot  recover  from  A.  his  aliquot  part  of  the  debt  (Turner  v  Davis,  2  Esp. 
478) ;  and,  if  two  several  sureties  pay  the  debt,  they  cannot  sue  jointly  the 
other  sureties  for  reimbursement  (3  B.  &  P.  235;  2  T.  R.  282). 

So,  where  an  executor  has  paid  legacies  in  full,  and  afterwards  paid  the 
legacy  duty,  it  was  held  that  he  might  recover  the  amount  paid  for  duty  in 
this  form  of  action  against  the  legatee  (Foster  v.  Ley,  2  B.  N.  C.  269). 

This  action  docs  not  lie  for  contribution  or  indemnity  against  a  person 
jointly  engaged  with  the  pit.  in  doing  an  illegal  act  by  which  the  pit.  is  put 
lo  expense  (Merryvveather  v.  Nixon,  8  T.  R.  186).  But  where  the  pit.  was 
not  aware  that  the  transaction  was  illegal,  or  its  nature  were  doubtful,  he 
may  sue  on  the  implied  contract,  to  indemnify  (Belts  v.  Gibbins,  2  Ad.  &  E. 
57;  Pearson  v.  Skelton,  1  M.  &  W.  504). 

The  right  to  contribution  does  not  extend  to  any  part  of  the  costs  paid  or 
incurred  by  the  surety  in  attempting  to  defend  or  in  settling  legal  proceedings 
by  the  creditor  against  him  to  recover  the  debt  (Knight  v.  Hughes,  3  C.  &  P. 
467;  Roach  v.  Thompson,  Moo.  &  M.  487 ;  see  Kemp  v.  Fenden,  12  M.  & 
W.  421  ;  Edger  v.  Knapp,  5  Man.  &  G.  753). 

A  promise  by  one  surety  to  indemnify  the  other  need  not  be  in  writing 
(Thomas  v.  Cooke,  8  B.  &  C.  728 ;  but  see  Green  v.  Cress  well,  2  P.  &  D.) 

There  cannot  be  any  claim  for  contribution  between  partners  (Sadler  v. 
Nixon,  5  B.  &  Ad.  936;  Pearson  v.  Skelton,  supra;  see  Wilson  v.  Cutting, 
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10  Bing.  436 ;  Wright  v.  Hunter,  1  East,  20;  Yenning  T.  Leekie,  13  East, 
7;  see  further,  "  PABTWBBB").  But  if  there  be  several  defts.  who  are  not 
partners  in  an  action  ex  contractu,  and  the  pit.  recover  judgment  against 
them,  and  one  pay  the  whole  demand  recovered,  the  law  gives  him  an  action 
for  money  paid  against  the  others  to  recover  contribution  (Blackett  v.  Wier, 
5  B.  &  C.  387). 

If  a  creditor  recover  against  one  of  several  joint  or  joint  and  several 
debtors,  in  an  action  against  him  only,  the  claim  to  contribution  equally 
antes  (Blackett  v.  Wier,  supni). 

Bail  suing  co-bail  for  contribution  must  prove  the  judgment,  as  well  as 
the  execution  (Belldon  v.  Tankard,  1  Marsh.  6).  Bail  may  recover  against 
the  principal  any  expenses  they  may  have  incurred  in  taking  him  into  cus- 
tody (Fisher  v.  Fellows,  5  Esp.  171).  Where  a  judgment  is  recovered  in 
an  action  on  a  contract  or  specialty  against  several  defts.,  and  one  pay  the 
whole  demand,  be  may  recover  against  the  others  a  contribution  (Merry- 
weather  v.  Nixon,  8  T.  R.  186;  1  Camp.  343;  Wilson  v.  Milncr,  2  Camp. 
453  ;  Blackett  v.  Weir,  5  B.  &  C.  388). 

But  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  the  party  seeking  contribution 
was  a  tortffosor  only  by  inference  of  law,  but  is  confined  to  cases,  where  it 
must  be  presumed  that  the  party  knew  that  he  was  committing  an  unlawful 
act  (Pearson  v.  Skclton,  1  M.  &  W.  504);  or,  the  act  is  of  an  obviously 
illegal  character  (Belts  v.  Gibbins,  2  Ad.  &  E.  57  ;  see  Collins  v.  Evans,  5 
Q.  B.  820).  Nor  does  it  extend  to  a  case  in  which  there  is  any  bonA  fide 
doubt  whatever  in  point  of  law  the  act  was  authorized  (Ib.).  So  also  the 
rulo  that  a  tort  fetuor  cannot  recover  upon  a  promise  to  'indemnify 
made  by  the  person  at  whose  request  the  tortious  act  is  committed,  [  *414  ] 
must  be  similarly  confined  (Ib.).  Contribution  i*  indemnity,  and 
the  same  consideration  that  will  support  a  promise  to  indemnify  will  also 
support  a  promise  to  contribute  ft  e  comvrto  (Ib.).  If  a  party  recover  dama- 
ges in  case  against  one  of  two  joint  conch  proprietors  for  an  injury  sustained 
by  the  negligence  of  their  servants,  such  proprietor  may  maintain  an  action 
•gainst  his  co-proprietor  for  contribution,  if  he  prove  at  the  (rial  that  he  was 
Dot  personally  present  when  the  accident  hnp|»ened  (Woolly  v.  Batte,  2  C. 
Ai  P.  417).  Where  several  persons  were  jointly  interested  in  a  stage-coach, 
and  there  was  a  partnership  fond,  out  of  which  expenses  were  first  to  be 
paid,  and  the  residue  divided  amongst  them:  held,  that  one  of  them,  against 
whom  damages  and  costs  bad  been  recovered  in  an  action  brought  by  a 
pnrty  to  whom  damage  was  done  by  the  negligent  driving  of  the  coach,  could 
not  recover  against  another  proprietor  his  proportion  of  such  damages  and 
costs  (Pearson  v.  Skellon,  1  M.  «5c  W.  504).  Though  not  then,  if  there  be 
a  partnership  fund  out  of  which  the  damages  aru  to  be  paid  (Ib.);  and  if  one 
of  two  joint  contractors,  u|>on  a  breach  by  them  of  their  engagement,  agree 
with  the  creditor  to  refer  the  amount  of  lite  damages  to  arbitration,  which  is 
done  without  the  consent  of  the  other  co-contractor,  the  former,  on  paying 
the  sum  awarded,  may  recover  a  moiety  thereof  from  the  latter,  in  uu  action 
for  money  paid  (llurnell  v.  Minot,  4  Moo.  340). 

hut  in  an  action,  tx  Jelicto,  against  several  for  a  trespass  or  for  a  tort  (as 
an  injury  to  plt.'s  reversionary  interest  in  n  mill)  if  judgment  for  damages 
be  recovered  against  them  and  one  be  compelled  to  pay  tins  whole,  he  has  no 
claim  to  contribution  against  his  co-deft*.  (Merry weather  v.  Nixon,  ante,  p. 
413  ;  Furcbrother  v.  Ansley,  1  Camp.  343  ;  U  ilson  v.  Milber,  '•£  Camp.  452; 
but  see  ante,  pp.  381-394,  as  to  recovery  of  money  paid  by  umtake). 

If  th«*  indorsee  of  a  bill  be  compelled  by  the  holder  lo  pay  hun  part  of  the 
amount,  h,  niuy  recover  it  from  tiic  acceptor  for  money  paid  lo  bis  use 
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(Pownall  v.  Ferrand,  6  B.  &  C.  439;  see  Sprang  v.  Hammond,  2  B.  <fe  B. 
59;  Hawley  v.  Beverley,  6  Man.  &  G.  221 ;  but  see  Aspray  v.  Levy,  16 
M.  &  W.  851 ;  Hooper  v.  Trefrey,  1  Exch.  17);  but  not  the  costs  of  the 
former  action,  for  the  custom  of  merchants  does  not  make  the  acceptor 
liable  for  the  cos's  of  all  actions  against  subsequent  holders  (Dawson  v.  Mor- 
gan, supra}.  It  has  been  laid  down  by  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  that  the  drawer  of 
an  accommodation  bill  is  liable  to  the  acceptor,  not  only  for  the  amount 
of  the  bill  which  he  has  been  called  upon  to  pay,  but  also  for  all  damages 
the  acceptor  may  sustain  by  being  sued  for  it  (Jones  v.  Brooke,  4  Taunt. 
464).  Quaere  whether  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  which  he  was 
obliged  to  pay  after  an  action  brought  against  him  may  not  sue  the  acceptor 
for  the  costs  of  the  action  (Stoom  v.  Taylor,  1  Nev.  &  M.  250 ;  see  Daw- 
son  v.  Morgan,  9  B.  &  C.  618).  The  pit.  bad  accepted  a  bill  for  148/.  for 
the  accommodation  of  T.,  who  gave  it  to  N.  for  a  particular  purpose;  N. 
borrowed  101.  of  the  deft.,  and  gave  him  this  bill  as  a  security;  this  10/. 
•was  paid  by  N.,  but  the  bill  was  not  given  up,  and  the  deft,  indorsed  it  for 
value  to  K.,  who  when  it  was  dishonoured,  arrested  bolh  the  pit.  and  T. ; 
the  pit.  paid  the  amount  of  the  bill,  and  the  costs  of  both  arrests:  held,  that 
pit.  was  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  bill,  but  not  the  costs  of  the 
two  arrests  (Roach  v.  Thompson,  4  C.  &  P.  194).  An  accomodation  ac- 
ceptor, who  has  defended  an  action  on  the  bill,  at  the  request  of  the  drawer, 
may  recover  the  costs  of  such  action  as  money  paid  (Howes  v.  Martin,  1 
Esp.  162).  A  person  who  pays  a  bill  for  the  honour  of  one  of  the  parlies 
to  it,  may  sue  *him  for  money  paid  (Smith  v.  Nelson,  1  T.  R. 
[  *415  ]  269) ;  but  he  must  prove  that  a  formal  protest  was  made  before  the 

payment  (Vandcvvall  v.  Tyrrell,  Moo.  &  M.  88). 

A.  defends  an  action  at  the  desire  of  B.,  in  whichJIT.  is  concerned,  and  may 
be  benefited  by  the  event,  and  A.  has  a  verdict  against  him,  B.  is  liable  to 
pay  the  expenses  of  the  defence  (Howes  v.  Martin,  1  Esp.  162).  A  person 
indemnified  cannot  charge  the  person  indemnifying  with  the  costs  of  defend- 
ing an  action  clearly  due,  unless  authorized  by  him  to  defend  (Gillett  v. 
Rippon,  Moo.  &  M.  406). 

Where  an  annuity  has  been  made  void  by  reason  of  a  defect  in  the  memo- 
rial, and  the  attorney  who  prepared  the  conveyance  is  sued  by  thcgranlee  for 
negligence,  and  a  verdict  recovered  against  him  to  the  amount  of  the  con- 
sideration-money paid  for  the  annuity,  which  he  pays,  he  cannot  recover  it 
over  against  the  grantor  as  money  paid  to  his  use  (Burdon  v.  Webb,  2  Esp. 
527). 

If  money  be  paid  after  judgment  signed,  it  cannot  be  considered  us  a  volun- 
tary payment  (Garratt  v.  Hooper,  1  Dovvl.  28). 

Declaration  that  the  pit.,  at  I  he  request  of  the  deft.,  and  upon  deft. 's  under- 
taking to  indemnify  and  defend  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money  in  which 
the  deft,  churned  an  interest,  that  judgment  was  given  against  the  pits,  for 
42/.,  and  that  he  was  imprisoned  and  paid  the  money  under  a  ca.  set. :  held, 
that  he  might  recover  against  the  deft,  this  sum  under  this  count  upon  proof 
of  the  judgment,  without  proof  of  the  capias,  or  even  on  a  count  for  money 
paid  to  the  deft.'s  use,  the  deft  having  taken  out  a  summons,  to  be  permitted 
to  pay  such  sum  in  discharge  of  plt.'s  demand  (Williamson  v.  Henley,  6 
Bing.  299). 

No  cause  of  action  can  arise  out  of  a  breach  of  duty  ;  therefore,  ifan  officer 
permit  a  prisoner  to  go  at  large,  on  his  promise  to  pay  the  debt.,  and,  in  con- 
sequence, he  is  himself  obliged  to  pay  it,  he  cannot  recover  the  money  from 
the  debtor  (Pitcher  v.  Bailey,  8  East,  171).  So,  if  the  Warden  of  the  Fleet 
have  been  guilty  of  sufiering  an  escape,  and  pay  the  debt,  he  cannot  after- 
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wards  maintain  on  action  against  the  debtor  for  money  paid  to  his  use"(Eyles 
T.  F.iikney,  ib.  172,  n  ;  Pen.  144,  n.)  If  a  shorifT  voluntarily  permit  an 
escape,  and  he  be  afterwards  obliged  to  pay  the  debt,  he  may  maintain  an 
action  fur  money  paid  against  the  debtor  (Morris  v.  Berkeley,  8  East,  172, 
n. ;  IV  i.  144,  n.)  ;  ted  quttrc  (Ib.).  But  a  sheriff's  officer  who  discharges  a 
debt  on  payment  of  a  sum  sworn  to,  and  is  afterwards  obliged  to  pay  the 
residue  of  the  debt,  may  recover  it  from  the  deft,  as  money  paid  to  his  use 
(Cordon  v.  Massarene  (Lord),  Pea.  143).  So,  the  action  may  be  maintain* 
ed  by  a  shcrifTs  officer  who  has  paid  the  debt  and  costs,  on  an  attachment 
against  the  sheriff,  bail  above  not  having  bet  n  put  in,  through  the  misconduct 
of  the  deft,  in  imposing  insufficient  bail  upon  the  sheriff,  and  the  deft,  having 
promised  to  indemnify  the  officer,  both  before  and  after  the  payment ;  the 
onV«-r,  however,  cannot  recover  beyond  the  debt  on  the  common  count 
(White  v.  Leroux,  Moo.  Ac  M.  347). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

This  will  consist  in  rebutting  the  plt.'s  proofs,  in  showing  that  />//.  did  not 
pay  monry  at  (he  dcft.'s  requetl. 

Non  auu  input  d*-nies  (lie  actual  payment  of  the  money  by  the  pit.,  M 
well  a<i  such  facts  as  would  make  it  expressly  or  impltedly  a  payment  at  the 
deft.'s  request,  or  for  hi*  use,  as  also  thai  the  money  was  to  be  repaid  im- 
mediately (Ch.  jun.  PI.  229). 

In  an  action  for  contribution  no*  auumprit  denies  that  the  money  paid 
was  the  money  of  the  ph.,  because,  at  the  lime  of  the  'payment  he 
had  a  greater  amount  in  his  own  hinds  belonging  to  the  principal  [  *410  ] 
(Gossell  v.  Swindon,  1  t>.  At  L.  889).  One  part  owner  of  a  vessel, 
having  paid  all  the  dimagi*  recovered  againct  him  as  part  owner  for  the 
loss  of  goods  shipped,  or  freight,  by  the  n«-^li^rnce  of  the  crew  during  the 
voyage,  in  nn  action  by  him  agninM  the  other  part  owner  for  contribution, 
the  deft  pleaded  a  special  plea,  that  the  loss  arose  from  the  plt.'s  personal 
misconduct,  and  another,  (hat  although  the  doit,  was  part  owner,  he  did  not 
join,  and  was  not  concerned  in  the  adventure  upon  ih-  particular  voyage  ; 
both  were  he-Id  bad  as  amounting  to  th<;  general  i««.»c,  as  not  admitting  that 
the  money  ever  was  paid  to  the  <1  -ft.'s  use,  or  tint  h<>  w.i«  nt  any  time  liable 
for  a  debt  of  that  nature  (Gregory  v.  Ilurtnell,  1  M.  At  W.  183;  and  we 
Morgan  v.  Pcbrer,  3  Ming.  N.  C.  437). 

A  plea  showing  that  a  policy  of  insurance,  in  respect  of  which  the  alleged 
payments  were  made  were  so  fraim-d  by  the  pits,  as  to  be  utterly  worthless, 
was  held  good  (Cole  v.  Lu  Souef,  5  Dowl.  41).  But  sec  Francis  v.  Baker, 
10  Ad.  At  E.  045,  where  it  was  held  that  if  the  money  have  failed  in  its 
object,  and  the  deft,  have  received  no  benefit  from  it,  through  the  default  of 
the  pit.,  such  a  defence  is  not  the  subject  of  a  »|»edul  plea,  but  is  either  ridmiu- 
sible  under  the  general  issue,  or  is  the  subject  of  a  cross  action.  See  also 
Hannuic  v.  Goldner,  11  M.  Ac  W.  819. 

You  may  show  under  non  ussumpsti  that  the  money  wns  paid  by  one 
partner  for  the  use  of  another  (Brown  v.  Tupscott,  6  M.  A:  W.  122). 

Illegality  of  consideration  must  be  specially  pleaded,  MS  where  pit.  nnd 
deft,  an;  jointly  engaged  in  an  illegal  contract,  and  one  pays  money  for  the 
other  in  furtherance  of  it  (De  Begnis  v.  Arrnistead,  10  Bing.  io7  ;  see 
"  1 1. 1. K«.  A  i.  CONSIDERATION,"  u  GAM  i  NO"). 

Where  in  an  action  for  money  paid,  the  defts.  pleaded  as  to  500/.  parcel, 
Ate.,  that  they  were  possessed  of  n  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  them,  and 
accepted  by  u  third  party,  payable  six  months  after  dule,  and  that  in  con- 
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sideration  that  the  defts.,  as  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  the  sum  of  500/., 
would  indorse  the  bill  to  the  pits. ;  the  pits,  promised  to  pay  500/.  to  the 
defts.'  use,  and  then  averred  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  pursuant  to  the 
agreement,  and  that  the  sum  of  500/.  claimed  by  the  pits,  was  made  up  of 
payments  made  on  account  of  the  bill,  but  did  not  allege  that  the  bill  was 
due :  held  bad  for  not  showing  that  the  500/.  were  not  payable  on  request  as 
alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  therefore,  amounted  to  the  general  issue 
(Maude  v.  Nesham,  3  M.  &  W.  502). 

The  deft,  may  prove  that  the  money  was  paid  expressly  for  an  illegal  pur- 
pose (Mitchell  v.  Cockbourn,2  H.  Bl.  379  ;  Aubert  v.  Maze,  2  B.  &  P.  371). 
It  is  a  general  principle,  that  if  two  persons  engage  in  an  illegal  transaction, 
one  who  pays  the  share  of  the  other  for  him,  without  his  express  authority, 
cannot  maintain  an  action  for  money  paid.  Thus,  where  the  pit.  by  the 
deft.'s  authority,  and  in  his  name  laid  illegal  bets  on  horses,  and  the  bets 
having  been  lost,  the  pit.  paid  them  icitliout  the  deftSs  subsequent  orders,  it 
was  held  that  he  could  not  recover  the  money  so  paid  (Clayton  v.  Dillon,  4 
Taunt.  165).  In  this  case  the  pit.  was  a  principal  actor  in  the  illegal  transac- 
tion, besides  which,  he  paid  the  moneys  without  orders.  If  two  persons 
jointly  engage  in  an  illegal  stock-jobbing  transaction,  and  incur  losses,  and 
employ  a  broker  to  pay  the  differences,  and  one  of  them  repay  the  broker, 
with  the  privity  and  express  consent  of  the  other,  he  may  recover  a  moiety 
from  the  other  party,  as  money  paid  to  his  use,  notwithstanding  the  statute? 
Geo.  II.  c.  8,  for  he  expressly  authorized  the  pit.  to  make  the  payment  for 
him  (Petri  v.  Ilanney,  3  T.  R.  418  ;  and  see  Faikney  v.  Ryndus, 
[  *417  ]  4  *Burr.  2069).  But  see  Exparte  Mather,  3  Ves.  jun.  373 ;  Aubert 
v.  Maze,  2  B.  &  P.  371  ;  Brown  v.  Turner,  7  T.  R.  630  ;  Booth  v. 
Hodgson,  6  T.  R.  405;  Steers  v.  Lashley,  ib.  61 ;  Mitchell  v.  Cockbourn,  2 
H.  Bl.  379 ;  and  cases  cited  in  Cannon  v.  Bryce,  3  B.  &  A.  181,  183,  per 
Abbott,  C.  J.).  Where  pit.  and  deft,  had  entered  into  an  illegal  agreement 
to  conduct  an  unlicensed  theatre,  and  the  pit.  had,  at  the  deft.'s  request,  paid 
for  him  certain  moneys  the  deft,  was  to  pay  to  persons  he  employed  in  the 
management  of  it:  held,  that  this  action  could  not  be  maintained  (De  Begnis 
v.  Armistead,  10  Bing.  107).  And  it  has  been  held  that  an  action  lies  to 
recover  money  paid  by  the  pit.,  at  the  deft.'s  request,  to  a  person  to  whom 
the  deft,  had  lost  the  amount  on  an  illegal  bet  on  a  horse-race  (Alcinbrook 
v.  Hale,  2  Wils,  309 ;  see  Young  v.  Cole,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  724 ;  Pavvle  v . 
Gunn,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  445).  As  to  other  defences,  see  various  instances  through  - 
out  the  work. 

In  an  action  for  contribution  by  orte  co-surely  against  another,  it  appeared 
that  the  principal  and  interest  was  paid  by  the  pit.  more  than  six  years  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  with  the  exception  of  30^.,  which  was  paid  by 
.  him  within  that  period.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  having  been  pleaded,  it 
was  held  that  the  pit.  was  only  entitled  to  recover  to  the  extent  of  30/.  which 
had  been  paid  within  the  six  years,  and  that  the  statute  was  a  bar  to  the 
rest,  as  the  right  of  action  attached  as  soon  as  the  pit.  had  paid  more  than 
his  portion  (Davis  v.  Humphreys,  6  M.  &  W.  153).  Held,  also,  in  an  action 
against  the  principal,  that  the  statute  was  a  bar  to  all  except  30/.  as  the  pit. 
had  a  right  of  action  against  the  principal,  the  moment  he  paid  anything,  for 
so  much  money  paid  to  his  use  (Ib.). 

The  deft,  and  pit.  gave  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note  to  A.,  pit.  sign- 
ing as  the  deft.'s  surety;  afterwards  A.  pressing  deft,  for  payment,  time  was 
allowed  upon  L.  adding  his  signature  as  additional  security;  no  new  stamp 
was  put  on  the  note  ;  pit.  afterwards  paid  A.  the  money :  held  that  he  might 
sue  the  deft,  for  money  paid,  and  that  the  payment  was  not  voluntary,  the 
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addition  of  L.'s  signature  not  annulling  the  plt.'s  original  liability  on  the 
note  (Cation  v.  Simpson,  8  Ad.  dt  E.  136 ;  see  Nicholson  v.  Revell,  4  Ad. 
oz  E.  675). 
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Effect  of,  p.  471.— In  what  Actions  to  be  paid,  p.  417.— Where  there  are 
several  Counts,  p.  419. — Form  of  the  Plea*  p.  420. — Replication,  p. 
421.— What  it  admits,  p.  422.— Where  Deft,  entiileii  to  Costs,  427. 


Effect  of.]  It  is,  in  general,  considered  as  an  acknowledgment  of  the 
plt.'s  right  of  action  to  the  amount  of  the  sum  brought  in  (Blackburn  v. 
Scholes,  2  Camp.  342 ;  Watkins  v.  Towers,  2  T.  R.  275),  which  the  pit, 
therefore,  is  entitled  to  receive,  whether  he  proceed  in  the  action  or  not,  and 
even  though  he  be  nonsuited,  or  have  a  verdict  against  him  (2  Sulk.  507 ;  2 
Stra.  1027). 

In  what  Actions  to  be  paid.]  By  R.  G.  II.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  18,  no  rule 
or  judge's  order  to  pay  money  into  court  shall  bo  necessary  except  under  iho 
slat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  21 ;  but  the  money  shall  be  paid  to  the  proper 
officer  of  the  court,  who  shall  give  a  receipt  for  tin;  amount  on  the  margin 
of  the  plea,  and  the  said  sum  shall  be  paid  out  to  the  pit.  on  demand 
•(see  2  Arch.  Pr.  8th  cd.  c.  0) ;  before  the  passing  of  that  statute  [  *418  ] 
the  rule  was  that  money  might  be  paid  into  court  when  the  action 
was  brought  for  a  sum  certain,  or  capable  of  being  ascertained  by  computa- 
tation,  but  not  in  an  action  for  general  dnmnges  (llallett  v.  Eist  India  Com- 
pany,  2  Burr.  1120;  Salt  v.  Salt,  H  T.  R.  47;  and  see  Tidd,  Pr.  Oih  cd. 
610  et  srq.).  But,  by  slat.  3  &.  4  Will.  IV.  c,  42,  s.  21, it  is  enacted  ••  That 
it  shall  bo  lawful  for  the  deft,  in  all  pertanal  actions  (except  actions  for 
assault  and  battery,  false  imprisonment,  libel,  slander,  malicious  arrest, 
criminal  conversation,  or  debauching  of  the  plt.'s  daughter  or  servant),  by 
leave  of  any  of  the  superior  courts  where  such  action  is  pending,  or  judge 
of  any  of  the  superior  courts  to  pay  into  court  a  sum  of  money  by  way  of 
compensation  or  amends  in  such  manner,  anil  under  such  regulations  a* 
to  the  payment  of  costs,  and  the  form  of  pleading,  as  the  said  judges,  or  such 
eight  or  more  of  them  as  aforesaid,  shall  by  any  rules,  or  orders  by  them, 
to  be  from  time  to  time  made,  order,  and  direct." 

The  deft,  may  now  plead  payment  into  court  in  libel  against  a  newspaper 
by  0  &  7  Viet.  90;  sec  1  Ch.  PI.  525. 

In  an  ac'ion  of  trespass,  a  judge  may  make  on  order  before  declaration 
for  the  deft,  to  be  at  liberty  to  pay  money  into  court  under  the  3  At  4  Will. 
IV.  c.  42;  Edwards  v.  Price,  6  Dowl.  "P.  C.  4^0).  In  assumpsil  for  the 
breach  of  an  assignment  to  sell  an  estate,  the  court  refused  to  allow  the  deft,  to 
select  certain  of  several  allegations  of  damage  ronMiin-d  in  a  single  count, 
and  pay  money  into  court  on  these  particular  ullegaiiuus  ( 1  lodges  v.  Lilch- 
field  (Lord),  9  Bing.  713). 

In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  a  false  return,  and  for  an  excessive  levy, 
and  Ibr  not  paying  over  the  residue,  the  court  refused  to  allow  the  slu-rilF  to 
pay  money  into  court,  with  costs,  though  it  a  p|  tea  red  that  the  .sheriff  hud  by 
mistake  relumed  money  to  pay  hop  duly  to  the  crown,  but  which  was  sub* 
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sequenily  discovered  to  have  been  paid,  and  had  also  made  charges  for 
postillions,  and  other  charges  usually  made,  but  in  strictness  not  allowable 
(Woodgate  v.  Baldock,  '2  Dowl.  P.  C.  256). 

In  an  action  by  a  landlord  against  a  tenant  for  not  repairing,  the  court 
refused  to  allow  the  deft,  to  pay  money  into  court  by  way  of  compensation 
and  amends  under  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  21,  under  the  plea  given  by  R. 
H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.,  and  a  pica  of  tender  before  action  brought  (Searle  v. 
Barratt,  4  Nev.  &  M.  200). 

The  pit.  brought  separate  actions  against  two  joint-contractors,  one  of 
whom  paid  300/.  into  court,  and  the  pit.,  without  replying  in  that  action,  gave 
notice  of  trial  in  the  olher.  The  court  allowed  deft,  in  the  latter  aclion,  on 
payment  of  costs,  to  put  on  the  record  a  plea  of  payment  into  court  of 
300/.  without  actually  paying  in  the  same  (Rendell  v.  Malleson,  16  M.  & 
W.  828). 

By  R.  T.  T.  1  Viet.  1838,  where  money  is  paid  into  court  such  payment 
shall  be  pleaded  in  all  cases,  and  as  near  as  may  be  to  the  form  prescribed, 
mutatis  mutandis. 

The  object  of  the  above  rule,  T.  T.  1  Viet.  1838,  is,  that  the  admission  of 
the  plt.'s  right  of  action,  and  the  extent  of  that  admission  may  appear  on  the 
record;  but  with  this  difference  the  effect  of  payment  into  court  is  as  for- 
merly, and  the  old  authorities  are  still  applicable.  It  admits  everything 
which  the  pit.  must  have  proved  to  recover  it  (Dyer  v.  Ashton,  1  B.  &  C. 
\,per  cur.). 

In  replevin  the  deft,  may  pay  money  into  court  as  to  a  part  of  the 
distress,  and  avow  as  to  the  residue  (Lambert  v.  Ilepworth,  2  Gal.  &  Dav. 
112). 

The  form  prescribed  would  seem  to  be  inapplicable  to  a  count  on 
[  *419  ]  *a  bill  or  note,  for,  by  the  new  rules,  a  plea  of  nunquam  indebi- 
tatus  is  no  plea.  Where,  therefore,  to  a  count  in  debt  on  a  bill  or 
note,  the  deft,  pleads  a  payment  into  court  of  the  full  amount,  the  concluding 
averment  of  nunquam  indebitatus  must,  it  should  seem,  be  generally  re- 
garded as  surplusage  (1  Saund.  332,  n.).  A  plea  of  payment  into  court  of 
a  less  sum  than  the  amount  of  the  bill  or  note  would  be  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer, if  not  on  general  (Armfield  v.  Burgin,  6  M.  &  W.  281  ;  Tattersall 
v.  Parkinson,  post,  p.  420) ;  for  jhc  deft,  ought  to  show  some  answer  as  to 
part,  and  plead  the  payment  into  court  as  to  the  residue,  in  which  case  also 
the  concluding  averment  of  nunquam  indebitatus  would  become  surplusage 
(1  Saund.  332,  n.) ;  and  it  should  seem  a  similar  plea  in  debt  would  be 
equally  bad,  because  the  plea  admits  the  larger  ascertained  sum  to  be  prima 
facie  clue;  but  the  part  paid  does  not  satisfy  the  whole  of  that  sum,  and  the 
plea  contains  no  answer  as  to  the  remainder,  for  it  cannot  be  considered  in 
'  the  nature  of  a  plea  of  non  assumpsii  as  to  the  residue  not  paid  into  court, 
since,  by  the  new  rules,  non  assumpsii  is  no  plea  to  an  action  on  a  bill  or 
note  (Jourdain  v.  Johnson,  3  C.  M.  &  R.  570). 

Where  there  are  Several  Counts]  Where  the  declaration  contains  a 
count  on  the  bill  or  note,  and  also  common  counts,  a  plea  of  payment  into 
court  to  the  whole  declaration  of  a  sum  larger  than  the  amount  of  the  bill 
or  note  (but  less  than  the  sum  claimed  by  the  declaration)  appears  to  be 
ill,  for  so  much  as  would  cover  that  amount,  is  not  necessarily  to  be 
ascribed  to  the  bill  or  note  (Armfield  v.  Burgin,  supra;  Jourdain  v.  John- 
son, supra). 

But,  in  assumpsit  on  the  common  counts  only,  as  the  pit.  is  not  bound  to 
prove  himself  entitled  to  the  precise  sums  alleged,  so  the  deft,  by  this  plea 
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does  not  admit  that  any  precise  sum  was  due  to  tho  pit. ;  the  deft,  may, 
therefor^  plead  payment  into  court  of  a  less  sum  addressed  to  tin*  greater 
sum  damn  il   by  the  declaration,  or  to  a  part  of  that  sum,  exceeding  the 
nut  paid  into  court  (Jourdain  v.  Johnson,  supra; .see  Tattersall  v.  Par- 
kinson, /x/$/,  p.  420).     And  il  need  not  be  stated  how  much  is  paid  in  on  I  ho 
one  couir,  or  claim,  and  how  much  on  the  other;  for  where  there  arc  seve- 
ral counts  for  several  causes  of  action,  or  several  breaches  are  assigned  in 
u.iiit,  the  deft,  may  plead  payment  into  court  of  one  entire  sum,  gene- 
rally, cm  u!l  the  counts,  or  breaches,  or  on  a  particular  (tared  of  the  several 
sums  claimed,  or  breaches  (Jourdain  v.  Johnson,  supra;  Marshall  v.  While* 
side,  1    M.  At  W.  188;  Mitchell  v.  Townley,  7  Ad.  Ar  E.  104).     Money 
be  p-iid  into  court  on  one  of  several  breaches  in  covenant  contained  in 
u  lease  set  forth  in  the.  declaration,  if  the  particular*  specify  tho  sum  claimed 
on  the  breach  (Smith  v.  King,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  751). 

When?  one  of  the  counts  in  the  declaration  is  on  a  bill  or  note,  a  plea  of  pay- 
ment in'o  court  must  specify  precisely  how  much  of  the  in  >u«-y  pail  into  court 
is  meant  to  apply  to  the  bill  or  note,  for  the  plea  of  payment  into  court  being 
in  tho  nature  of  a  plea  of  non  auttntptU  an  to  the  residue  nut  paid  into  court 
is  inapplicable  to  a  count  on  a  bill  or  note  (Jourdain  v.  Juhn*on,  2  (*.  M.  Ac 
R.  564).  Nevertheless,  if  w*»»c  be  joined  on  such  plea,  the  dell,  may  givo 
in  evidence  any  defence  which  would  have  been  admissible  undvr  tin;  old 
general  issue  (Fin  lay  son  v.  M'Kenzic,  3  Ding.  N.  C.  631 ;  Harris  v.  Dushell, 
2  Dowl.  N.  S.  514). 

Therefore  where,  in  debt  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for 
70/.,  thu  defl.  pleaded  payment  into  court  of  ."»'.,  with  tho  concluding  aver* 
men!  of  in'  itrfxl,  on  which  issue  wat  joined:  held,  that  il  was 
c<nii|M-ti-!it  to  deft,  to  make  any  defence  applicable  to  the  plea  *of  [  •  120  J 
nil  tic' rt,  an  I  that  the  pit.  was  not  entitled  lo  j  id^nvni  nun  o'abinlc 
VfffdicJo,  though  iho  plea  would  have  b  t-n  ill  on  »peci;tl  demurrer  (Finlay- 
son  v.  M'K'-nzie.  3  Dmjj.  N.  C.  H'JI).  To  a«*uttip»it  by  drawer  again«l 
acceptor  of  two  bills  for  'Ju/.  each  the  •  !•:":.  pit-ruled  payment  into  court,  and 
no  d.invigc*  tillra;  pit.  replied  damn,*-*  ultia,  upon  which  i««ue  wn>  joined  ; 
the  def .  proposed  In  give  in  evidence  lint  the  ^vond  biil  hid  b-en  giv.-n  as 
a  renewal  of  the  first  in, I,  mid  In  1  1>  <-n  paid  by  tlur  third  p»r'y  :  held,  that 
tho  plea  was  clearly  bad,  but  as  the  pit  had  not  demurred  to  it,  tlu-  evidence 
was  admissible  ii|>on  the  issue  joined  (Harris  v.  |tu-h<-!I,  supra).  Hit  ought 
to  pleud  piymeat  into  court  as  to  p:trt  of  the  cau>e  of  action  on  (he  bill,  and 
then  show  any  oth  -r  defence  as  to  the  residue  (ArmuVId  v.  Durgin,  0  M.  As 
\V.  2^1).  Where  some  moivy  is  du ••  on  the  imlcbilatus  counts,  ami  tho 
declaration  contains  also  special  counts,  the  plea  of  payment  into  court  sh  mid 
bo  con  fined  to  the  former  counts,  o'h<-rwisc  it  will  be  an  admission  a«  to  tho 
latter  (diaries  v.  Drunker,  11  M.  A;  W.743;  llmne  v.  Thompson,  4  Q,  D. 
«r)lM).  U'li'-re  (here  nm  two  counts  in  the  devlaration,  upon  eith'-r  of  which 
the  pit.  can  recover  his  demand  as  a  count  for  good*  sold,  an'l  on  an  account 
staled  as  to  the  price  deft,  may  pay  money  into  court  upon  one  only  of  such 
coun's  (Ivirly  v.  Dowmnn,  1  D.  Ai  Ad.  6U ;  Stullord  v.  Clarke,  2  liing.  377  ; 
Even-ill  v.  lk-11,  7  Taunt.  45U). 

Form  nf  I/if  Pica.]  The  plea  must  be  pleaded  ns  to  iho  sum  intended  to 
be  covered,  and  the  saiil  causes  of  action  in  respect  t  her -of,  otherwise  (he 
pit.  may  sign  judgment  for  any  d  images  left  unanswered  (Henry  v.  Earl,  8 
M.  At  \V.  'J'JH).  In  nssumpsit  for  5lK)/.  lor  »oo<ls  sold,  500/.  for  \v(»rk  done, 
500/.  for  monev  paid,  500/.  account  stated,  damages  500/. :  plea  of  payment 
into  court  of  »'OOA,  nnd  no  dainng*  s  m'tra  in  rcsix;ct  of  the  causes  of  action 
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in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  held  bad,  on  special  demurrer,  as  not  afford- 
ing an  answer  to  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  except 
as  to  the  sum  of  250/.  (Grimsley  v.  Parker,  18  Law  J.  290,  Exch.).  Where 
the  declaration  contained  one  count  on  a  bill  for  26/.  odd,  and  also  an  indeb- 
itatus  count  for  30/.,  deft,  pleaded  (amongst  other  things)  as  to  101.  9s.  It/., 
parcel  of  the  sum  in  the  first  count,  and  also  as  to  10/.  9s.  Id.,  parcel  of 
sum  in  second  count;  payment  into  court  of  111.,  and  no  damages  ultra: 
held  bad,  as  payment  of  a  smaller  sum  is  no  satisfaction  of  a  larger  (Tatter- 
sail  v.  Parkinson,  4  D.  &  L.  522;  11  Jur.  658).  Where  the  first  count  is 
on  a  bill,  and  the  second  is  on  the  consideration,  the  plea  should  state  that 
the  bill  was  given  on  account  of  the  debt  in  the  second  count,  and  then  plead 
payment  into  court  of  the  amount  of  the  bill  and  interest  (Ib.).  The  words 
"causes  of  action,"  include  damages  (Freston  v.  Barrington,  16  Law  J.  2, 
Exch.).  The  plea  ought  to  be  pleaded  to  l\ie  further  maintenance  of  the 
action  (Hall  v.  Cole,  4  Ad.  &  E.  577 ;  Turner  v.  Crossley,  3  M.  &  W.  43 ; 
Roslin  v.  Muggeridge,  16  Law  J.  38,  Exch.).  Enough  ought  to  be  paid  to 
cover  interest,  or  any  damages  that  may  have  accrued  on  account  of  the 
causes  of  action  confessed  by  the  plea  up  to  the  time  of  paying  in  the.  money 
(Kidd  v.  Walker,  2  B.  &  Ad.  705).  If  the  debt  alone  be  accepted  as  and 
lor  both  debt  and  damages,  an  action  cannot  afterwards  be  carried  on  for 
nominal  damages  only  (Beaumont  v.  Greathead,  2  D.  &  L.  631).  The 
prayer  of  judgment  is  necessary,  the  want  of  it  will  make  the  plea  bad  on 
special  demurrer  (Sharman  v.  Stevenson,  2  C.  M.  &  11.  75;  Coates  v.  Ste- 
vens, ib.  118  ;  Baily  v.  Sweeting,  12  M.  &  W.  616). 

By  the  words,  "  never  was  indebted,"  an  issue  is  raised  as  to 
[  *421  ]  the  *original  existence  of  the  debt  (Green  v.  Marsh,  5  Dowl.  669). 
In  debt,  the  allegation  that  the  pit.  has  not  sustained  damages  to  a 
greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  one  shilling  is  necessary,  and  the  form 
must  be  varied  accordingly  (Lowe  v.  Steel,  15  M.  &  W.  380).  Wher« 
money  had  been  paid  in  under  a  judge's  order  before  declaration,  it  is  a  good 
plea,  it  should  seem,  to  plead  such  payment  according  to  the  truth,  and  no 
damages  ultra  (Edwards  v.  Price,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  487).  But  the  new  rules 
do  not  apply  to  payment  of  money  into  court  under  the  statute  of  4  &  5 
Anne,  c.  16,  s.  13,  of  the  principal  and  interest  due  on  a  bond,  with  the 
costs,  and  therefore  such  payment  cannot  be  pleaded  to  an  action  on  a  bond 
(England  v.  Watson,  9  M.  &  W.  333). 

A  plea  of  payment  into  court  must  follow  the  form  given  by  the  new 
rules,  and  if  other  pleas  are  pleaded  to  part  of  the  plt.'s  demand,  the  plea 
of  payment  into  court  should  be  put  last,  and  pleaded  to  the  residue  (Sl^ir- 
man  v.  Stevenson,  supra). 

It  is  no  ground  of  demurrer  that  the  plea  is  not  signed  by  the  officer  of 
the  court  (Harsant  v.  Busk,  6  Jur.  1110) ;  such  irregularity  might  be  good 
ground  for  an  application  to  a  judge  (Ib.). 

Replication.']  The  deft,  cannot  plead  double:  first,  payment  into  court; 
and  secondly,  a  plea  in  denial  of  the  cause  of  action  to  which  the  payment 
into  court  is  addressed;  because,  while  the  second  plea  remains  undisposed 
of  upon  the  record,  the  pit.  cannot  sign  the  judgment  to  which  the  rule  of 
court  entitles  him  in  case  he  accepts  the  sum  paid  into  court,  and  ihe  deft, 
does  not  pay  the  taxed  costs  (Thompson  v.  Jackson,  1  Man.  &  G.  242). 
Hence,  it  follows,  that  if  the  plea  of  payment  into  court  be  addressed  to  the 
whole  declaration,  there  cannot  properly  be  any  other  plea  (1  Saund.  33,  I, 
i).).  If,  however,  the  pit.  suffer  other  pleas  to  remain  upon  the  record,  he 
must  take  the  consequences,  and  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  jury  and  the 
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judge  to  try  each  issue  by  itself,  for  each  plea  must  be  regarded  as  the  sole 
plea  upon  the  record  (Fisher  T.  Aide,  3  M.  dt  W.  4^6;  Twemlow  v.  Askey, 
ib.  40ft).  Where,  however,  instead  of  joining  issue  on  the  pleas,  the  pit. 
replies  only  to  the  plea  of  payment  into  court,  by  accepting  the  sum  paid  iu 
satisfaction  of  his  whole  demand,  pursuant  to  the  rule,  it  is  not  altogether 
clear  what  the  position  of  the  parties  is  (1  Saund.  33  /,  n.).  In  a  case 
where  the  deft,  pleaded  to  a  declaration  in  assumpsil  for  30/.:  first,  payment 
into  court  of  211.  4s.  Id.  to  the  whole  declaration,  pursuant  to  the  form 
given  by  4  Will.  IV.;  secondly,  except  as  to  the  sum  paid  into  court,  MOM 
auumptti;  thirdly,  as  to  10Y.  payment  before  action  brought;  fourthly, 
except  as  to  the  sum  paid  into  court,  a  set-on*.  The  pit.  replied  in  the  form 
given  by  the  rule,  that  he  accepted  the  money  paid  into  court,  and  was  sat. 
nfied,  and  took  the  money  out  of  court,  and  taxed  his  costs :  it  was  held, 
that  the  deft,  could  not  sign  judgment  of  nan  pros,  for  want  of  replication 
to  the  other  pleas  (Coates  v.  Stevens,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  116);  though  such  a 
judgment  would  have  been  regular,  if  the  plea  of  payment  had  applied  to 
part  of  the  declaration  only  (Tophom  v.  Kidmore,  5  Uowl.  076;  Goode  v. 
Goldsmith,  '2  M.  Ac  W.  20-.' ;  Emmott  v.  Standen,  3  M.  &  W.  407  ;  Harri. 
son  v.  Booth,  29th  Jan.  1*17,  Exch.).  It  may,  perhaps,  admit  of  doubt, 
whether  the  course  pursued  by  the  pit.  in  C'ontcs  v.  Stevens,  in  taxing  his 
costs  upon  taking  the  money  out  of  court,  while  the  other  bars  remained 
undisposed  of  on  the  record,  is  warranted  by  any  principle  (sec  Burden  v. 
Flower,  7  Uowl.  7H6) ;  the  general  rule  being,  that  costs  cannot  be  land 
on  any  part  of  the  n-cord  until  final  judgment  be  given  on  the  whole  (1 
Saund.  :J3  /,  n.;  »oc  Canty  v.  Gill,  4  Man.  &  G.  007). 

•By  K.  T.  T.  1  Viet,  the  ph.,  after  delivery  of  n  plea  of  payment 
into  court,  shnll  be  at  liberty  tu  reply  to  the  »amc  by  accepting  the    [  *423  ] 
sum  so  paid  into  court  in  full   satisfaction  and  discharge  of  tin- 
cause  of  aciion  in  respect  of  which  it  has  been  paid  in,  and  he  shall  bo  at 
liberty  in  that  case  to  tax  his  cants  of  suit;  and  in  case  of  non>pavinent 
thereof  within  forty-eight  hour*,  to  nign  judgment  for  his  cmts  of  suit  so 
taxed,  or  the  ph.  imy  reply  tint  he  Ins  -  j-'.i.n  d  damage*  (or  lh.it  the  deft, 
was  and  is  indebted  to  him,  OH  the  case  imy  \r  )  to  a  greater  amount  than 
the  said  sum,  and  in  ih«-  event  of  an  issue  tlv-reon  Iving  found  for  thu  deft., 
tho  deft,  shall  b->  entitled  to  judgment  and  his  co«(s  of  suit. 

\Vhcre  the  deft,  pleads  payment  of  money  into  court  to  part,  and  other 
pleas  to  the  residue  of  pi:.'*  demand,  which  an*  true,  and  (lie  necessity  fur 
which  Ins  arisen  in  consequence  of  the  ph.'s  claiming  more  bv  hi*  declara- 
tion than  was  due  to  him,  the  pi!,  cannot  pass  over  th-.v  oiher  pleas  unno- 
ticed, and  if  he  do,  th  •  co.irt  will  giv«-  th  deft,  leave  to  sign  the  judgment 
of  wo;i  pros,  unless  the  pit.  aim-nil  his  replication  on  JMI\  nc  nt  of  costs,  or 
consent  to  tax  his  costs  as  uj»on  a  no',  puts,  on  the  unanswered  pleas  (Top- 
ham  v.  Kidmore,  f>  Uowl.  I*.  C.  «70).  II . I,  if  tlw  ph.  should  enter  a  not,e 
prosequi,  the  deft,  will  be  cnti'.led  to  the  cos's  on  th'.se  issues  (Goodoc  v. 
Goldsmith,  snyra ;  Emmott  v.  Siandcti,  supra). 

Where  money  is  paid  into  court  on  pirt  of  an  inJditatut  count,  tho  repli- 
cation taking  the  money  out  of  court  is  generally  pro[K-r,  and  the  pit.  may 
then  proceed  for  his  further  claim  on  the  o  her  issues;  he  may  take  (lie 
money  out  of  court  at  once,  b.it  cannot  tax  the  coals  of  the  issuo  until  the 
cause  is  ended  (Cauly  v.  Gill,  4  Man.  <V  G.  907).  liut,  where  the  deft,  has 
nol  paid  into  court  sufficient  to  cover  interest,  &c.;  or,  w  lie  re  more  is 
claimed  on  the  contract  on  \\lii-h  the  money  is  paid  in,  then  the  replication 
will  claim  a  further  sum,  and  on  this  replication  the  pit.  has  the  right  to 
begin  at  the  trial,  although  there  arc  other  picas  iu  coutcssion  (Buolb  v. 
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Milnes,  4  D.  &  L.  52).  If  the  plea  of  payment  into  court  be  applied  to 
more  than  the  sum  actually  paid  in,  the  pit.  may  reply  "that  the  deft, 
was,  and  still  is  indebted  to  him  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum 
of  £  ,"  &c.  (see  Faithful  v.  Ashley,  1  Q.  B.  183;  Ch.  PI.  by  Pearson, 
378,  n.  (0)  ). 

Where  there  are  other  pleas  besides  the  plea  of  payment  into  court,  it  is 
no  discontinuance  if  the  pit.  do  not  reply  to  the  plea  of  payment  of  money 
into  court  before  going  to  trial  on  the  other  issues,  as  he  may  enter  a  nolle 
prosequi  on  the  former  even  after  verdict  (Fallows  v.  Bird,  2  C.  M.  &  R. 
457). 

If  the  deft,  be  under  terms  to  plead  issuably,  the  pit.  is  not  precluded  by 
taking  the  money  out  of  court  in  satisfaction  of  part  of  the  claim,  from 
signing  judgment  on  the  other  counts  to  which  non-issuable  pleas  are  pleaded 
(Verhist  v.TDe  Keysen,  3  D.  &  L.  393). 

What  it  admits  ]  Therefore,  where  paid  in,  in  an  action  on  a  promis- 
sory note  payable  by  instalments,  it  is  only  an  admission  that  money,  to  the 
amount  paid  in,  was  clue  upon  it,  and  docs  not  bar  the  Siatute  of  Limita- 
tions as  to  a  further  sum  claimed  on  the  same  note  (Reid  v.  Dickens,  5  B. 
&  Ad.  499;  Jourdain  v.  Johnson,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  5(50).  Where  there  is  a 
special  contract  on  the  record,  this  plea  admits  it ;  but  where,  as  in  indebi- 
tatus  assitmpsit,  the  claim  is  made  up  of  several  distinct,  items,  it  admits  no 
more  than  that  the  sum  paid  in  is  due  (Meagher  v.  Smith,  4  B.  &  Ad.  673; 
Seaton  v.  Benedict,  5  Bing.  3-').  Nor  upon  a  count  on  a  valued  policy,  in 
which  the  loss  is  avernged  to  be  total,  is  it  an  admission  of  a  total  loss 
(Rucker  v.  Palsgrnvc,  1  Camp.  557  ;  1  Taunt.  419). 

*The  cases  of  Walker  v.  Rawson  (1  Moo.  &  R.  250);  and  Ra- 
[  *423  ]  venscroft  v.  Wise  (1  C.  M.  &  R.  203) ;  and  the  dicta  of  Littlcdale 
and  Parke,  JJ.,  in  Meagher  v.  Smith  (4  B.  &  Ad.  672),  have  been 
overruled.  It  is  now  therefore  held,  that  payment  into  court  on  the  general 
or  common  counts  only  admits  the  liability  of  the  deft,  to  the  extent  of  the 
money  paid  upon  some  one  or  more  of  the  contracts  included  in  the  decla- 
ration, and  the  pit.  cannot  apply  it  to  whatever  contracts  he  may  please  to 
select  (Kingham  v.  Robins,  5  M.  &  W.  94;  Eden  v.  Diidfield,  fl  Jur.  27, 
Exch.).  Therefore,  where  the  plea  was  pleaded  as  to  12/.  parcel,  &c.,  of  a 
count  for  fixtures  bargained  and  sold,  upon  which  pit.  replied  damages  ultra, 
and  non  a&sumpsit  as  to  the  residue,  the  deft,  may  insist,  at  the  trial,  that 
there  was  no  sale  of  fixtures  at  all,  and  is  entitled  to  his  verdict,  though  the 
vnlue  of  the  fixtures  alleged  to  be  sold  exceeds  the  sum  paid  into  court 
(Kingham  v.  Robins,  5  M.  &  W.  94) ;  Aldcrson,  B.,  observing  that  the  deft. 
in  subs'ance  says,  "Can  you,  under  this  count  prove  any  contract  against 
me?  If  you  cannot,  I  have  done  an  unnecessary  act  in  paying  this  money 
into  court,  which  is  more  than  is  sufficient  to  recover  the  nominal  damages 
to  which  you  are  entitled"  (Ib.).  In  this  case,  Ravenscroft  v.  Wise  was  not 
cited.  The  plea  of  payment  into  court  by  two  defts.,  pleaded  to  one  or  more 
indcbitalus  counts,  admits  only  that  the  pit.  has  a  cause  of  action  on  one  or 
more  of  the  contracts  declared  on  to  the  amount  of  the  sum  paid  in,  and  does 
not  admit  the  defts.'  joint  liability  to  any  greater  amount,  although  the  pit. 
gives  evidence,  aliunde,  to  fix  one  of  the  defts.  with  liability  to  a  greater 
amount  (Stapleton  v.  Nowell,  6  M.  &  W.  9;  Archer  v.  English,  1  M.  &  W. 
873).  In  Archer  v.  English  if  was  held,  that  the  plea  admitted  the  exist- 
ence of  some  contract  or  contracts  falling  within  the  description  of  tbe  debt 
as  the  consideration  of  the  promise  laid  in  such  counts,  but  docs  not  amount 
to  an  admission  of  any  particular  contract,  even  of  the  contract  in  respect 
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of  which  the  money  is  in  fact  paid  in.  Where,  therefore,  in  an  action 
against  two,  money  is  paid  into  court  by  both  defts.  under  U.  T.  T.  Viet., 
the  pit.,  in  order  to  recover  damages  beyond  the  sum  paid  in,  must  show 
not  only  that  his  demand  in  respect  of  which  the  money  is  in  fact  paid  into 
court  exceeds  the  amount  paid  in,  but  that  the  defts.  are  jointly  liable  (Ib.). 
This  rule  seems  to  be  too  broadly  stated  (see  Elinsly  v.  Bagstcr,  2  D.  6c 
L.  9). 

The  pit.  sues  on  his  bill  as  attorney,  the  deft,  pleaded  payment  in  court 
of  52/.,  and  no  damages  ultra;  issue  thereon :  held  that  the  deft,  might  dis- 
pute any  retainer  as  to  the  residue  (Steavenson  v.  Berwick  (Corporation  of), 
1  Q.  B.  154). 

If  to  a  declaration  in  the  ordinary  form  in  inde'titatut  assumpsit,  with 
particulars  containing  various  causes  of  notions,  the  deft,  plead  payment  into 
court,  he  is  not  precluded  from  contesting  his  liability  in  respect  of  any 
items  beyond  the  amount  paid  into  court,  as  the  particulars  are  not  to  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  declaration  (Booth  v.  Howard,  ft  Dowl.  P.  C.  438). 
Stwble,  that  payment  of  money  into  court  upon  an  im'el/itatus  count  for 
work  and  labour,  where  there  has  been  but  one  transaction  between  the  par- 
ties,  admits  the  authority  of  the  agent  by  whom  the  work  was  ordered,  and 
that  payment  of  money  into  court  on  a  special  contract,  admits  that  contract, 
but  payment  generally  in  the  initdnlalut  count  does  not  admit  the  causes  of 
action,  notwithstanding  the  rule  of  court  whirh  directs  the  particulars  to  be 
annexed  to  the  record  (Meagher  v.  Smith,  4  B.  &  Ad.  073). 

In  an  action  of  tort,  the  plea  of  payment  into  court  admits  the  cause  of 
action  as  alleged  (Lloyd  v.  Walkey,  9  C.  Ac  P.  771 ;  but  soo  Cook  v.  llartlc, 
8  C.  Az  P.  5TO). 

•In  Drake  v.  Lew  in  (4  Tyrw.  730),  it  was  held,  that  payment 
of  money  into  court  on  a  declaration  in  assumpsit,  containing  spc.  [  *424  ] 
cial  and  common  counts  founded  on  a  variety  of  dealing*  between 
the  parties,  cannot  be  applied  by  the  pit.  to  any  particular  count  only,  but 
the  deft,  may  so  apply  it  to  the  damage  therein  staled  to  have  been  incurred. 
In  debt  for  rent  on  a  demise  for  years  with  a  count  for  fixtures  sold,  the 
pit.  r la imed  by  his  particulars  5A  5j.  for  rent,  and  I'.'/,  for  fixtures,  the  deft, 
paid  III.  5s.  into  court;  held,  no  admission  of  tieA.'s  liability,  in  rcsjirct  of 
fixtures,  to  a  irn-ntrr  amount  than  had  been  paid  into  court,  although  it  wiw 
contended  that  by  payment  into  court  of  a  larger  sum  than  was  claimed  for 
rent,  a  contract  in  respect  of  the  fixtun-s  was  admitted  (GofTv.  Harris,  0 
Man.  &  G.  543).  A  declaration  contained  a  special  count  for  breach  of 
contract,  charging  the  defts.  as  partners,  and  also  several  inJebitatus  counts. 
To  the  first  count  deft,  pleaded  nun  assumpsit,  and  to  the  common  counts 
non  assumpsit,  except  as  to  5/.,  parcel,  &:c.,  and  as  to  that  nurn,  payment 
into  court,  and  no  damages  ultra.  Ik-Id,  that  the  payment  of  money  under 
the  itule'/itatus  counts  was  no  admission  of  the  partnership  alleged  in  the 
first  count  (Charles  v.  Branker,  12  M.  A:  W.  743).  It  admits  also,  the 
validity  of  every  species  of  claim  mentioned  in  the  particulars  accompanying 
the  counts  on  which  it  is  paid  in,  and  that  some  damages  are  due  on  each 
(Edgar  v.  Watson,  1  C.  <Sc  M.  494).  The  plea  of  payment  into  court  to  a 
count,  setting  forth  a  special  contract,  admits  the  contract  as  alleged,  and 
all  the  breaches  (1  Saund.  33  m,  n. ;  Kingham  v.  Robins,  supra;  Archer 
v.  English,  supra.)  In  a  special  count  for  wages  due  to  llie  pit.,  "to  wit,  in 
the  capacity  of  editor  of  a  newspaper,  at  and  for  a  certain  salary,  to  wit,  at 
the  rale  of  400/.  per  annum"  The  dcfts.  paid  37/.  into  court  generally. 
On  the  trial  pit.  did  not  prove  the  contract  for  400/.,  but  relied  on  tlie  pay- 
ment into  court  as  an  admission  of  the  amount.  Held,  that  the  sum  of  4UU/. 
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specified  as  the  rate  of  salary,  not  being  material  in  inself,  and  being  laid 
under  videlicet,  pit.  would  not  be  bound  to  prove  it  as  laid  if  non  assumpsit 
had  been  pleaded;  and  therefore,  that  the  payment  into  court  did  not  bind 
the  defts.  as  an  admission  of  that  rate  of  salary  (Cooper  v.  Blick,  2  Q.  B. 
915).  But  that  the  capaqity  in  which  pit.  engaged  to  serve  was  material, 
and  though  laid  under  a  videlicet,  must,  on  non  assumpsit,  have  been 
proved  as  laid,  and  was  admitted  by  the  payment  into  court  (Ib.  per  Patte- 
son,  J.). 

A  policy  contained  a  condition  that  all  ships  were  to  be  inspected  and 
approved  of  by  a  majority  of  the  committee  of  insurers  before  admission, 
that  all  ships  should  be  well  found,  &c.  ,•  and  in  a  seaworthy  state,  as  to  the 
cpmmittee,  or  their  inspector  should  seem  proper ;  that  vessels  should  have 
a  certain  quantity  of  rope  or  chain  cable,  "and  all  chain  cables  to  be  pro- 
perly tested,"  ships  to  be  subject  to  a  survey,  and  in  case  of  non-compliance 
with  orders  to  repair,  to  be  uninsured.  An  action  was  brought  on  the  policy, 
and  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated,  and  money  was 
paid  into  court  on  two  counts,  the  second  and  last;  the  second  count  averred 
generally  a  performance  by  the  pit.  of  all  things  in  the  policy  contained  to  be 
performed  on  his  part,  and  a  compliance  with  all  the  conditions,  &c.,  thereby 
referred,  and  thereto  subjoined:  held,  that  the  testing  of  the  cable  rope  was  not 
by  itself  a  condition  precedent,  but  only  a  direction  to  the  committee;  that  if 
it  had  been  a  condition  precedent  the  non-performance  was  in  the  nature  of 
unseaworthiness,  and  was  a  question  for  the  jury  ;  and  that  the  payment  of 
money  into  court  waived  any  objection  as  to  the  non-performance  (Harrison 
v.  Douglas,  3  Ad.  &  E.  39(i).  The  policy  declared  that  certain  rules  should 
be  deemed  a  component  part  of  the  *policy,  by  one*of  which  the 
[  *425]  assured  was  not  enliiled  to  be  paid  till  a  period  which  was  made 
contingent  upon  certain  events.  The  evidence  showed  that  this 
period  had  not  arrived  before  the  action  was  brought,  but  left  it  uncertain 
whether  the  whole  payment  was  to  be  made  at  once,  or  by  instalments. 
Held,  that  the  payment  into  court  admitted  that  something  was  due  to  the 
pit.  on  the  policy  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought,  arid  was  so  far  a  waiver 
of  the  objection  that  the  action  was  brought  too  soon  (Ib.). 

The  payment  of  money  into  court  generally,  under  a  declaration  contain- 
ing  a  special  contract,  is  an  admission  of  the  contract,  so  as  to  supersede  the 
necessity  of  proving  it  at  the  trial,  the  only  question  there  being  the  amount 
actually  due  under  the  contract  (Scaton  v.  Benedict,  5  Bing.  28).  Payment 
into  court  generally  on  the  whole  declaration,  admits  the  contract  as  stated 
in  each  count,  and  a  breach  of  it,  and  that  something  is  due  on  each  count 
thereon,  but  it  docs  not  admit  the  amount  of  the  breach  therein  stated  (Stoveld 
v.  Brevven,  2  B.  &  A.  116).  So,  payment  of  money  into  court  generally, 
in  an  action  on  a  special  agreement,  admits  the  contract  (Grullod  v.  Nock, 
1  Esp.  347).  So,  where  the  count  states  a  special  contract,  the  plea  admits 
such  contract,  and  narrows  the  inquiry  to  the  question  of  damages  sustained 
by  the  breach  thereof  (Yate  v.  Willan,  2  East,  128;  Piggott  v.  Dunn,  ib. 
134.  But  see  Clark  v.  Gray,  6  East,  564).  Therefore,  if  pit.  declare  on  a 
general  undertaking  by  the  deft,  to  carry  goods  for  hire,  on  which  the  deft. 
pays  five  pounds  into  court,  he  cannot  give  in  evidence  that  the  contract 
was,  that  he  should  not  be  answerable  for  goods  lost  to  a  greater  value  than 
five  pounds,  unless  entered  and  paid  for  accordingly,  though,  if  no  money 
had  been  paid  into  court,  the  pit.  must  have  been  nonsuited  on  such  evidence 
(Ib.). 

A  payment  into  court  to  a  declaration  in  covenant  setting  out  several 
covenants,  and  assigning  a  general  breach,  admits  some  damage  upon  every 
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part  of  the  breach,  and  the  judgment  cannot  be  arrested,  although  the  breach, 
with  reference  to  some  particular  covenant  would  be  bad  on  special  demurrer 
(Wright  v.  Goddard,  8  Ad.  &  E.  144).  Thus,  where  a  covenant  to  repair, 
and  leave  in  repair,  made  an  exception  of  reasonable  wear  and  tear,  and 
the  breach  contained  no  such  exception,  and  another  covenant  was,  to  repair 
after  a  month's  notice  in  writing,  but  there  was  no  statement  that  such  notice 
was  given  in  writing:  held,  that  these  defect*  were  waived  by  payment 
generally  on  a  breach  stating  that  deft,  did  not,  within  a  month  after  notice, 
or  at  any  time,  repair  or  leave  in  repair  (lb.).  The  special  contract  being 
admitted,  the  deft,  cannot  impeach  its  existence.  Where,  therefore,  a  declara- 
tion by  a  landlord  against  his  tenant,  averred  that  the  hrter  became  tenant 
to  him  of  certain  messuages  from  year  to  year,  under  a  certain  rent,  payable 
half-yearly,  and  that  the  tenant  undertook  that  he  would,  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  tenancy,  keep  the  messuages  in  repair,  and  would  pay  the  rent ; 
and  alleged  as  breaches  in  the  first  count,  that  the  premises  were  not  kept 
in  tenantable  repair;  and  in  the  second — first,  non-repair;  and  secondly, 
non-payment  of  rent ;  the  tenant  pleaded  the  general  i*sue,  and  paid  half-a- 
year's  rent  into  court,  under  the  second  breach :  held,  that  such  payment 
admitted  the  whole  of  tin;  contract  (Dyer  v.  Ashton,  1  B.  &  C.  3).  So,  in 
a  special  count  on  a  policy,  the  risk  was  sta'rd  to  continue  until  the  ship  waa 
unloaded,  and  there  were  common  counts :  held,  that  the  premium  having  been 
paid  into  court  generally,  was  nn  admission  of  the  special  contract  stated  in  the 
count  (Andrews  v.  Palgrave,  9  East,  3.'5).  Where  payment  into  court  was 
made  generally  on  a  declaration  containing  one  count,  charging  the 
deft,  for  the  produce  'of  snles  as  factor,  on  a  tld-crttlerc  commission,  [  *420  ] 
and  charging  him  with  having  negligently  sold  pit.'*  flour  to  an 
insolvent  person  ;  tho  deft.,  in  order  to  show  that  the  transaction  waa  one 
which  was  not  admitted  by  the  payment  into  court  on  tho  first  count,  gave 
letters  in  evidence  to  show  that  tin-  pit.  had  admitted  thu  sale  in  question  to 
be  his  own  affair,  and  not  guaranteed  by  the  deit.,  and  tho  court  did  not  dis- 
turb it  on  the  ground  (hat  thin  evidence  was  itnpro|>erly  received  (Drake  v. 
Lcwin,  4  Tyrw.  73U).  In  a**um[>Mt  on  a  special  count, and  for  money  had 
and  received,  the  dell,  pleadt-d  the  general  issue;  and  to  lite  common  counts, 
a  tender,  and  paid  money  into  court,  not  applying  to  any  (uirlicular  count: 
held,  that  such  jMiymenl  could  not  be  referred  exclusively  to  the  counts  as 
to  which  a  tender  wan  pleaded,  but  that  it  applied  to  the.  whole  declaration, 
and  admitted  the  spceial  contract  (llulwer  v.  Home,  4  H.  At  Ad.  132). 

If  payment  be  made  on  any  one  of  the,  breaches  in  an  action  of  covenant, 
it  is  unnecesKary  to  prove  the  deed  (Randall  v.  Lynch,  2  Camp.  357). 

Hut  where  the  pit.  allege*  in  Ins  declaration  multifarious  and  inconsistent 
facts,  as  the  grounds  for  one  and  ill  •  .vim  claim  it  is  not  competent  for  the 
pit.  to  apply  the  deli.'s  pay mt  nt  into  court  of  a  sum  insufficient  to  meet  all 
the  demands  alleged  as  evidence  to  prove  such  one  of  the  plt.'s  claims  as  lie 
may  elect,  but  ho  must  prove  his  case  by  oilier  evidence*  of  the  fact  (Kverth 
v.  Bell,  7  Taunt.  450).  Therefore,  in  on  action  to  recover  a  subscription 
from  an  underwriter  if  the  declaration  s'utu  the*  vessel  to  have  been  stranded, 
bilged,  damaged,  and  wrecked,  and  money  U:  paid  into  Cv,urt  generally 
ih-  MUM.  such  payment  cannot  he  applied  by  the  (ill.  who  odered  the  rule  of 
court  as  evidence  of  the  loss,  as  an  admission  of  a  stranding;  only,  as  such 
payment  mi^ht  apply  to  any  other  loss  (lb.).  It  admits  all  the  facts  stated 
in  the  count  on  which  the  money  is  paid  in  (liodsall  v.  Holdcro,  9  blast,  72); 
but  on  those  only  (B.ullic  v.  Cazalct,  4  T.  It.  57U).  In  an  action  for  negli- 
gence, for  not  projd-rly  securing  a  cow  of  the  deft.'s  in  u  slaughtcr-housti  the 
declaration  stated  that  in  consequence  thereof  the  cow  "ran  at,  butted  at, 


426  MONEY,  PAYMENT  OF  INTO  COURT. 

gored,  killed  and  destroyed,"  a  cow  of  the  plt.'s  ;  plea  of  payment  of  30s.  into 
court,  and  no  damages  ultra ;  replication,  damages  ultra:  held,  that  the  deft, 
could  not  go  into  evidence  to  show  that  his  cow  had  not  killed  the  plt.'s  us 
the  contrary  was  admitted  by  the  deft.'s  plea  (Lloyd  v.  Walkey,  9  C.  &  P. 
677).  A  declaration  in  assumpsit  against  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  stated 
that  the  pit.  had  agreed  with  the  bankrupt  before  the  bankruptcy,  to  permit 
him  to  take  stones  from  the  plt.'s  quarry  at  a  certain  price,  for  a  church  which 
bankrupt  had  undertaken  to  build,  and  that  he  took  therefrom  stones  to  the 
amount  of  501. ;  that  the  defts.,  as  his  assignees  adopted  the  contract  for 
building  the  church,  and  thereby  became  bound  by  its  equities,  and  so  liable 
to  pay  the  pit.  the  501.,  and  that  afterwards  they  took  stones  from  the  quarry 
to  the  amount  of  40/.  Plea  as  to  the  agreement  of  the  pit.  with  the  bank- 
rupt, non  assumpsit ;  as  to  the  residue  of  the  causes  of  action,  payment 
into  court  of  61.  12s.  lid.,  which  pit.  accepted  in  satisfaction  of  that  sum. 
The  jury  having  found  for  the  defts.  on  the  first  issue:  held,  that  the  admis- 
sion in  the  plea  of  payment  into  court  did  not  entitle  the  pit.  to  have  a  ver- 
dict for  him  on  the  other  issue  (Twemlow  v.  Askey,  3  M.  &  W.  495). 

But  the  plea  only  acknowledges  that  the  pit.  is  entitled  to  recover  the  sum 
so  paid  ;  it  does  not  preclude  him  from  taking  any  objection  to  the  action 
beyond  that  sum,  though  unless  such  sum  were  paid,  such  objec- 
[  *427  ]  tion  would  be  a  bar  to  the  whole  demand  *(Cox  v.  Parry,  1  T.  R. 
464).  It  only  admits  a  legal  demand  (Ribbans  v.  Cricket,  1  B.  & 
P.  264  ;  Seaton  v.  Benedict,  5  Bing.  28).  It  does  not  apply  to  all  the  items 
contained  in  the  bill  of  particulars  in  which  the  goods  are  stated  to  have 
"been  supplied  at  different  times  (Seaton  v.  Benedict,  supra}.  If  a  declara- 
tion in  trover  enumerate  a  great  number  of  articles,  and  the  deft,  pay  money 
into  court,  and  no  damages  ultra,  the  pit.  must  show  what  articles  he  has 
converted;  and  the  deft,  docs  not  admit  anything  beyond  his  payment  into 
court  (Cook  v.  Hartle,  8  C.  &  P.  568). 

The  deft,  may  show  that  the  items  in  the  plt.'s  demand  above  the  sum 
paid  into  court  were  not  due  from  himself  (Booth  v.  Howard,  2  Dowl. 
438). 

Where  a  declaration  contains  two  inconsistent  counts,  and  the  deft,  pays 
money  into  court  under  the  second  count,  which  the  pit.  accepts,  the  deft. 
cannot  read  the  second  count,  and  the  proceedings  thereon,  to  the  jury  as 
conclusive,  or  any  evidence  to  negative  an  allegation  in  the  first  count 
(Gould  v.  Oliver,  2  Sco.  N.  R.  241). 

Where,  in  assumpsit  by  payee  against  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
the  deft,  pleads  payment  into  court  of  the  amount  of  the  bill,  against  the 
further  maintenance  of  the  action;  the  rule  of  T.  T.  1838,  applies  to  ex- 
clude evidence  that  the  bill  had  in  fact  been  paid  before  action  for  the  pur- 
pose of  inducing  the  jury  to  give  no  interest  by  way  of  damages  from  the 
date  of  such  payment  (Adams  v.  Palk,  2  G.  &  D.  450;  6  Jur.  849). 

In  use  and  occupation  it  admits  plt.'s  title  and  his  sole  title  (Dolley  v. 
lies,  11  Ad.  &  E.  335;  and  see  Attwood  v.  Taylor,  1  Man.  &  G.  280).  It 
admits  the  contract  as  laid,  and  therefore  that  it  was  properly  stamped 
(Israel  v.  Benjamin,  3  Camp.  40). 

In  special  assumpsit  upon  a  contract  of  sale  the  deft,  pleaded  payment 
into  court  and  non  damnificatus  ultra.  Quccre,  whether  the  deft,  can  give 
the  contract  in  evidence  in  order  to  show  a  partial  difference  in  another  part 
of  the  contract  not  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  prove  that  the  circum- 
stances which  were  to  have  so  partially  defeated  the  contract  have  arisen 
(Attwood  v.  Taylor,  1  Man.  &  G.  280). 
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Where  deft,  entitled  to  costs.]  If  deft  pay  money  ioto  court,  but  omit  to 
plead  it,  he  is  not  entitled  to  costs  (Adelaide  v.  Booth,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  603). 
If  deft,  offer  money  which  the  ph.  refuses,  on  a  summons  before  declaration, 
the  dell,  will  not  be  entitled  to  subsequent  costs,  unless  such  money  be  after* 
wards  paid  into  court  on  a  plea  (Gover  v.  El  kins,  3  M.  Ac  W.  216).  If  the 
pit.  refuse  to  accept  tho  money  on  summons,  and  afterwards  take  it  out  of 
court,  be  will  not  be  entitled  to  costs  after  the  offer  (see  Willis  v.  Drake, 
Tyrw.  &  G.  503 ;  Jones  v.  Ourn,  2  Cr.  de  J.  476 ;  Hall  v.  Baker,  2  Dowl. 
125;  Kelly  v.  Flint,  5  Dowl.  203),  unless  explained  (Ackroyd  v.  Reed,  5 
M.  At  W.  542).  The  court  will  not  interfere  to  give  deft,  his  costs  unlett 
he  has  previously  applied  to  the  master  (Roe  v.  Cobham,  6  Dowl.  6*<J8).  An 
abandoned  summons  of  the  defi.,  offering  more  than  he  afterwards  pays  into 
court,  will  be  evidence  against  him  on  the  trial  (DemoneU  v.  Young,  1  C.  At 
M.  465). 

Where  there  are  several  counts,  and  the  defts.  pay  money  into  court  upon 
one  of  them,  which  is  applicable  to  the  plt.'s  cause  of  action,  the  pit.  cannot 
get  his  costs  by  taking  a  verdict  on  one  of  the  other  counts,  unless  he  can 
show  a  right  to  recover  upon  both  in  respect  of  distinct  causes  (Early  v. 
Bowman,  1  B.  Ac  Ad.  880;  Churchill  v.  Day,  3  Man.  At  Ry.  71 ;  but  we 
Bruno  v.  Thompson,  4  Q.  B.  543). 

•The  deft,  cannot  give  evidence  of  facts  under  this  plea,  even  in 
mitigation  of  damages,  which  if  pleaded  would  have  been  a  bar  to    [  *428  ] 
the  action  (Speck  v.  Phillips,  5  M.  Ac  W.  270).    Thus,  in  an 
action  for  wrongfully  discharging  pit.  from  dcft.'s  service,  if  deft,  only  pay 
money  into  court  he  cannot  show  that  he  discharged  pit.  from  miscon- 
duct (Ib.). 

The  payment  of  money  into  court  is  an  admission  of  the  original  con- 
tract, or  other  cause  of  action,  as  stated  in  the  declaration ;  and  the  only 
remaining  question  to  be  determined  i«  lite  amount  of  the  damage** ;  it  is 
Ngulated  by  the  same  rules  as  a  judgment  by  default  (itnte,  p.  218;  Bur- 
rough  v.  Skinner,  5  Uurr.  '.'040;  1  Esp.  347  ;  Mutton  v.  BoUoti,  1  II.  Bl. 
291),  n.). 

Thus,  if  goods  have  been  sold  to  the  deft,  by  sample,  nt  a  stipulated  price, 
he  cannot,  after  payment  of  money  into  court,  in  an  action  of  indelnUUut 
assumpsti,  insist  upon  any  defect  id  the  goods  (lyggett  v.  Cooper,  vi  Stark. 
103);  ami  therefore,  if  a  purchaser  mean  to  insist  on  such  an  objection,  ho 
ought  to  return  the  goods  (Ib.);  nor,  under  Much  plea  to  an  action  for 
wrongfully  discharging  a  servant,  can  pit.  ohow  misconduct  in  mitigation 
(Speck  v.' Phillips,  5  M.  At  W.  1*79). 

Where  the  declaration  states  a  contract  to  pay  a  particular  sum  of  money 
for  certain  articles,  payment  of  part  of  the  money  into  court,  by  admitting 
lite  contract,  admits  also  the  sum  originally  due;  and  the  only  question  is 
as  to  the  remainder  (Cox  v.  Brain,  3  Taunt.  95;  Stoveld  v.  lire  wen,  2  B. 
Ac  A.  118).  But  wliere  the  declaration  is  for  goods  sold,  to  be  paid  for  at 
tho  average  price,  to  be  ascertained  on  a  day  8|x-citied,  this  plea  does  not 
admit  the  average  price  to  be  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  but  only  that  tlio 
average  has  been  struck  (Stoveld  v.  Brewen,  supra;  sec  also  Evcreth  v. 
Bell,  7  Taunt.  450).  And  where  the  deft,  declared  specially,  upon  a  pro- 
misc  in  writing  to  pay  "  his  proportion"  (without  specifying  it)  of  a  debt 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  averred  the  amount  of  the  propor- 
tion under  a  videlicet:  held,  that  this  plea  to  that  count  did  not  admit  the 
amount  of  the  proportion  (Lechmere  v.  Fk'tcher,  1  C.  A:  M.  0^3).  So,  a 
declaration  iti  assumpsit  for  not  performing  a  contract  to  receive  and  pay  for 
a  copper  made  to  order,  at  a  specified  price  per  |»ound  weight,  defts.  pleaded, 
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inter  alia,  payment  into  court  of  15/.,  and  no  damages  ultra:  held,  that  the 
defts.  could  not,  under  this  plea,  give  in  evidence  that  they  had  counter- 
manded the  order  when  only  a  part  of  the  work  had  been  done  (Stevens  v. 
Ufford,  7  C.  &  P.  97).  To  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  deft, 
pleaded  payment  of  money  into  court,  and  that  the  pit.  had  not  sustained 
damage  to  a  greater  amount,  on  which  issue  was  joined;  it  is  not  competent 
for  the  deft,  to  show  at  the  trial  that  the  goods  in  question  were  not  made 
according  to  order,  but  that  he  had,  at  the  request  of  the  pit.,  retained  and 
used  some  of  them  for  a  trial  (Mainworthy  v.  Page,  3  Jur.  136,  Exch.).  If 
justices  and  others  pay  money  into  court  under  particular  statutes,  they 
need  not  state  the  character  in  which  they  do  so  (Aston  v.  Perkes,  15  M.  & 
W.  385). 

If  the  deft,  pay  money  into  court  on  an  instrument  bearing  interest,  and 
pay  interest  only  up  to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  pit.  may  pro- 
ceed for  interest  up  to  the  time  of  payment  into  court  (Kidd  v.  Walker,  2 
B.  &  Ad.  705). 

The  Rule  T.  T.  1  Will.  IV.  (2  B.  &  Ad.  788),  as  to  annexing  particulars 
of  plt.'s  demand  to  the  declaration,  has  not  altered  the  effect  of  this  plea,  so 
as  to  make  it  operate  as  an  admission  of  them  (Booth  v.  Howard,  5  Dowl. 
P.  C.  438 ;  Meagher  v.  Smith,  4  B.  &  Ad.  673). 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  sum  of  8/.  2s.,  as  claimed  by  the  particulars  of 
demand,  the  deft,  paid  ll.  18s.  into  court  under  the  rule  *of  H.  T. 
[*429]  Will.  IV.,  which  the  pit.  received  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  action. 
The  cause  of  action  arose,  and  both  parties  lived  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  county  court  of  C. ;  and,  by  order  of  a  judge,  the  deft,  was 
allowed  to  enter  a  suggestion  on  the  roll  of  these  facls,  and  that  the  action 
was  brought  for  a  sum  under  40s.,  and  further  proceedings  were  stayed, 
with  a  view  of  depriving  the  pit.  of  his  costs ;  but  the  court  set  aside  the 
order  on  account  of  the  form  of  the  rule  for  paying  money  into  court,  the 
lateness  of  the  application,  and  its  not  clearly  appearing  that  the  action  was 
brought  for  less  than  40s.  (Farren  v.  Morgan,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  792).  A 
court  of  requests  act  deprived  a  pit.  of  costs  who  should  not  recover  to  the 
amount  of  51,  against  a  deft,  resident  within  its  jurisdiction  ;  held,  that  the 
act  applied  to  a  case  where  such  deft,  pleaded  payment  into  court,  and  the 
pit.  replies  damages  ultra,  and  recovered  on  that  issue  less  than  5/.  (Ber- 
nard v.  Turner,  1  M.  &  W.  580).  The  acceptance  by  the  pit.  of  a  smaller 
sum,  paid  into  court  in  satisfaction  of  his  demand,  is  not  of  itself  evidence 
that  no  more  was  due,  so  as  to  entitle  the  deft,  to  enter  a  suggestion  under 
a  court  of  requests  act  (Jordan  v.  Berwick,  9  M.  &  W.  3). 

In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  where  a  party  pays  money  into  court 
generally,  he  dispenses  with  the  regular  proof  of  the  party's  handwriting 
(Gutteridge  v.  Smith,  2  H.  Bl.  374;  Middleton  v.  Brewer,  Pea.  15);  and 
cannot  object  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  stamp  on  which  the  bill  is  drawn 
(Serrell  v.  Benjamin,  3  Camp.  40;  ante,  "  BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE").  So,  in 
an  action  of  covenant,  he  admits  the  execution  of  the  deed  (Randall  v.  Lynch, 
2  Camp.  357  ;  2  T.  R.  275).  And,  in  an  action  on  a  promise  to  pay  a  third 
person's  debt,  he  cannot  object  to  its  invalidity  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
(Middleton  v.  Brewer,  Pea.  15).  So,  where  two  breaches  were  assigned  in 
one  count  of  a  declaration  upon  a  contract,  and  the  deft,  paid  money  into 
court  upon  one  of  them,  it  was  held,  that  he  thereby  admitted  the  whole  con- 
tract as  set  out  in  such  count,  so  as  to  enable  the  pit.  to  recover  on  the  second 
breach,  without  proof  of  the  contract  (Dyer  v.  Ashton,  1  B.  &  C.  3).  If 
paid  in  generally,  it  admits  some  denial  on  all  the  breaches  (Wright  v.  God- 
dard,  8  Ad.  &  E.  144).  And  after  payment  of  money  into  court  by  a  deft., 
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in  nn  action  brought  against  him  on  the  2  &  3  Edw.  VI.  c.  13,  by  a  farmer 
of  tithes,  he  cannot  object  to  the  plt.'s  title  to  the  tithes,  as  he  has  thereby 
admitted  the  plt.'s  right  generally,  and  has  reduced  it  to  a  mere  question  of 
the  amount  of  damages  (Broadhurst  v.  Baldwin,  4  Pri.  38).  Payment  of 
money  into  court  is  a  conclusive  admission  of  the  plt.'s  right  to  sue  (5  Esp. 
19) ;  and  of  his  sole  right  to  the  money  sued  for  (Walker  v.  Rawson,  1  Moo. 
&  R.  250);  and  of  the  character  in  which  he  sues  (Lipscomb  v.  Holmes,  2 
Camp.  441).  In  an  action  for  wages,  it  admits  the  capacity  in  which  pit.  was 
to  serve  (Cooper  v.  Blick,  2  Q.  B.  915) ;  and  in  which  the  deft,  is  sued  (Lacy 
v.  Walrond,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  841).  The  plea  admits  pit's  right  to  sue  in  the 
court  in  which  the  action  is  brought  (Miller  v.  Williams,  5  Esp.  19).  Where 
•%•  declaration  avers  performance  of  a  condition  precedent,  the  plea  admit* 
it ;  and  where  the  action  lies  only  on  a  certain  contingency,  which  has  not 
happened,  it  waives  the  objection  (Harrison  v.  Douglas,  3  Ad.  &  E.  390  ; 
Legget  v.  Cooper,  supra) ;  ted  qiutre,  if  the  special  contract  be  not  declared 

'•!.     ' 

But  paying  money  into  court  appears  lobe  an  admission  of  a  legal  demand 
only  (1  T.  K.  464);  and  if  the  declaration  contain  a  legal  and  an  illegal 
demand,  the  money  paid  in  shall  be  applied  to  the  legal  demand  only  (Rib- 
baud  v.  Cricket,  1  B.  &  P.  264);  but  now  illegality  must  be  pleaded.  And, 
beyond  th«  amount  of  the  sum  brought  in,  it  is  no  acknowledgment  of  the 
pit 's  right  of  action  (1  T.  R.  404 ;  »3  T.  R.  057  ;  4  T.  R.  579). 
Before  the  new  rules,  where  the  deft,  pleaded  the  general  issue  and  [  *430  ] 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  to  imltbUatu*  auumpsit  on  goods  sold, 
and  paid  money  into  court  generally,  such  payment  was  held  not  to  take 
ibc  case  out  of  the  Statu'c  of  Limitations  (Long  v.  Greville,  4  D.  At  K.  692; 
2  B.  &  C.  10 ;  Reid  v.  Dickens,  5  B.  6i  Ad.  4l»»).  So,  in  actions  of  trespass 
against  justices  of  the  peace,  &r.,  for  acts  done  by  them  ft  afficio,  bringing 
money  into  court  soems  to  be  no  admixftion  of  the  ri^ht  of  action  (Bay field 
v.  Porter,  13  East,  202-3).  And  where  money  Ins  been  paid  into  court 
short  of  th'-  j'l'.'s  demand,  and  it  it  taken  out  of  court,  evidence  is  admissi- 
ble to  show  f/iutanirno  it  was  done  ;  and  it  it  not  to  be  taken  conclusively  as 
an  admission  that  tho  rest  of  the  demand  was  unfounded  (Tidd,  Pr.)  Where 
a  limitation  has  been  annexed  to  tho  real  contract,  the  effect  of  which  is, 
under  certain  circumstance*,  to  prevent  the  pit.  from  recovering  more  than 
a  j»pecificd  sum,  the  dtft.,  although  he  has  paid  iw.ney  into  court  generally, 
may  prove  the  limitation,  and  show  that  |»lt.  is  not  entitled  to  recover  more 
than  he  has  paid  in'o  court  (Clarke  v.  Gray,  0  East,  504  ;  Yntt  v.  Willan, 
2  East,  128  ;  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  707);  and  the  paynvnt  of  money  in'o  court 
does  not  preclude  the  deft,  from  availing  himself  of  his  infancy  (Hitchcock 
v.  Tyson,  2  Esp.  4**2,  n.).  In  nn  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  the  court, 
under  particular  circumstances,  allowed  the  deft,  to  give  evidence  of  fraud, 
notwithstanding  he  had  paid  the  money  into  court  (Miller  v.  IlartMhurne,  3 
B.  &  P.  550;  and  see  Mellish  v.  Allnu'.t,  •„'  M.  A:  S.  100;  2  Stark.  10:1). 

Where,  after  action  brought,  the  debt  is  paid  and  accepted  in  satisfaction, 
nncl  costs  arc  offered  but  refused,  the  damage  is  merely  nominal,  in(le|>eri<Jent- 
ly  of  the  costs  (Thumc  v.  Boost,  12  Jur.  1024  ;  17  Law  J.  339,  Q.  B.). 

To  an  action  on  a  cheque  for  25/.  there  was  a  plea  of  payment  of  CO/., 
after  action  brought,  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  damages  and  cos's.  It  was 
proved,  tint,  after  action  brought,  the  deft,  paid  the  amount  of  the  cheque", 
and  otlered  to  pay  any  costs,  which  offer  the  ph.  refused,  saying  that  ho 
would  pay  them  himself:  held  that  the  deft,  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the 
plea  (Ib.). 

To  debt  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  dell,  pleaded,  first,  as  to  all  but 
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15s.,  parcel,  &c.,  nunquam  indebitatus:  secondly,  as  to  that  sum,  payment 
into  court  of  15s.  The  pit.  replied  by  adding  the  similiter  to  the  first  plea ; 
and,  as  to  the  second,  that  the  pit.  accepts  the  15s.  in  full  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  introductory  part  of  that  plea  mention- 
ed,  with  prayer  of  judgment  for  his  costs  sustained  in  that  behalf.  The  jury 
found  that  the  deft,  had  never  been  indebted  to  the  pit.  to  a  greater  amount 
than  15s.:  held,  that  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  costs  on  the  replication  to  the 
second  plea  (Harrison  v.  Watt,  4  Dowl.  &  L.  519 ;  17  Law  J.  74,  Exch.). 

Defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit  to  all  but  121.  To  111.,  parcel  of  the 
12/.,  payment  and  acceptance  in  satisfaction  after  action  brought.  To  the 
residue,  payment  of  ll.  into  court.  The  pit.  traversed  the  payment  of  the 
111.  and  took  the  ll.  out  of  court.  It  appeared,  by  the  evidence,  that  the 
amount  due  to  the  pit.  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  did  not  exceed  12/., 
and  that  111.  was  paid  after  action  brought,  and  accepted  by  the  deft,  in 
satisfaction  of  that  amount :  held,  that  the  pit.  after  the  payment  of  the  I/., 
was  not  entitled  to  proceed  for  costs  in  respect  of  the  111.,  but  that  the  deft, 
was  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for  him,  and  to  the  general  costs  of 
the  action  (Homer  v.  Denham,  17  Law  J.  29,  Q.  B.). 


MORTGAGE. 
See  "EJECTMENT  BY  MORTGAGEE,"  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  1043. 
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Form  of  Remedy,  and  Pleadings  as  to.]  Debt  lies  on  mortgage- 
deeds  for  the  payment  of  money  (Cro.  Eliz.  268,  895  ;  Com.  Dig.  Debt,  A ; 
1  Saund.  282,  n.  1,  276;  1  Ch.  PI.  183;  Evans  v.  Jones,  5  M.  &  W.  295). 
So  does  covenant,  whether  for  the  payment  of  money  or  otherwise.  But 
debt  is  preferable  when  the  demand  is  for  money,  because  the  judgment 
thereon  is  final,  and  there  is  no  occasion  to  execute  an  inquiry.  Debt  on  the 
covenant  is  also  preferable  to  debt  on  a  mortgage  bond,  conditioned  as  well 
for  payment  of  the  money  as  performance  of  covenants  in  the  mortgage- 
deed,  because,  in  the  latter  case,  damages  must  be  assessed  under  the  8  &  9 
Will.  III.  c.  11,  s.  8;  10  East,  407.  If  a  mortgage-deed  contain  no  cove- 
nant for  the  payment  of  principal  or  interest,  an  action  for  money  lent  will 
lie  notwithstanding  (Yates  v.  Aston,  4  Q.  B.  182).  In  case  of  a  devise  of 
the  mortgagee's  interest,  the  action  must  be  brought  in  the  executor's  name 
(8  Taunt.  227). 

In  declaring  on  the  mortgage  deed,  though  usual,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
state  more  than  the  mere  covenant  broken  ;  the  grant,  habendum,  or  proviso, 
need  not  to  be  stated.  The  premises  should  not  be  described  at  length,  see 
"  LEASE."  See  further,  as  to  declarations  on  leases,  ante,  p.  272  ;  and  ante, 
"  DEBT." 

•    The  declaration  stated  that,  by  a  mortgage-deed,  the  mortgaged  premises 
were  to  be  reconveyed,  provided  the  mortgagee  paid  1400/.  on  the  19th  of 
March,  1833,  and  that  the  mortgagee  covenanted  to  pay  the  1400/. 
[  *431  ]   in  manner  and  at  the  time  thereinbefore  appointed  *for  the  pay- 
ment thereof,  and  assigned,  as  a  breach,  that  the  mortgagee  did 
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not  pay  at  the  time  and*  in  the  manner  in  the  indenture  appointed  for  the 
same :  held,  on  special  demurrer,  sufficient  allegation  of  the  time  when  the 
money  was  to  be  paid  (Tildasley  v.  Stephenson,  10  Bing.  545);  and  that, 
although  it  did  not  appear  from  the  deed  as  set  out  that  interest  was  payable, 
an  allegation  that  the  deft,  did  not  pay  the  principal,  and  that  the  principal 
**  and  interest"  remained  unpaid,  was  not  demurrable  (Ib.).  The  pit.  should 
insert  a  sum  in  the  declaration  sufficient  to  cover  principal  and  interest.  The 
interest  accrued  since  the  day  fixed  for  payment  is  claimable  only  as  dam* 
ages,  and  a  sufficient  sum  should  be  inserted  at  the  conclusion  of  the  decla- 
ration to  cover  such  interest  (see  Simmons  T.  Wood,  5  Q.  B.  170).  The 
jury  can  give,  qua  debt,  only  the  exact  arrears  of  interest  to  the  day  on 
which  the  deft,  covenanted  to  pay  the  interest  (see  Watkins  T.  Morgan,  6  C. 
&  P.  651).  If  the  covenant  be  to  pay  interest  half-yearly,  the  breach  might 
be  framed  thus :  "  And  there  is  now  due  and  owing  for  and  by  virtue  of  the 
said  indenture  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  £  ,  for  and  in  respect  of 
the  aforesaid  principal  sum,  and  also  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  £  , 
for  and  on  account  of  divers,  to  wit,  of  the  said  half-yearly  payments  of 
interest  thereon,  the  periods  fur  the  payment  of  which  elapsed  respectively 
on  the  days,  for  payment  thereof  as  aforesaid  next  preceding  the  day 
of,  &c."  (Ch.  PI.  by  Pearson,  431),  where  the  breach  was,  that  on  a  certain 
day  which  bad  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the 
13th  of  August,  1842,  there  became,  and  sti.i  was  due  and  owing  for  and  in 
respect  of  divers,  to  wit,  six  half-years1  interest  of  and  upon  the  said  prin- 
cipal sum,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  90/.,  which  had  not  been  paid  :  held 
sufficiently  certain  on  special  demurrer  (King  v.  Greenhill,  6  Man.  At  G.  70). 
Where  the  covenant  is  to  pay  the  money  at  a  certain  time  and  place,  it 
was  held  no  material  variance  to  omit  all  mention  of  the  place  in  setting  out 
the  covenant  (Paine  v.  Emery,  4  Dow  I.  P.  C.  191).  Nor  is  it  a  variance  to 
stale  that  the  deft,  covenanted  for  himself  and  hit  heirs,  A:c.,  when,  in  fact, 
the  covenant  did  not  contain  (he  word  heirs  (Hamburgh  v.  Wilkie,  1  Chit. 
Rep.  51  *).  See  a  form  for  not  paying  the  premiums  on  a  policy  of  insurance, 
which  deft,  covenanted  in  the  mortgage-deed  to  keep  up  as  an  additional 
security,  Bennett  v.  Clack,  1'2  Ad.  &  1C.  657.  Sec  the  form  of  a  plea  that 
the  money  was  not  demanded  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  mortgage- 
deed,  as  set  out  on  oyer  (Troll  v.  Smith,  1'J  M.  A:  W.  609 ;  King  v.  Green- 
hill,  6  Man.  \  G.  59). 


Prtcalcnts  (2  Ch.  PI.  313,  391). 


Evidence. 

This  will  depend  on  the  issue  raised  by  deft.'s  pleas,  sec  antf,  p.  2*0.    As 
to  proving  the  detd  under  non  est  J'actum,  see  i4  Dsro." 


•NECESSARIES.  [  M32  ] 

See  "  GOODS  SOLD  AND  DKLIVKKED." 
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NEGLIGENCE. 
See  "  AGENT,"  "  ATTORNEY,"  "  CARRIER,"  "  NUISANCE." 

NE  UNQUES  EXECUTOR,  &c. 
See  "  EXECUTOR." 

NEW  ASSIGNMENTS. 

When  to  be  adopted,  p.  432. — When  Defendant  may  traverse  as  well,  p. 
434. — Effect  of,  p.  436.  —  Form  and  Nature  of,  p.  436. — Where  a 
License  in  Law  is  abused,  p.  439. — When  Double,  p.  442. — Admis- 
sible in  Assumpsit,  p.  443. — Admissible  in  Case,  p.  446. — Not  in 
Replevin,  p.  447. —  Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  p.  447. — In  Trover, 
p.  449. — Precedents,  p.  449. — Plea  to  New  Assignment,  p.  449. 


When'to  be  adopted,']  New  assignments  usually  occur  in  actions  of  tres- 
pass and  replevin ;  sometimes,  however,  in  trespass  on  the  case,  assurnpsit, 
or  in  other  forms  of  action,  whether  ex  delicto  or  ex  contractu  (Steph.  PI.  244). 
If  a  deft,  justify  an  assault  and  battery,  &,c.,  by  virtue  of  a  writ,  which  was 
not  sued  out  until  after  the  making  of  the  warrant  and  arrest,  the  present 
practice  seems  to  be  to  reply  that  fact  by  way  of  new  assignment.  With 
respect  to  which,  it  appears  to  be  a  rule  that  where  the  deft,  has  committed 
trespasses,  either  upon  the  person,  goods,  or  land  of  another,  some  of  which 
are  justifiable,  and  some  not,  and  the  action  is  brought  for  these  trespasses, 
which  are  not  justified,  but  the  deft,  by  his  plea  answers  those  only  which 
are,  the  pit.  by  his  replication  should  make  a  new  assignment  (1  Saund.  299, 
n.  6;  1  Ch.  PI.  655).  And  so,  if  the  pit.  were  legally  arrested  at  first,  but 
detained,  after  being  discharged  by  the  person  at  whose  suit  he  was  in 
custody,  and,  in  action  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment,  the  deft,  justify 
under  the  writ  upon  which  the  pit.  was  arrested,  the  pit.  should  new  assign 
(1  Saund.  299  a,  n.  6). 

Where  the  declaration  is  conceived  in  very  general  terms,  and  the  deft. 

has  committed  two  assaults,  and  one  of  these  assaults  is  justifiable,  being 

committed  in  self-defence,  whilst  the  other  is  without  legal  excuse,  and  the 

action  is  brought  for  those  which  are  not  justifiable,  but  the  deft,  affects  to 

suppose  that  the  first  is  the  assault  intended,  and  pleads  son  assault  demesne, 

the  pit.  should  make  a  new  assignment,  by  stating  that  he  brought  his  action, 

not  for  the  first,  but  for  the  second  assault,  to  correct  the  mistake  occasioned 

by  the  generality  of  his  declaration  (Steph.  PI.  259;  1  Saund.  299 

[  *433  ]  a,  n.  6,  1  Ch.  PI.  655),  *othervvise  if  the  assault  be  laid  on  one 

day  without  a  continuendo  (Polkinghorn  v.  Wright,  8  Q.  B.  197). 

But,  if  there  are  as  many  counts  as  there  were  assaults,  &c.,  and  some  of 
them  cannot  be  justified,  the  pit.  may  prove  those  without  a  new  assign- 
ment ;  and  it  would  often  be  injudicious  in  such  cases  to  new  assign  as 
where  there  have  been  two  assaults,  &c.,  and  there  are  two  counts,  and 
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the  deft,  pleads  the  general  issue  to  the  whole  declaration,  and  a  justification 
to  one  of  the  counts,  the  pit.  had  better  put  the  justification  in  issue,  and,  hi 
case  the  deft,  proves  it,  give  evidence  of  the  second  assault  upon  the  second 
count,  than  make  a  new  assignment,  as,  if  the  pit.  fail  in  the  proof  of  the 
allegations  in  the  new  assignment,  he  cannot  afterwards  have  recourse  to 
the  second  count,  because,  by  the  new  assignment,  he  acknowledges  that 
one  of  the  assaults,  Ate.,  is  justified,  and  has  therefore  abandoned  one  count, 
and  relies  upon  the  assaults,  Ate.,  in  the  new  assignment ;  therefore,  he  can* 
not  avail  himself  of  one  and  the  same  act  of  assault,  dec.,  both  to  the  new 
assignment,  and  on  the  second  count ;  but,  if  the  pit.  can  prove  two  assaults. 
Ate  ,  besides  that  which  he  has  waived,  ho  might  do  so  upon  the  second 
count  (Atkinson  v.  Matteson,  2  T.  R.  177 ;  Helwis  v.  Lambe,  6  Mod.  120 ; 
1  Ch.  PI.  545;  1  Saund.  299).  Where  the  pit.  declared  in  trespass,  9.  c.fn 
and  the  second  count  charged  trespass  on  other  days  and  limes,  and  in  other 
parts  of  the  closes  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  the  deft.  pleaded  a  right  of 
way  to  the  whole  declaration,  which  the  pit.  traversed  and  new  assigned, 
txtra  riant,  to  which  deft,  pleaded  payment  of  money  into  court,  which  pit. 
accepted:  held,  that  the  plea  covered  all  the  trespasses,  and  that  it  was  not 
necessary  for  deft,  to  prove  two  rights  of  way  (Wood  v.  Wedgewood,  2  D. 
At  L.  809). 

Where  a  person  has  two  causes  of  action  for  breach  of  contract,  for  one  of 
which  he  has  already  obtained  a  judgment,  and  to  an  action  for  the  other  the 
deft,  pleads  the  judgment  recovered,  the  pit.  should  new  assign,  and  show 
that  the  action  was  brought  for  a  diflerent  breach  of  contract  from  that  for 
which  the  judgment  pleaded  had  been  obtained ;  and,  in  all  o«h*r  cases, 
where  the  deft,  applies  his  justification  to  a  different  cause  of  action  from 
that  to  which  it  is  applicable,  the  pit.  muct  new  assign  (0  T.  R.  007 ;  S  B. 
Ac  C.  235).  If  the  deft,  plead  not  guilty  by  statute  to  the  declaration,  that 
plea  also  extends  to  a  new  assignment  (Mason  v.  Newland,  9  C.  At  P. 
575). 

New  assignments  are  aim  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining,  with 
greater  precision  and  exactness,  tin?  place  or  time,  which  has  been  alleged 
only  generally  in  the  decln ration.  Thus,  if  tin-  pit.  declare  in  trespass  for 
breaking  his  close  in  a  certain  parish,  without  naming  or  further  describing 
the  close,  if  the  deft,  have  any  freehold  in  the  name  parish,  lie  may  plead 
that  the  close  in  question  was  his  own  freehold  ;  and  it  will,  in  such  case, 
be  necessary  for  the  pit.  to  new  assign,  alleging  that  he  brought  his  action 
in  respect  of  a  different  close  from  that  claimed  by  the  deft,  as  his  freehold; 
and,  in  this  case,  tie  must,  in  his  new  assignment,  either  give  his  close  its 
name,  or  otlierwise  sufficiently  describe  it  (Steph.  PI.  240 ;  Com.  Dig. 
Pleader,  3  M,  34  ;  1  Saund.  'J99  r,  n.  fl ;  1  Ch.  PI.  067  ;  Lcthbridps  v. 
Winter,  2  Ming.  49  ;  Cocker  v.  Crompton,  1  B.  A:  C.  4«9 ;  Smith  v.  Miles, 
1  T.  K.  479).  As,  where  a  man  is  possessed  of  two  clown,  each  called 
"  the  road,"  and  the  deft,  has  a  right  of  passage  ov«  r  one,  but  not  over  the 
other  close,  if  to  an  action  for  going  over  the  close  where  lie  has  no  right  he 
justifies  going  over  thut  where  he  has  a  ri^ht,  llie  pit.  must  new  assign;  but 
it  need  not  be  stated  that  the  action  was  brought  as  well  for  the  trespass 
justified,  as  for  thut  which  is  new  assigned  (1  Saund.  300  r,  n.).  So,  where 
*a  grant  of  way,  common,  &c.,  is  pleaded,  if  the  deft,  have  used 
the  way,  A:r.,  in  a  different  manner  from  what  he  is  entitled  under  [  *434  ] 
the  grant,  the  pit.  must  new  assign  (Senhouse  v.  Christian,  (1  T. 
R.  5GO).  Win-re  a  right  of  way  is  pleaded,  it  is  usual  to  new  assign  extra 
vuim,  without  showing  in  what  particular  part  of  the  focus  in  quo  (1  Ch.  PL 
667  ;  but  see  Yin.  Abr.  Trespass,  U,  a,  pi.  3). 
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When  Dfft.  may  traverse  as  well.]  And  if  the  deft.,  professing  to  answer 
the  whole  declaration,  justify  only  part  of  the  trespass  for  which  the  action 
is  brought,  the  pit.  should  new  assign  as  to  the  residue,  and  also  traverse 
the  justification,  if  he  doubt  the  truth  of  it  (1  Saund.  300  c;  Arlett  v.  Ellis, 
7  B.  &  C.  346;  Cross  v.  Johnson,  9  B.  &  C.  613).  For  it  is  necessary  in 
many  cases  to  traverse  and  also  new  assign  (Monkman  v.  Shepherdson,  11 
Ad.  &  E.  411).  As,  where  the  deft,  pleaded  that  the  house  in  the  declara- 
tien  was  called  C.  house,  and  one  of  the  closes  Elackacre,  and  the  other 
Whiteacre,  and  that  they  were  his  freehold  ;  the  pit.  traversed  that  the  house 
and  Blackacre  were  the  deft.'s  freehold,  and  new  assigned  the  trespass  in 
twenty  acres  other  than  Whiteacre,  it  was  held  that  the  pit.  was  right  in  thus 
traversing  such  parts  of  the  plea  as  justified  for  places  intended  in  the  decla- 
ration, and  in  new  assigning  as  to  such  part  as  had  mistaken  the  place 
intended  (Prettyman  v.  Lawrence,  Cro.  Eliz.  812  ;  see  Arlett  v.  Ellis,  supra). 
If  a  plea  do  not  cover  the  whole  of  the  alleged  trespasses,  the  pit.  is  entitled, 
on  proof  of  part,  to  a  verdict  pro  tanto,  and  need  not  new  assign  (Bush  v. 
Parker,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  72). 

So,  where  an  action  is  brought  for  fishing  in  the  river  T.,  being  the  plt.'s 
fishery,  and  the  trespass  intended  by  the  declaration  is  for  fishing  to  the  extent 
of  two  miles  and  upwards,  if  the  deft,  plead  that  he  is  seised  in  fee  of  ten 
acres  adjoining  the  river,  and  prescribes  for  a  free  fishery  in  the  river  along 
the  side  of  the  ten  acres,  the  pit.  ought  not  merely  to  traverse  the  prescrip- 
tion and  go  to  issue  upon  it,  because  at  the  trial  he  would  not  be  permitted 
to  give  evidence  of  any  act  of  fishing  by  the  deft,  cither  above  or  below  the 
ten  acres,  for  the  question  would  be  confined  to  the  prescription  only ;  but, 
the  pit.  should  also  new  assign  that  the  trespass  complained  of  was  not  only 
for  fishing  in  the  river  adjoining  the  ten  acres,  but  also  above  and  below, 
which  will  put  the  deft,  under  the  necessity  of  giving  some  answer  to  the 
whole  declaration.  In  this  case,  without  a  new  assignment,  the  pit.  would 
run  the  chance  of  being  tricked,  for  if  the  prescription  were  found  for  the 
deft.,  he  would  succeed  in  the  action,  though  guilty  of  almost  the  whole  tres- 
pass for  which  the  action  was  brought  (1  Saund.  300  e,  n.).  So,  where  a 
man  clams  a  right  of  way,  which  is  disputed  by  the  owner  of  the  close,  and 
has  committed  trespasses  in  other  parts  besides  those  in  which  he  claims  the 
way,  if  the  deft,  plead  a  right  of  way,  the  pit.  must  traverse  it,  and  further 
state  in  a  new  assignment,  that  the  deft,  committed  trespasses  in  other  parts 
of  the  close  (Ib. ;  Cross  v.  Johnson,  9  B.  &  C.  613;  Vickers  v.  Gallimore, 
5  Bing.  196  ;  Trickey  v.  Yeardale,  2  Bing.  26). 

But  this  mode  of  pleading  by  traverse  and  new  assignment  is  inappli- 
cable where  only  a  single  act  of  trespass  is  complained  of  in  the  declaration 
(see  Polkinhorn  v.  Wright,  8  Q.  B.  197).  But  where  the  declaration  is 
rnpable  of  covering  several  trespasses,  and  deft,  pleads  some  matter  of  justi- 
fication, which  applies  only  to  part,  the  pit.  may,  it  seems,  traverse  the  justi- 
fication and  new  assign  in  respect  of  the  trespasses  unanswered ;  although 
where  only  a  single  act  of  trespass  is  complained  of,  this  mode  of  pleading 
would  in  general  be  objectionable  (1  Ch.  PI.  661  ;  Thomas  v.  Marsh,  5  C. 
&  P.  596).  *And  where  the  trespass  is  of  a  continuing  nature, 
[  *435  ]  as  in  the  case  of  imprisonment,  or  remaining  in  possession  of  a 
house  or  goods  under  colour  of  process,  the  pit.  may,  it  should 
seem,  dispute  the  writ,  &c.,  and  also  new  assign  in  respect  of  a  continuation 
of  imprisonment,  &c.,  unauthorized  by  the  process,  even  supposing  it  to  be 
valid  (Lambert  v.  Hodgson,,  1  Bing.  317  ;  Monprivate  v.  Smith,  2  Camp. 
175 ;  Pyewell  v.  Stow,  3  Taunt.  425).  In  trespass  for  breaking,  &c.,  plt.'s 
dwelling-house,  and  staying  and  continuing  therein,  making  a  noise  and  dis- 
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turbance  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  Arc.,  and  seizing  his  goods,  the  deft,  pleaded 
as  to  breaking,  Ate.,  and  staying  and  continuing,  Arc.,  leave  and  license  to 
take  possession  of  certain  goods.  Replication,  traversing  the  leave  and 
license  and  new  assigning,  that  the  pit.  issued  his  writ  not  for  breaking  and 
entering  the  dwelling-house  and  staying  and  continuing  therein,  as  in  pk  a 
mentioned,  but  also  for  that  the  defts.,  without  the  license  of  the  pit.,  stayed 
and  continued  in  the  dwelling-house,  making  such  noi«o  and  disturbance, 
Ate.,  for  other  and  different  purposes  than  those  mentioned  in  the  plea,  and 
for  a  much  longer  time,  to  wit,  three  days  longer  than  was  necessary  ft>r 
taking  possession  of  the  goods :  held,  that  the  replication  and  new  assign* 
mcnt  were  not  bad  for  duplicity,  time  being  in  the  case  of  a  continuing  tres- 
pass equally  divisible  for  this  purpose  as  space  (Loweih  v.  Smith,  12  M.  Ac 
W.  582).  So,  in  trespass  for  assaulting  the  ph.,  and  dragging  him  out  of 
the  clerk's  desk  in  a  certain  church,  to  wit,  Ace.,  and  along  the  aisle  thereof, 
and  imprisoning  the  pit.,  and  keeping  him  so  imprisoned  for  a  long  space  of 
time,  to  wit,  twenty  hours.  Plea  as  to  the  imprisonment,  a  justification,  on 
the  ground  of  the  pit.  hnving  conducted  himself  indecently  in  the  church 
during  divine  service,  and  disturbed  the  congregation,  wherefore  the  defts. 
being  churchwardens,  after  his  refusal  to  leave  the  church,  for  the  preserv- 
ing of  decency  and  re  vert-nee,  and  preventing  disturbance  of  the  congregation, 
removed  him  therefrom,  and  because  he  threatened  to  return  and  renew  the 
disturbance,  imprisoned  him,  and  kept  and  detained  him  so  imprisoned  for  a 
reasonable  time,  to  wit,  two  hours,  r/mr  r*t  cmlrm  ;  and  replication  tie  IM/M. 
rid  and  new  assignment  thnt  the  defts.  after  the  expiration  of  a  reasonable 
time,  Ace.,  continued  to  imprison  the  pit.,  and  kept  and  detained  him  in  prison 
without  reasonable  or  probable  cnu«e,  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  two  hours: 
held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  thn  replication  and  n«w  assignment  were 
good,  and  wen-  not  open  to  the  objection  of  duplicity  (Worth  v.  Terrington, 
13  M.  Ac  W.  7*1).  So,  in  an  action  on  the  ease,  with  a  second  count  in 
trover  for  goods,  to  wit,  ten  pieces  of  timber,  the  deft,  pleaded  fifthly,  as  to 
the  pieces  of  timber  in  tin*  second  count,  tint  (bey  were  obstructing  a  public 
navigable  river,  rind  deft,  having  occasion  to  navigate,  A:e.,  removed  the  uid 
pieces  of  timber,  Ace.,  wluch  nre  the  MIIV  grievance*,  A:c.  Replication  as 
to  t be  fifth  plea,  which  is  pl«-nded  to  the  cauws  of  action  in  the  second  count 
mentioned,  and  so  fur  n«  they  relate  to  tbo  pieces  of  timber  in  the  second 
count  mentioned,  that  deft,  of  In*  own  wrong,  A:c.,  committed  the  grievan- 
ces, ic.,  so  fur  as  they  relate,  «V«\,  in  manner  and  form,  A:c.,  and  new 
assignment  that  pit.  sifd  not  only  for  the  grievance*  in  the.  fifth  plea  men- 
tioned, but  also  for,  Ace.,  alleging  irover  and  conversion  of  pieces  of  timber 
other  ttmn  and  diHl-rent  from  those  in  the  fifth  plea  mentioned,  and  that  the 
deft,  for  another  nnd  ditfcrenl  C:IUM»  thin  (hut  in  the  fifth  plea  stated,  con- 
verted the  last-mentioned  goods  in  manner  nnd  form  as  the  pit.  hath  above 
declared,  A:c. :  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  th««  replication  was 
l.ot  bad  for  duplicity,  or  as  enlarging  or  departing  'from  the  decla-  [  *430  ] 
ration,  nnd  was  well  pleaded  (Page,  v.  ll.itch-tt,  H  Q.  B.  1*1  ;  sec 
Polkinghorn  v.  Wright,  ib.  1U7). 

J-y'ecl  of.]  The  effect  of  a  new  assignment  is  n<>t  to  amount  toon  admis- 
sion of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  plea.  It  may,  in  som»  cases,  bo  treated  an 
nothing  more  than  an  assertion  that  the  trespass  or  grievance  which  the 
plen  attempts  to  justify  is  not  the  trespass  or  grievance  in  resjxjct  to  which 
the  pit.  is  sex-king  to  recover  (Branker  v.  Molytieux,  1  Man.  At  G.  710).  It 
only  admits  another  trespass,  nil  inquiry  as  to  which  the  pit.  wholly  aban- 
don's ;  the  facts,  therefore,  staled  in  the  plea,  previous  to  the  uew  assignment, 
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are  not  admitted  so  as  to  enable  the  deft,  to  make  use  of  them  as  admitted 
facts  in  proof  of  any  of  the  issues,  ultimately  joined  (Norman  v.  Wescombe, 
2  M.  &  W.  349).  But  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  doubts  the  correctness  of  this 
language,  for  one  cannot  be  said  to  waive  that  for  which  he  never  sued  ( Al- 
dred  v.  Constable,  6  Q.  B.  377).  So,  when  the  deft,  pleaded  to  an  action  of 
trespass  that  he  has  a  right  of  way  over  the  close  in  question  ;  new  assign- 
ment, stating,  in  substance,  that  pit.  complains,  not  of  the  deft,  going  over 
the  close  over  which  his  plea  alleges  that  he  has  a  right  of  way,  and  says 
nothing  as  to  any  right  to  do  so,  but  that  he  is  bringing  his  action  for  a  dif- 
ferent trespass  by  the  deft.,  viz.,  in  going  over  another  part  of  the  close,  as 
to  which  he  has  pleaded  nothing;  the  question  was,  whether  such  new 
assignment  was  for  any  purpose  an  admission  of  the  deft.'s  right  of  way 
over  the  close  in  respect  of  which  he  had  justified;  and  Pollock,  C.  B., 
observed,  "  If  in  this  case  the  new  assignment  has  pretermitted  matters  sta- 
ted in  the  plea  to  the  declaration,  and  they  are  stated  again  in  the  plea  to  the 
new  assignment,  they  must  be  proved  by  the  deft. ;  the  pit.,  in  his  new 
assignment,  says,  '  You  (the  deft.)  have  mistaken  my  cause  of  complaint,  and 
I  say  nothing  as  to  the  right  of  way  claimed  by  you  in  your  ple^ ;'  the  deft, 
then  brings  forward  his  right  of  way  again,  in  an  artificial  manner,  in  his 
plea  to  the  new  assignment.  Whether  the  matter  asserted  in  the  plea  forms 
part  of  the  matter  denied  by  the  plea  to  the  new  assignment  or  not,  I  am 
clear  that  the  right  of  way,  as  originally  pleaded,  is  not  admitted  by  the  new 
assignment  (Robertson  v.  Gantlett,  16  M.  &  W.  296);  yet,  as  the  effect  of 
the  new  assignment  is  not  strictly  to  admit  the  truth  of  the  facts  averred  in 
the  plea,  but  to  withdraw  them  entirely  from  consideration  as  the  subject  of 
the  action,  the  pit.  is  precluded  from  complaining  of  them,  and  thj  grounds 
on  which  he  can  claim  damages  are  to  be  sought  exclusively  in  the  explana- 
tion of  the  declaration  contained  in  the  new  assignment"  (Band  v.  Kings- 
cote,  6  M.  &  W.  174;  Wilmhurst  v.  Bowker,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  550). 

Where  in  trespass  the  deft,  pleads  an  entry  to  abate  a  nuisances  and  the 
pit.  new  assign  unnecessary  violence,  the  nuisance  is  admitted,  and  the  pit. 
cannot  go  into  evidence  to  negative  it  (Pickering  v.  Rudd,  1  Stark.  56). 
But  a  new  assignment  is  not  always  necessary  ;  therefore,  where  the  pit. 
alleges  and  proves  an  assault  and  battery,  and  the  plea  alleges  matter  to  jus- 
tify both,  the  deft,  must  prove  enough  of  his  plea  to  justify  both  (Lamb  v. 
Barnett,  1  Cr.  &  J.  294). 

Form  and  Nature  of.~\  A  new  assignment  is  said  to  be  in  the  nature 
of  a  new  declaration  (1  Saund.  299  c).  It  seems,  however,  to  be  more  pro- 
perly considered  as  a  repetition  of  the  declaration,  differing  only  in  this,  that 
it  distinguishes  the  true  ground  of  complaint  as  being  different  from  that 
which  is  covered  by  the  plea ;  and  *it  is  consequently  to 
[  *437  ]  be  performed  with  as  much  certainty  or  specification  of  circum- 
stances as  the  declaration  itself;  and,  in  some  cases,  greater  cer- 
tainty and  peculiarity  are  requ  site  (Steph.  PI.  245).  The  commencement 
is  the  same  as  that  of  a  replication,  and  the  conclusion  is  with  a  verification 
and  prayer  of  judgment  (Bac.  Abr.  Trespass,  1,  4,  2;  Hustler  v.  Rains, 
Lutw.  1401  ;  1  Saund.  103;  1  Ch.  PI.  668;  Free.  K.  B.  235).  It  should 
be  equally  certain  as  a  declaration  as  to  time,  place,  and  other  circumstances 
(Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  3  M,  34;  1  Ch.  PI.  667):  and  it  must  not  merely  nega- 
tive that  the  trespasses  mentioned  in  the  plea  are  the  same  as  those  the  pit. 
has  complained  of,  but  some  other  trespasses  must  be  shown  (3  Leon.  92 ; 
1  Ch.  PI.  667).  Where  the  pit.  answers  the  plea,  and  also  new  assigns,  it 
is  usual  to  aver,  in  the  new  assignment,  that  the  action  was  brought  as  well 
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for  the  trespass  mentioned  in  the  plea,  as  for  the  trespass  which  is  newly 
assigned.  But,  where  the  pica  does  not  at  all  meet  the  place  in  the  dt-cln ra- 
tion, but  justifies  the  trespass  in  some  other  place  of  the  same  name,  or  other- 
wise,  upon  some  legal  ground  of  defence,  the  pit.  makes  merely  a  new  assign- 
ment, without  traversing  any  part  of  the  plea,  for  that  would  obviously  be 
repugnant :  in  which  new  assignment,  the  place  must  be  described  with  all 
its  abuttals  by  metes  and  boundaries,  so  as  clearly  to  distinguish  it  from  the 
place  justified  in  the  plea  (Bro.  Abr.  Trespass,  203;  Dy.  264;  Rickman  v. 
Coxe,  Cro.  Jac.  594;  Cro.  Eliz.  355;  Freeston  v.  Crouch,  ib.  492).  It  is 
also  used  to  explain  more  fully  that  which  is  only  apparently  answered  by 
the  plea  (1  Saund.  299  b,  n.  6).  As,  where  the  plea  covers  the  wliol--  tres* 
pass  (which  it  must  do,  otherwise  it  would  be  bad  on  demurrer  (Ib.  28,  n. 
3),  but  mistake*  it,  either  wilfully  or  ignorantly,  and  does  not  cover  iht»  whole 
or  some  part  of  the  trespass  which  the  pit  intended  in  his  declaration,  the 
pit.  must  new  assign  to  explain  (Ib.  299  b,  n.  6);  and,  if  the  plea  do  Ml 
name  place,  the  assignment  should  (Arch.  P.  and  K.  262).  The  matter 
new  assigned  must  bo  consistent  with  the  declaration,  and  not  vary  from,  or 
be  more  extj-nsivo  than,  the  trespass?*  therein  enumerated  (Chcasley  v. 
Barnes,  10  East,  79;  Taylor  v.  Smith,  7  Taunt.  156).  If  the  declaration 
bt  quarf  cLiusum  fregit%  a  new  assignment,  in  a  barn,  would  be  bad  (4 
Leon.  10).  It  should  also  be  of  material  matter;  and,  therefore,  if  tho  pin 
set  up  a  right  of  way  or  common,  and  at  all  times  of  iho  year,  the  new 
assignment  should  nut  be  that  the  deft.  "  at  other  limes," — time,  in  that  case, 
being  immaterial  (1  Ch.  PI.  66H) ;  and  if,  in  trespass  against  several,  some 
of  the  defrs.  suffer  judgment  by  default,  and  others  justify,  the  new  assign* 
menl  should  be  in  to  all  the  dcils.,  and  not  merely  to  those  who  pleaded,  lor 
that  would  be  a  departure  (1  Ch.  Pi.  609). 

If  the  plea  be  such  as  would  require  a  new  assignment,  if  pleaded  to  a 
declaration,  tin-  pit.  must  ol*o  new  a»sign  in  tin*  case  (1  Saund.  JiOO  a). 

In  an  action  of  trespass  fur  taking  good*,  tin-  deA.  may,  by  hi*  plea,  make 
the  action  local ;  thus,  where  ho  justifies  in  some  |<articular  place,  giving  the 
phcc  a  n  iin<-  (which  he  must  do),  the  pit.  may  also  new  assign  (B.  N.  P. 
92;  ftitt  v.  Bradley,  Cro.  Jac.  141  ;  Cock  Icy  v".  Pagrave,  Free.  K.  II.  238; 
Coke  v.  Kvans,  2  Salic.  453;  I  lei  wig  v.  Lotnbe,  (i  Mud.  120;  Bodyam  v. 
Smith,  Clinilils.  1U1 ).  Tliun,  where  the  deft,  pleads  to  lre»pass  fur  taking 
away  the  plt.'s  oaks,  that  the  oaks  were  Mandmg  in  a  certain  close  called 
A.,  situate  in  tlv  manor  of  C.,  which  is  the  freehold  of  B.,  who  felled  them, 
and  justifies  taking  them  away  by  the  command  of  B.,  tho  pit.  may  new 
assign  that  tho  oaks  were  growing  in  the  plt.'s  close  within  the  manor  ol  W., 
and  wen-  other  oaks,  &c.,  than  those  menliuuco!  in  the  |>lea  (1 
Sniii'l.  300  f,  n.)  In  these  transitory  actions,  the  place  and  tune  [  *439  ] 
•in  iv  be.  made  nuTcrial,  and  then  the  pit.  must  new  assign  llto 
trespass  at  another  time  (Lee  v.  Rogers,  1  Lev.  110;  Anon.  2  Ld.  Kaym. 
101.r>).  Bui  if,  to  trespass  for  removing  good*,  and  casting,  flinging,  or 
throwing  goods  out  of  a  barn,  the  plea  only  justifies  the  removal,  and, except 
the  casting,  flinging,  and  throwing  the  goods  out  of  the  barn,  no  new  assignment 
is  necessary,  and  pit.  may  recover  for  any  damage  dune  bv  the  excrptcd 
act,  if  proved  under  the  general  issue  (Neville  v.  C<xjj»er,  2  C.  At  M.  U'JO; 
and  see  Bush  v.  Parker,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  7'J).  And  if,  in  an  action  fur  break- 
ing  and  entering  tin;  plt.'s  house  or  land,  fulling  his  timber,  or  taking  away 
hid  goods,  the  dell,  pleads  a  license  which  the  pit.  had  revoked  before  any 
of  the  trespasses  were  committed,  or  which  was  confined  to  some  particular 
thing,  and  the  dell,  exceed  it,  the  revocation  or  excess  must  be.  Muted  in  a 
new  assignment  (Dilcham  v.  Bond,  3  Camp.  520;  1  Suuud.  300  f).  So,  in 
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trespass  q.  c./.,  and  cutting  down  rails  then  standing;  the  deft,  justified 
under  a  right  of  way ;  the  pit.  replied  that  the  rails  were  not  standing 
on  the  way;  proof  that  some  were,  and  some  were  not:  held,  that  deft,  was 
entitled  to  the  verdict,  as  the  pit.  should  have  new  assigned  (Bracegirdle 
v.  Peacock,  8  Q.  B.  174).  But  where  the  declaration  complains  of  tres- 
passes on  divers  days  and  times,  and  deft,  pleads  a  license  to  the  whole,  and 
the  pit.  replies  de  injuria,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  a  license  co-extensive  with 
the  trespasses  proved ;  and  therefore,  if  the  pit.  shows  a  trespass  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  license,  he  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  an  issue  simply  denying 
the  license,  without  any  new  assignment  (Barnes  v.  Hunt,  11  East,  451). 
But  the  authority  of  this  case  has  been  doubted  by  Patteson,  J.,  in  Brace- 
girdle  v.  Peacock,  8  Q.  B.  183;  yet  the  case  has  been  so  long  recognised 
that  it  will  hardly  be  overruled.  In  trover,  by  assignees  of  an  insolvent, 
for  ten  horses,  the  deft,  pleaded  that  he  sold  and  delivered  to  the  insolvent 
(by  the  petitioner,  &c.)  divers  horses,  being  the  same  as  those  mentioned  in 
the  declaration,  on  the  terms  that  he  the  deft,  might,  at  any  time  until  pay- 
ment of  the  price,  take  and  retain  the  horses  and  harness  as  a  pledge  for 
such  part  of  the  price  as  should  remain  unpaid,  until  payment;  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  conversion,  part  of  the  price  remained  due,  and  that,  after 
the  pit.  became  possessed  as  assignee,  the  deft,  took  the  said  horses  into  his 
possession  as  such  pledge  quce,  cst  eadem,  &c.  To  this  plea  the  pit.  new 
assigned  that  the  action  was  brought,  not  for  the  supposed  conversion  in  the 
plea  mentioned,  but  for  the  conversion  of  ten  sets  of  harness,  ten  horses, 
&c.,  other  than  and  different  to  those  in  the  plea  mentioned,  &c.,  to  which 
the  deft,  pleaded  not  guilty.  Evidence  was  given  of  the  conversion  of  five 
horses,  two  of  which  were,  and  three  were  not,  the  subject  of  the  agreement 
stated  in  the  plea:  held,  that  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the  value  of 
the  three,  the  conversion  of  them  not  being  justified  under  the  lien  set  up  in 
the  plea  (Bolton  v.  Sherman,  2  M.  &  W.  395).  And  where,  in  trover  for 
ten  pieces  of  timber,  the  deft,  justified  as  to  five,  and  pit.  new  assigned,  and 
replied  de  injuria:  held,  that  the  replication  was  not  bad  for  duplicity,  or  as 
enlarging  or  departing  from  the  declaration,  and  was  well  pleaded  (Page  v. 
Hatchell,  8  Q.  B.  187).  And  in  trespass  to  real  property,  where  the  deft, 
justifies  under  a  right  of  way,  &c.,  if  the  deft,  have  used  the  way  in  a  differ- 
ent manner  from  what  he  was  entitled  to  do  by  virtue  of  the  prescription  or 
grant,  the  pit.  must  new  assign  (Senhouse  v.  Christain,  1  T.  R.  560 ;  see 
Colchester  v.  Roberts,  4  M.  &  W.  769).  But,  to  a  plea  of  right  of  way 
under  2  &  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  for  horses,  carts,  &c.,  at  free  will  and  pleasure, 
the  pit.  may,  under  the  issue  traversing  such  light,  show  that  the  right  was 

for  particular  purposes  only,  and  need  not  new  assign  (Cowling  v. 
[  *439  ]  Higginson,  4  M.  &  W.  245).  *And  if,  in  case  by  a  commoner 

for  disturbance  of  a  common,  the  declaration  charges  that  the 
deft,  being  also  a  commoner,  surcharged  the  common  on  divers  days  and 
times,  by  putting  on  divers,  to  wit,  fifty  cattle,  which  were  not  levant  and 
coucharit,  he  is  bound  to  show  that  all  the  cattle  which  the  pit.  proves  to  have 
been  put  on  the  common  by  him  were  levant  and  couchant  (1  Saund.  300 
g,  n.).  But  if  the  declaration  treat  the  deft,  as  a  stranger,  and  merely  charges 
the  disturbance  of  the  common  by  turning  on  divers,  to  wit,  fifty,  cattle,  on 
divers  days  and  times,  to  which  the  deft,  pleads  a  right  of  common  appurtenant 
for  cattle  levant  and  couchant,  that  the  cattle  in  the  declaration  mentioned  were 
the  deft.'s  own  commonable  cattle,  and  that  he  put  them  on  to  use  the  com- 
mon, which  is  the  same,  &c. :  if  in  truth  the  deft,  be  a  commoner,  but  has 
surcharged,  the  pit.  should  new  assign,  and  not  traverse  the  levancy  and 
couchancy ;  for  under  that  traverse  he  cannot  insist  on  a  surchage,  and  the 
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deft,  will  succeed  if  he  shows  that,  on  the  occasion  of  every  alleged  dis- 
turbance, some  of  the  cattle  put  on  were  levant  and  couchant,  the  precise 
number  mentioned  in  the  declaration  being  immaterial  (Bowen  v.  Jenkins,  6 
Ad.  &  E.  911 ;  2  Saund.  300  g;  see  Bracegirdle  v.  Peacock,  8  Q.  B.  169; 
Page  v.  ILix-hett,  ib.  197;  Hirvey  v.  Lnnkestcr,  18  Law  J.  299,  Q.  B. ; 
Gore  v.  Withers,  19  Law  J.  188,  Etch.).  The  deft.,  in  his  plea,  justified 
taking  cattle  damage  feisnnt,  and  afterwards  rejoined  that  they  were  taken 
surcharging  the  common :  held  to  be  a  departure  (Ellis  v.  Bowles,  Willes,  838). 
If  a  commoner,  having  right  of  common  for  one  beast,  put  on  two,  the  lord 
can  only  distrain  the  one  put  on  last,  unless  they  were  put  on  both  together ; 
and  the  ph.,  justifying  the  taking  as  a  surchage,  must  show  whether  :' 
put  on  together  or  separately,  and,  if  the  latter,  which  was  put  on  first  (Ib.). 

W/ifre  a  License  in  Law  u  abusxl]  Where  a  man  abases  an  authority 
or  license  which  the  law  gives  him,  by  which  be  becomes  a  trespasser  o& 
in  ilia,  if  the  license  or  authority  be  pleaded,  the  pit.  must  reply  the  abuse 
(The  Six  Carpenters'  case,  8  Rep.  140;  Dye  v.  L»atber.hle,  3  Wils.  20; 
Thomas  v.  Marsh,  5  C.  A:  P.  596;  Calvert  v.' Gordon,  7  B.  &C.  809;  Moor* 
v.  Taylor,  6  Taunt.  09,  TZ  ;  Lucas  v.  Nockells,  infra,-  Taylor  v.  Cole,  3  T. 
R.  'J9\i:  the  rases  in  Rot.  Abr.  502,  tit.  Trespass  ab  initio).  Where  it  is 
said  that  a  shcritl*  is  made  a  trespasser  nh  initio,  by  his  neglect  lo  return  a 
writ,  Mr.  Justice  Bay  ley  says,  the  expression  is  inaccurate;  there,  for  want 
of  the  return,  no  complete  justification  was  ever  shown.  The  distinction  is 
this:  where  there  are  facts  alleged  on  the  record  making  out  a  good  defence, 
but  something  added  in  the  replication  destroys  that  defence,  the  party  is 
mndo  a  trespasser  tt'>  initio  (Shorten*!  v.  Govctt,  5  B.  &  C.  484).  In  tres- 
pass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  pit.'*  h»u«e,  and  remaining  there  until 
pit.  paid  deft,  a  large  sum  of  money,  lo  wit,  Arc.;  justification  und  -r  njf.  fa. 
to  the  sheriff  of  P., and  a  warrant  therefore  to  the  deft,  to  levy  £ — ;  ivplica. 
tion,  that  before  the  said  writ  and  warrant  were  fully  executed,  the  deft,  de- 
manded and  received  3/.  lOi.  more  ilnn  he  was  authorized  to  levy  :  on 
demurrer,  livid  bnd  ;  for  the  facia  alleged  in  it  did  not  make  out  that  the  deft, 
was  a  trespasser  ab  trntio  (Ib.).  In  trespass  for  false  imprisonment,  the  deft., 
a  aherilF,  justified  under  a  writ  in  chancery,  by  which  he,  as  sheriff,  was 
commanded  to  attach  pit.  to  answer  *•  as  well  touching  a  contempt"  (not 
stating  what),  as  such  other  matters  as,  A:c.  Replication,  that  the  writ  wan 
for  a  contempt  in  not  answering;  that  pit.  was  in  actual  custody  of  the  duf. 
for  thirty  days  under  the  writ,  unl  was  not  brought  to  the  bar  of 
the  court  in  that  time,  nor  was  her  contempt  •cleared,  the  hat  of  [  *440  1 
tho  thirty  days  being  in  term,  and  that  the  pit.  in  chancery  did  not 
bring  pit.  to  the  bar  in  the  thirty  days,  though  the  contempt  was  not  sooner 
cleared,  and  that  it  thereupon  hecaiiv*  deli.'s  duty,  and  he  was  requested  to 
discharge  pit.,  but  he  refused :  held,  on  demurrer,  that  even  if  tho  deft,  had 
been  a  trespasser,  he  wus  not  one  ub  initio,  and  the  replication  should  have 
new  assigned  (Smith  v.  Eglington,  7  Ad.  «.V  K.  107). 

So,  where  the  deft,  pleads  moUiter  m-inus  imjtostnt  to  turn  the  pit.  out  of 
the  deft.'s  house,  if  pit.  relics  upon  the  fact  of  there  b«-ing  more  than  neces- 
sary violence  used,  he  must  reply  it  (Oakes  v.  Wood,  *J  .M.  iV  W.  791  ;  3 
M.  &i  W.  150).  If  the  defi.  justify  an  assault  and  battery  as  being  I  he  mode- 
rate correction  of  on  apprentice,  the  pit.  must  reply  excess  if  be  mean  torelv 
upon  it  (IVuii  v.  Ward,  '2  C.  M.  &  R.  33S ;  see  *R.  v.  Tibbart,  Skin.  337*; 
Franks  v.  Morris,  ID  Hist,  HI  ;  Dale  v.  Wood,  Moo.  33).  Hut  these  ani 
cases  which  partake  more  of  the  nature  of  new  assignments,  and  cannot  be 
considered  as  being  strictly  and  properly  such.  That  which  is  necessarily 
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alleged  in  the  plea  of  justification  the  pit.  need  never  reply  (Phillips  v.  How- 
gate,  5  B.  &  Ad.  220  ;  Reece  v.  Taylor,  4  Nev.  &  M.  469  ;  Kerbey  v.  Denby, 
1  M.  &  VV.  336;  Stammers  v.  Yearsley,  10  Bing.  35;  Bush  v.  Parker,  1 
Bli.  N.  S.  72  ;  Penn  v.  Ward,  4  Dowl.  213).  It  is  of  no  use  to  new  assign 
an  excess  in  committing  a  legal  act,  if  in  law  the  excess  were  strictly  justifi- 
able, though  not  necessary  in  fact  to  the  full  exercise  of  the  deft.'s  right  or 
claim  in  the  particular  case.  Thus,  a  commoner  may  pull  down  all  the 
fences  which  are  wrongfully  erected  upon  the  common,  although  the  destruc- 
tion of  part  would  have  afforded  him  the  full  benefit  and  enjoyment  of  his 
right;  and  therefore,  if  in  trespass  against  him  the  pit.  new  assign  the  excess, 
the  deft,  will  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  thereon  (Arlett  v/Ellis,  7  B.  &  C.  346). 
So,  the  cutting  or  destruction  of  a  gate  or  other  public  nuisance  to  a  high- 
way, though  an  excess  not  absolutely  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the 
public  right,  may,  it  has  been  supposed,  be  justified;  and  if  so  it  would  be 
no  use  to  reply  or  new  assign  any  such  excess  (James  v.  Hay  ward,  Cro.  Car. 
184 ;  Lodie  v.  Arnold,  2  Salk.  458 ;  1  Ch.  PI.  665).  In  trover,  where  the 
deft,  justified  taking  a  deer,  damage  fcasant,  it  was  held  (Littledale  dubitante] 
that  the  pit.  must  reply  subsequent  abuse  (Weeding  v.  Aldrich,  9  Ad.  &  E. 
861).  If  the  circumstances  are  such  that  the  excess  does  not  make  the  deft, 
a  trespasser  ab  initio,  the  pit.  instead  of  replying  it  must  new  assign  (1 
Saund.  300  h,  n.  (9)).  Where  the  deft,  pleads,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly, 
a  plea  of  justification  which  does  not  address  itself  to  some  part  of  the  decla- 
ration, but  is  not  merely  matter  of  aggravation,  but  material,  and  the  gist  of 
the  action ;  the  pit.  need  not  new  assign,  but  may  recover  damages  for  the 
part  unanswered,  in  the  same  way  as  he  might  have  taken  judgment  for  that 
by  nil  died,  if  there  had  been  no  plea  of  not  guilty  (Stammers  v.  Yearley, 
supra;  Bush  v.  Parker,  supra;  Neville  v.  Cooper,  2  C.  &  M.  329;  Oakes 
v.  Wood,  2  M.  &  W.  796).  Where,  to  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering 
a  house,  and  staying  therein  three  weeks,  the  deft,  pleads  a  justification  as  to 
breaking,  and  entering,  and  staying  in  the  house  twenty-four  hours  :  held,  that 
the  plea  covered  the  whole  declaration,  and  that  if  the  pit.  meant  to  rely  upon 
the  excess  beyond  the  twenty-four  hours,  he  ought  to  have  said  so  by  a  new 
assignment  (Monprivatt  v.  Smith,  2  Camp.  175). 

Trespass  for  assault  and  fale  imprisonment:  plea,  that  deft,  being  bail  for 
pit.  arrested  him,  to  render  him  in  discharge,  and  detained  him  until  he  satis- 
fied the  demand  in  the  action.  Replication,  de  injurid.  It  appeared  the  deft. 

also  detained  him  an  hour  longer,  until  ho  paid  *the  expenses 
[  *441  ]  of  the  deft,  becoming  bail,  &c. :  held,  that  this  was  one  continuing 

trespass,  and  that,  therefore,  in  order  to  recover  for  that  part  of  it 
which  was  unjustifiable  (namely,  the  additional  detention  for  the  bail's  ex- 
penses,) the. pit.  ought  to  have  new  assigned  (Lambeth  v.  Hodgson,  1  Bing. 
317).  Lucas  v.  Nockclls,  10  Bing.  158,  must  not  be  understood  as  having 
established  the  general  proposition  that  the  motive  and  intention  with  which 
an  authority  given  by  law  was  exercised,  can  be  inquired  into  on  the  gene- 
ral replication  dc  injurid,  (Oakes  v.  Wood,  2  M.  &  W.  796);  nor  as  having 
decided  that  the  pit.  is  at  liberty  under  this  replication  to  show  an  abuse  of 
the  authority  which  renders  the  deft,  a  trespasser  ab  initio  (Ib.  ;  Price  v. 
Peck,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  380).  Qucere,  if  not  sufficient  to  reply  de  injurid 
(Gilb.  C.  P.  154 ;  Weaver  v.  Bush,  8  T.  R.  81  ;  and  see  Beal  v.  Taylor,  1 
II.  &  W.  15,  16,  per  Littledale,  J.).  This  was  an  action  against  bailiff  and 
sheriff  for  taking  the  pit.  on  a  charge  of  felony  to  a  police  station,  and 
thence  to  a  prison ;  the  sheriff,  after  pleading  not  guilty,  justified  the  taking 
from  the  police  station  to  the  prison  under  a  ca.  sa.).  The  pit.  admitting 
the  writ  and  delivery  of  the  warrant  to  the  bailiff,  replied  de  injurid.  absque 
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residua  causa.  Held,  that  under  this  replication  he  could  not  give  evidence 
to  involve  the  sheriff  in  the  misconduct  of  the  bailiff  committed  before  the 
pit.  arrived  at  the  station  (namely,  the  charge  of  and  detention  for  felony); 
but  to  admit  such  evidence  the  circumstances  should  have  been  replied  or 
new  assigned  specially.  The  traverse  de  injuria.  Ate.,  puts  nothing  in  issue 
but  each  leading  fact  alleged  in  the  special  plea,  and  not  admitted  in  the  re- 
plication. In  this  case  it  puts  nothing  in  issue  but  whether  the  assault  and 
imprisonment  mentioned  in  the  plea  were  committed  under  colour  of  the 
writ  and  warrant,  or  not.  It  is  true  that  under  the  authority  of  the  case  of 
Lucas  v.  Nicholls  (10  Ring.  155;  and  see  Barnaby  v.  Welby,  8  Ad.  de  E. 
880),  the  pit.  may  show  under  that  traverse  that  (he  sheriff  did  not  act  under 
the  writ  at  all  ;  and  that,  although  he  had  it  in  his  possession,  he  acted  at 
the  time  for  the  purpose,  and  with  an  object  entirely  distinct  from  the  exe- 
cution of  the  writ,  and  he  only  avails  himself  of  it  at  the  trial  as  an  excuse 
for  an  illegal  act.  But  there  is  no  authority  in  thnt  case,  or  any  other  to 
show  that  where  the  sheriff  has  really  acted  under  the  writ  at  the  lime,  and 
avails  himself  of  it  in  his  plea,  the  pit.  shall  be  at  liberty  under  this  repli- 
cation to  give  antecedent  matter  in  evidence  to  render  the  subsequent  arrest 
under  the  writ  illegal.  Such  a  reply  confesses  the  arrest  stated  in  the  plea 
to  have  been  made  under  the  writ,  but  avoids  it  by  new  matter  of  fact;  and, 
therefore,  like  any  other  matter  of  confession  and  avoidance  must  bo  spe- 
cially pleaded.  Where  the  pit.  seeks  to  avoid  any  legal  excuse  for  a  tree* 
pass  by  fs  ho  wing  matter  subsequent  which  makes  the  deft,  a  trespasser  ab 
inilio,  he  is  bound  to  plead  such  matter,  and  cannot  take  advantage  of  it 
under  the  general  traverse  tie  injurta,  &c.  ;  and  the  case  is  the  same  upon 
principle,  whether  the  act  done  by  the  dell,  is  precedent  or  subsequent  to  the 
execution  of  thn  writ,  and  the  reaton  is  undoubtedly  the  same  in  each  rase, 
viz.,  that  the  deft,  ought  not  to  be  taken  by  surprise  at  the  trial  (per  Tindal, 
C.  J.,  ib.).  In  general  a  new  assignment  is  unnrce*sary,  and  de  injurtd 
suffices:  when  tho  doll,  cannot  prove  the  whole  of  the.  facts,  he  pleads  to 
the  several  trespasses  he  professes  to  justify,  and  which  constitute  the  sub* 
stance  of  his  defence  to  these  trespasses.  Therefore,  in  a  plea  for  breaking 
and  entering,  assaulting,  &c.,  justifying  an  entry  and  arrest  under  a  ca.  «a.( 
the  averment  of  the  outer  door  being  open  is  necessary  and  material,  and 
is  well  traversed,  under  the  replication  tie  injuriA,  A:c.  ;  and 
•the  den.  will  fail  if  that  be  negatived,  although  the  rest  of  the  [  *  14-'  ] 
pica  be  supported  by  the  evidence  (Kerbey  v.  Lkrnbcy,  1  M.  At 
W.  330). 


IV  lit  n  DoufJe.]  It  has  been  decided  that  n  pit.  cannot  reply  de  in/ 
and  also  new  assign  that  the  deft,  committed  the  trespasses  with  more  vio- 
lence than  was  necessary;  such  pleading  being  demurrnblo  for  duplicity, 
though,  if  not  demurred  to,  pit.  may  proceed  on  cither  on  the  trial  (Thomas 
v.  Smith,  5  C.  &  P.  596). 

In  Osbonic  v.  Wyatt  (3  Dowl.  P.  C.  505),  it  was  h*  Id,  thnt  in  trespass 
n  replication  de  injuria  to  a  plea  justifying  under  a  distress  for  a  certain 
sum,  and  a  now  assignment  that  the  distress  was  also  for  a  further  sum, 
&r.,  arc  double,  and  bud  on  demurrer  (so*;  Worth  v.  Torrington,  13  M. 
At  W.  7H1  ;  Loweth  v.  Smith,  12  M.  &  W.  5*:*;  IVkinghorn  v.  Wright, 
post). 

Where  the  deft,  justifies  under  process  which  is  defective;  if  tlic  pit. 
instead  of  replying  the  defect  new  assign  that  the  assault  was  committed  on 
another  occasion,  he  is  bound  to  prove  some  assault  unconnected  with  tho 
process,  and  if  not,  there  must  be  a  verdict  for  the  deft.,  because  the  ph. 
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might  have  taken  issue  on  the  plea  (Oakley  v.  Davis,  16  East,  82 ;  Daily 
v.  Smith,  2  Moo.  &  R.  184).  The  distinction  between  Oakley  v.  Davis, 
and  Bollon  v.  Sherman,  is  that  in  Oakley  v.  Davis,  on  the  new  assignment, 
the  pit.  was  bound  to  prove  an  arrest  on  a  different  occasion  from  the  one 
justified  ;  whereas,  under  the  new  assignment  in  Bolton  v.  Sherman,  the  pit. 
had  only  to  prove  that  there  were  horses  taken  which  were  not  the  subject 
of  the  lien  (Bolton  v.  Sherman,  per  Parke,  B.).  In  trespass  quare  clauswn 
fregzt,  if  the  deft,  plead  the  general  issue,  and  also  a  justification  that  the 
focus  in  quo  was  part  of  a  certain  common  field,  which  was  then  allotted  to 
him  by  the  leet  jury  of  the  manor,  and  the  pit.  reply,  and  new  assign  to  the 
special  plea,  after  setting  out  the  abuttals  of  the  close's  trespassed  upon,  that 
the  closes  new  assigned  arc  different  from  the  deft.'s  allotments,  if  in  fact 
they  be  the  same  the  deft,  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  issue  on  the  new 
assignment  (Pratt  v.  Groome,  15  East,  235).  In  general,  where  a  new 
assignment  is  unnecessary,  it  will  be  improper,  and  sometimes  fatal  to  the 
plt.'s  right  to  recover.  In  trover  by  assignees  for  the  conversion  after  the 
i  bankruptcy  of  400  bales  and  400  bags  of  cotton ;  plea,  as  to  converting 
304^.  bales,  parcel,  &c.,  that  they  were  purchased  and  paid  for  by  J.  S.,  as 
agent  for  the  bankrupts,  and  that  they  having  become  insolvent,  and  having 
dishonoured  his  drafts,  and  the  cottons  coming  to  the  hands  of  the  deft.,  as 
owner  of  the  vessel,  on  board  of  which  they  were  shipped,  the  defts.,  by 
order  of  J.  S.,  stopped  them  in  transitu.  The  pits,  new  assigned  that  the 
action  was  brought,  not  for  the  supposed  conversion  in  that  plea  mentioned, 
but  for  that  the  deft,  converted  and  disposed  of  to  his  own  use  divers  bales 
of  cotton,  "different  to  and  other  than  the  bales  of  cotton  in  the  introductory 
part  of  that  pica  mentioned,  to  wit,  304  bales  of  cotton  of  great  value,  to 
wit,  &c.,"  and  also,  for  that  the  deft,  converted  and  disposed  of  the  last- 
mentioned  bales  of  cotton,  "on  other  and  different  occasions,  and  times,  and 
for  other  and  different  purposes,  and  in  another  and  different  manner  than 
in  the  said  plea  mentioned  ;"  to  this  new  assignment  the  defi.  replied  not 
guilty:  held,  that  the  new  assignment  might  be  held  as  alleging  another  and 
different  conversion  of  the  same  subject-matter  as  that  mentioned  the  plea 
(Brancher  v.  Molyneux,  1  Man.  &  G.  710). 

If  the  pit.  is  put  to  a  second  new  assignment,  it  must  be  so  framed  as  not 
to  carry  his  complaint  beyond  the  limits  within  which  he  has  confined  it  by 
his  first  (Pugh  v.  Grilliih,  7  Ad.  &  E.  827).  Where  *the  pit. 
[*443]  complained  of  breaking  and  opening  divers  doors  of  the  plt.'s 
dwelling-house,  and  breaking  to  pieces  their  locks,  &c.,  and  the 
pit.  then  new  assigned  that  lie  brought  his  action  for  deft.'s  breaking  the 
outer  door  of  the  house,  and  then  new  assigned  again  that  he  brought  his 
action  for  deft.'s  breaking,  &c.,  the  locks,  &c.,  belonging  to  the  outer  door, 
and  wherewith  it  was  fastened.  It  was  held  that  the  second  new  assignment 
was  not  bad  inasmuch  as  under  the  complaint  of  breaking  the  outer  door, 
pit.  might  give  evidence  of  breaking  the  locks,  &c.,  and  that  the  second 
new  assignment,  and  the  plea  to  it  raised  the  question  whether  the  sheriff 
under  the  circumstances  in  the  plea  might  break  open  the  outer  door, 
as  if  the  declaration  had  been  merely  for  breaking  the  lock  of  the  outer 
door  (Ib.). 

Admissible  in  A&swnpsit.~\  New  assignments  are  admissible  in  assump- 
sit  as  well  as  in  other  actions,  and  are  in  general  necessary  when  the  pit. 
has,  or  has  had  two  causes  of  action  against  the  deft.,  either  of  which  the 
declaration  will  fit,  and  the  deft,  having  a  supposed  answer  to  one,  pleads 
such  answer,  and  since  the  new  rules,  new  assignments  have  become  more 
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frequent  in  actions  ex  contractu  than  they  formerly  were,  but  the  principles 
governing  cases  ex  tMicfo  equally  apply  to  the  former.  If  in  intlf'iitatus 
atsumpsil  for  goods  sold,  the  deft,  plead  a  plea  applicable  to  one  sale  and 
delivery,  but  to  that  in  relation  to  which  the  plt.'s  present  action  was  brought, 
he  may  new  assign  that  he  brought  his  action  for  other  goods  sold,  &c. 
(Seddon  v.  Tulop,  6  T.  R.  607).  So,  if  to  a  similar  action  deft,  plead  a 
judgment  recovered,  pit.  may  new  assign  that  his  present  action  is  for  other 
and  different  goods  sold  than  those  in  the  action  in  which  the  judgment  M 
recovered  (Ib. ;  Kitchen  v.  Campbell,  3  Wils.  304;  Bagot  (Lord)  v.  Wil- 
Harm,  3  B.  At  C.  235).  Where  the  pit.  has  had  two  causes  of  action,  to 
either  of  which  the  declaration  is  applicable,  and  the  deft,  pleads  an  answer 
to  one  of  them,  the  pit.  must  reply  either  that  he  is  not  proceeding  for  the 
causes  of  action  answered  by  the  plea,  or  else  that  he  is  proceeding  not  only 
for  these,  but  for  the  others  also.  To  this  new  assignment  the  deft,  pleads; 
if  in  confession  and  avoidance  it  is  admitted  on  the  record  that  there  were 
two  such  causes  of  action,  and  then  the  plea  to  the  new  assignment  must  be 
answered  by  traverse,  or  otherwise,  and  issue  cannot  bo  taken  on  the  fact 
whether  the  cause  of  action  in  the  new  assignment  (and  professedly  answer- 
ed in  the  plea  thereto)  be  identical  with  that  mentioned  in  the  declaration 
(llrydou  v.  Thompson,  1  Ad.  Ac  K.  210) ;  but  if  in  denial,  then  the  issue  to 
be  tried  will  Le  whether  or  not  there  were  in  reality  two  debts  or  causes  of 
action  (llnll  v.  Middlcton,  4  Ad.  &  K.  107).  So,  if  a  plea  to  a  count  on  a 
bill  of  exchange  unnecessarily  assert  that  the  defence  contained  in  it  is  appli- 
cable to  that  bill,  and  no  oilier,  the  pit.  should  not  take  issue  upon  that 
assertion,  but  should,  if  the  facts  be  so,  new  a**ign  another  bill  (Wheeler  v. 
Senior,  7  M.  &  W.  563). 

Where  the  pit  and  deft,  agreed  that  the  former  should  give  up  to  the 
4atler  a  business  which  they  had  carried  on  in  partnrrshiui,  in  consideration 
of  the  pit.  receiving  from  the  deft,  a  promissory  note  fur  7307.,  payable  by 
instalments,  and  it  was  further  agreed  ihnt  in  caw  a  certain  mortgage  of 
2000/.  on  the  plt.'s  property  should  be  called  in  U  fore  the  notes  nhould  bo 
paid  oil",  the  dell,  should  immediately  pay  the  balance  remaining  due  on  the. 
note,  or  find  a  like  mortgage  free  of  expense  to  the  ph.,  who  (after  the  mort- 
gagees had  railed  in  the  mortgage,  but  before  the  s-im«-  wan  paid  off)  brought 
an  action  in  the  Exchequer  on  the  agreement,  alleging  for  breach 
*lbe  nondelivery  of  the  note,  which  action  was  nettled  under  a  judge's  [  *444  ] 
order,  by  the  deft.'s  giving  n  note  for  50.V.  The  pit.  brought 
a  second  action,  assigning  as  a  breach,  that  although  the  mortgage  money 
had  been  culled  in,  the  deft,  h  i.l  neither  claimed  the  balance  nor  obtained 
nuothcr  loan  from  the  pit.,  and  the  answer  set  up  by  the  plea  was,  tint  the 
present  action  was  brought  upon  th<;  nine  agreement,  ami  to  recover  the 
same  damages,  as  the  other  suit,  and  the  pit.  replies  that  although  it  is  true, 
that  the  action  is  on  the  sanw  agreement,  yet  he  does  not  sue  for  the.  same 
breach,  but  for  another  and  different  breach  :  h>-ld,  tint  this  is  a  sufficient  alle- 
gation by  way  of  new  assignment,  and  that  the  plea  n Horded  no  answer  to 
the  declaration  (Bristowe  v.  Fuirelough,  1  Man.  A:  G.  153). 

Where  there  is  a  general  plea  of  paynvnt  on  the  common  counts  in 
assumpsit,  or  debt,  the  pit.,  without  being  put  to  a  new  assignment,  will  be 
entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  issue  taken  on  th.it  plea,  unless  the  deft, 
con  show  that  he  has  paid  every  demand  which  the  pit.  can  establish  at  the 
trial,  upon  the  principle  involved  in  Barnes  v.  Hunt,  ante,  p.  289.  (The 
authority  of  Barnes  v.  Hunt  has  been  shaken  by  I'.ttteson,  J.,  in  Bracegir- 
die  v.  Peacock,  8  Q.  B.  162).  Thus,  where  in  debt  for  work  and  labour, 
Ate.,  the  aggregate  of  the  sums  stated  in  the  declaration  being  30/.,  the  deft. 
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pleaded  payment  of  divers  sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the 
amount  of  all  the  debt  and  moneys  in  the  declaration  mentioned.  The  deft, 
proved  payment  to  the  amount  of  921.,  but  the  pit.  proved  work  done  to  the 
amount  of  107/. :  held,  that  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the  balance, 
and  was  not  bound  to  new  assign  (Freeman  v.  Crofts,  4  M.  &  W.  4).  In 
assumpsit  stating  that  the  deft,  owed  pit.  883/.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
but  that  although  he  has  paid  664/.,  the  residue  is  unpaid ;  the  parties  claim- 
ed a  balance  of  21 9/.  :  plea,  payment :  replication,  new  assigning  as  to  so 
much  of  the  plea  as  relates  to  175Z.  penal,  &c.,  that  the  action  is  brought 
not  for  a  part  of  the  causes  of  action  mentioned  in  the  plea  to  the  amount  of 
175/.,  in  respect  of  which  defts.  paid  pit.  a  part  of  the  sums  in  that  plea 
mentioned,  viz.  175/.,  but  for  breach  of  a  promise  to  pay  pits,  another  and  a 
different  sum,  viz.  175/.,  part  of  the  moneys  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and  in 
which  the  deft,  was  indebted  to  the  pit.  as  there  mentioned,  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered  between  1st  of  January  1836,  and  20th  De'cember  1837,  which 
promise  was  made  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  is  different  from  the 
promise  to  pay  the  175/.  so  paid  to  pits.,  and  the  causes  of  action  in  respect 
thereof,  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  that  the  deft,  did  not  pay  the  residue  of  the  sums,  die.  Rejoinder: 
first,  payment  of  all  the  moneys  claimed  by  the  new  assignment ;  traverse 
and  issue  thereon :  second,  that  the  promise  mentioned  in  the  declaration  as 
to  175/.,  is  not  a  different  cause  of  action  from  the  promise  to  pay  175/.  so 
paid  to  pits.,  and  the  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof;  issue  thereon.  Pit. 
proved  goods  supplied  to  the  amount  of  370/.,  and  payments  to  the  amount 
of  312/.,  leaving  a  balance,  but  in  point  of  fact  covered  by  the  payment  of 
175/.  admitted  in  the  replication.  Verdict  for  pit.  58/.  Motion  for  a  non- 
suit, on  the  ground  that  the  declaration  claimed  only  a  balance  of  219/.,  and 
that  the  first  plea  related  to  that  only;  that  the  replication  admitted  a  pay- 
ment of  175/. ;  that  the  plt.'s  claim  therefore  on  the  record  was,  the  differ- 
ence between  that  sum  and  21 9/.,  and  that  defts.  had  proved  payment  of 
312/.  :  held,  that  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover;  for,  first,  the  plea  of  pay- 
ment was  not  confined  to  the  balance  ;  secondly,  that,  the  admission  in  the 
new  assignment  of  175/.  having  been  paid  was  not  an  admission  of  pay- 
ment in  respect  of  the  balance  of  21 91.,  but  *was  by  the  lan- 
[  *445  ]  guage  of  the  new  assignment,  a  virtual  allegation  that  the  175/. 
was  part  of  the  664/.  admilted  in  the  declaration  to  have  been 
paid  (Alston  v.  Mills,  9  Ad.  &  E.  248).  Where  the  pit.  declared  on  a  debt 
ibr  100/.  due  for  work  and  labour,  and  on  an  account  stated  ;  plea,  payment 
of  100/.  in  satisfaction  of  the  cause  of  action,  in  the  declaration.  Pit.  proved, 
that  98/.  17s.  11^.  was  due  to  him  for  the  balance  of  his  account,  after 
giving  credit  for  100/.  he  had  received,  and  that  the  defts.  had  admitted 
the  correctness  of 'the  account:  held,  that  the  plea  was  not  proved,  and 
that  the  pit.  need  not  new  assign  (James  v.  Lingham,  5  Bingham's  N.  C. 
553). 

Debt  for  19/.  18s.  Qd.  interest  due  on  a  promissory  note;  the  deft,  pleaded 
payment  as  to  all  except  ll.  9s.,  and  as  to  that  sum  payment  into  court;  the 
plt.'s  particulars  of  demand  claimed  19/.  18s.  Qd.  \  tho  pit.  proved  that  the 
whole  sum  which  had  accrued  due  on  the  note  since  it  had  arrived  at  ma- 
turity, was  75/.,  and  deft,  proved  payment  to  the  amount  of  72/.;  the  jury, 
deducting  ll.  9s.  (paid  into  court)  from  the  residue,  13^.,  gave  a  verdict  for 
51.  11s.:  held  right,  and  that  notwithstanding  deft.'s  plea  of  payment,  the 
pit.  was  not  bound  to  new  assign,  and  show  that  it  was  for  a  sum  beyond 
that  already  paid  that  he  brought  his  action  (Kenningham  v.  Alison,  2  Dowl. 
N.  S.  658).  To  a  count  for  work  done,  deft,  pleaded  that  the  work  was  done 


NEW  ASSIGNMENTS.  445 

tor  them  jointly  with  others;  pit.  proved  that  work  to  the  amount  of  5/.  was 
done  for  defis,  and  to  the  amount  of  36/.  5*.  for  d  fts.  jointly  with  others : 
held,  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  to  the  action,  and  that  the  deft,  having 
pleaded  the  nonjoinder  of  others  as  to  all  the  contracts  on  which  the  pit  pro- 
ceeds, and  having  shown  that  the  objection  applies  to  only  one  of  them,  the 
pit.  was  not  called  on  to  new  assign,  nor  indeed  has  any  authority  been  cited 
to  show  that  there  could  be  a  new  assignment  to  a  pica  in  abatement  (Hill 
v.  White,  6  Ring.  33). 

In  an  action  for  money  lent,  the  deft,  pleaded  payment,  to  which  the  pit. 
new  assigned,  to  which  the  deft,  rejoined  non  a*surnpsti :  held,  that  the  proper 
question  for  the  jury  was,  whether  or  not  there  had  been  two  debts,  and  that 
the  deft,  was  not  precluded  from  taking  this  point  by  the  evidence  of  pay- 
ment  which  he  Ind  produced  at  the  trial  (Hull  v.  Middleton,  4  A.  &  E.  107). 
But  if  the  plea,  instead  of  being  general,  allege  that  the  demand  (which  in 
the  declaration  is  general)  arose  under  a  specified  contract,  ami  aver  pay- 
ment and  acceptance  in  pursuance  of  it,  the  pit.  must  new  assign,  and  not 
merely  take  issue  on  (he  payment  and  acceptance,  if  he  mean  to  go  for  any 
demand  not  the  subject  of  the  contract  alleged  in  the  plea,  for  here  the  plea 
on  the  face  of  it  shows  that  it  has  not  met  the  declaration  (1  Suund.  300  g, 
n.).  Thus,  in  debt  on  the  common  counts,  for  work  and  labour,  with  par* 
ticulars  for  contract  work  and  extra  labour.  Plea,  that  pit.  and  deft,  by 
oomeot  gave  up  a  contract  originally  made  between  them  for  work,  pit. 
agreeing  to  accept  certain  work  which  had  been  done  under  that  contract  at 
a  reduced  price,  that  by  virtue  of  such  agreement  deO.  became  indebted  to 
the  pit.  in  the  amount  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  thnt  the  deft,  in  pur- 
suance of  that  agreement  paid  pit.,  and  he  accepted  the  said  amount.  Repli- 
cation,  traversing  the  payment  and  acceptance.  Held,  that  on  them  pleadings 
the  pit.  could  not  give  evidence  of  any  demand  not  a  subject  of  the  second 
agreement,  and  that  to  enable  himself  to  recover  fur  extra  work,  he  should 
have  new  assignei,  and  Lori  Denman,  C.  J.,  obtscrvrs,  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  "  If,  as  the  pit.  now  contend*,  tin-  plea  wa*  wrung  in 
pointing  to  the  work  done  under  tin*  contract,  and  the  action  were  really 
brought  lor  th«;  extra  work,  this  wan  exactly  th«  case  in  which  ll»e  pit.  should 
have  new  assigned,  for  the  ambiguity  did  not  arise  at  *thc  trial; 
but  l he  plen  mi  the  face  of  it  showed  thnt  it  had  not  hit  the  decla-  [  *440  ] 
ration,  iind  the  particular  of  demand,  even  if  it  had  b-  en  confined 
to  extra  work,  could  not  aid  the  pleading"  (Uogers  v.  Constance,  1  Q.  B. 
7i).  Where  the  declaration  was  in  the  common  form  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  and  on  an  account  st.it.  d,  plea,  tint  by  n  certain  deed  (of  which 
profert  was  made),  the  pit.  released  the  deft.,  to  which  the  pit.  replied  non 
rsl/ttclum:  held,  thnt  under  the  iilmve  issue  the  pit.  was  not  entitled  to  show 
that  the  cause  of  action  accrued  subsequently  to  the  date  of  tin-  release,  but 
should  have  made  it  the  subject  of  u  new  assignment  (Jubb  v.  Kllis,  13  Law 
J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  Ul).  Win-re  the  declaration  is  particular,  as  when  it  is  on 
a  bill  of  exchange  of  a  certain  date,  and  for  u  certain  amount,  and  there  is 
a  plea  oi  release,  it  would  l>o  competent  on  a  replication  of  non  ctl  factum 
to  the  pit.  to  show  that  the  release  did  not  npply  to  the  cause  of  action  de- 
clan  d  upon  ;  that  it  did  not  in  the  instance  re  it- r  red  to  apply  to  the  particular 
bill  of  exchange  therein  mentioned.  But  here  the  release  would  prima fade 
apply  to  whatever  is  the  subject-matter  of  the  declaration,  inasmuch  as  the, 
latter  is  perfectly  general ;  mid  it  seems  to  me  that  the  answer  attempted  to 
be  given  is  matter  entirely  for  a  new  assignment  (per  1'atteson,  J.,  iu.). 

The  pit.  cannot  instead  of  new  assigning  traverse  the  identify  of  the  sub- 
ject of  the  plea  with  the  subject  of  the  declaration,  or  of  a  former  newus-sigo- 
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ment.  Therefore,  where  in  assumpsit  by  indorsee  against  acceptor  of  a  bill, 
the  deft,  pleaded  that  a  blank  acceptance  was  given  for  accommodation,  with 
an  understanding  that  a  bill  at  nine  months  was  to  be  written  over  it,  but 
that  the  drawer  fraudulently  drew  a  bill  at  six  months,  and  that  the  bill  came 
to  the  plt.'s  hands  without  value,  and  with  notice.  The  pit.  new  assigned 
that  the  bill  was  not  the  same  bill  as  that  declared  on,  but  another,  and  con- 
cluded to  the  country.  On  special  demurrer  this  replication  was  held  bad, 
ibr  that  the  pit.  by  saying  "The  bill  I  declare  upon  is  a  different  bill, admits 
the  existence  of  a  second  bill,  and  therefore  ought  to  have  concluded  with  a 
verification,  so  as  to  give  the  deft,  an  opportunity  of  pleading  to  the  other 
bill.  The  pit.  having  leave  to  amend  again,  new  assigned  that  the  bill 
pleaded  was  not  the  same  bill  as  that  declared  upon,  but  another,  for  that  the 
former  was  accepted  generally,  and  the  deft,  never  accepted  the  same  in  a 
qualified  manner.  The  deft,  again  pleaded  to  the  new  assignment,  re-stating 
the  case  of  fraud,  but  omitting  to  aver  that  the  acceptance  was  given  for  ac- 
commodation, but  in  other  respects  as  before.  Replication,  that  the  bill 
mentioned  in  the  last  plea  was  not  the  same  as  that  newly  assigned,  but  an- 
other, concluding  to  the  country.  It  was  held  that  the  same  objection  on 
the  same  grounds  was  applicable  to  this  replication  as  the  former,  and  would 
continue  applicable  ad  itijinitum,  so  long  as  the  same  course  of  pleading 
continued  (Ilaydon  v.  Thompson,  1  Ad.  &  E.  210).  So,  where  in  assumpsit 
by  the  drawer  against  the  acceptor,  the  deft,  pleaded  payment  of  a  bill,  drawn 
and  accepted  by  the  same  parties,  and  averred  that  the  bill  mentioned  in  the 
declaration  was  the  same  as  that  in  ihe  pica,  to  which  the  pit.  replied,  deny- 
ing the  identity,  and  concluding  to  the  country:  held,  on  special  demurrer, 
on  the  authority  of  the  above  case,  that  this  replication  was  bad  (Wheeler 
v.  Senior,  7  M.  &  W.  562). 

Admissible  in  Case.]  A  new  assignment  may  also  occur  in  actions  on 
the  case.  Thus,  if  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  publishing  a  libel  without 

mentioning  the  particular  person  to  whom  it  was  published,  the 
[  *447  ]  deft,  plead  that  he  has  published  it  lawfully,  *as  to  members  of  a 

committee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  and  the  pit.  proceeds  for  a 
publication  to  other  persons  not  members  of  the  committee,  he  should  new 
assign  such  illegal  publication  (1  Saund.  133,  n.  4).  So,  in  case  against 
carriers  for  the  loss  of  goods,  where  deft,  pleads  that  the  pit.  had  notice  that 
the  deft,  would  not  be  responsible,  unless  the  goods  were  insured,  and  that 
they  were  not  insured.  If  the  deft,  were  guilty  of  such  negligence  as  would 
make  him  responsible;  notwithstanding  such  notice  the  pit.  should  new  assign 
the  negligence  (Wyld  v.  Pickford,  8  M.  &  W.  459).  So,  in  an  action  for 
an  escape,  if  the  deft,  plead  a  negligent  escape,  and  a  voluntary  return,  the 
pit.  should  new  assign  a  subsequent  escape  (Griffiths  v.  Eyles,  1  B.  &  P. 
413;  Chambers  v.  Jones,  11  East,  408).  So,  in  case  for  disturbance  of  a 
right  of  common,  by  cutting  turves,  if  the  deft,  plead  that  ho  cut  the  turves 
as  servant  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  the  pit.  may  new  assign  that  he  cut  other 
turves  for  sale,  and  not  for  the  use  of  the  lord  (Grecnhow  v.  Ilsley,  Willes, 
(519,  620). 

Not  admissible  in  Replevin.']  In  an  action  of  replevin,  as  the  pit.  is 
bound  to  show  the  place  as  certain  where  the  taking  was,  it  is  said  there  can 
be  no  new  assignment  (Free.  K.  B.  238  ;  1  Ch.  PI.  666). 

In  Trespass  quare  dauswn  fregit.]  In  declaring  formerly  for  an  injury 
committed  to  the  plt.'s  real  property,  it  was  unnecessary  to  give  the  name  or 
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abuttals,  or  any  specific  description  of  the  close,  a  statement  of  the  parish  or 
place  in  which  it  was  situate  being  sufficient.  And  under  this  general  do- 
script  inn  the  pit.  might  give  evidence  of  any  trespass  committed  by  the  deft, 
in  any  close  of  the  ph.,  within  such  parish  or  place,  so  that  the  deft,  was  in 
•  difficulty  to  know  in  what  part  of  the  parish  or  place  the  alleged  trespass 
was  committed  ;  he  was  permitted  therefore  to  plead  liberum  tcntmentutn. 
This  plea  the  pit.  can  seldom  safely  traverse,  if  the  declaration  did  not  describe 
tin-  close  by  name  or  abuttals :  for  if  he  did  so,  and  the  deft,  could  prove 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  trespasses,  he  bad  any  land  within  the  par> 
ticular  parish  or  place  laid  in  the  declaration,  the  issue  must  be  found  for 
him  (Hawke  v.  Bacon,  2  Taunt;  156;  Goodright  v.  Rich,  7  T.  R.  335; 
Cocker  v.  Crompton,  I  B.  &  C.  480;  1  Ch.  PI.  659).  If  pit.,  therefore, 
were  not  able  to  traverse  the  pica,  he  was  driven  to  a  new  assignment,  in 
which  he  stated  the  place  with  proper  exactness  (Coke  v.  Evan,  2  Sulk.  458 ; 
Lambert  v.  Suroother,  Willcs,  2123;  Martin  v.  Kesterton,  9  Bl.  R.  1089). 
This  is  done  by  selling  forth  the  name  and  abuttals  of  the  close,  and,  if  the 
deft,  have  given  any  particular  description  to  the  close  mcn'.ioned  in  his  plea, 
the  description  of  the  pit.'*  close  in  lite  new  assignment  must  be  stich  that  a 
plain  difference  may  be  seen  between  the  place  so  newly  assigned  and  that 
•Motioned  in  the  plea  (Dy.  264  ;  Rickman  v.  Coxe,  Cm.  Jac.  594  ;  Freeston 
v.  Crouch,  Cro.  Eliz.  4»'J).  With  respect  to  new  assignments  after  a  plea 
of  liLerum  tenrmfttium,  whcrevrr  the  deft,  possesses  any  close  which  he 
describes  in  his  plea,  and  alleges  it  to  be  his  soil  and  freehold,  the  effect  of 
the  new  assignment  is  to  exclude  the  consideration  of  any  trespass  committed 
within  such  close  (sec  Pratt  v.  Uoome,  15  East,  235;  Oakley  v.  David,  16 
East,  82).  Where  the  declaration  staled  a  trmpass  in  the  pll.'s  close,  called 
the  Fold-yard,  in  the  parish  of  A.,  and  (he  deft,  pleaded  libtrum  tcucmentum 
which  tin;  pit.  traversed,  and  upon  (he  trial  it  appeared  that  both  pit.  and 
deft,  had  a  close  called  the  Fold-yard  :  held,  that  the  pit.  having  proved 
a  trespass  committed  in  his  close  was  entitled  to  recover,  and  ih.it 
•there  was  clearly  no  necessity  for  a  new  assignment ;  that  to 
compel  a  new  assignment,  a*  a  name  was  given  to  ihc  close  in  [  *446  ] 
the  declaration,  the  deft,  should  have  given  wnm;  further  descrip- 
tion in  hi*  plea,  and  tint,  as  tho  issue  aloud,  the.  que»li»n  was  whether  the 
close  described  ii;  the  declaration  wan  the  dert.'s  fret-hold  or  not  (Cocker  v. 
Crompton,  1  B.  A:  C.  3-?t>).  So,  where  (he  ph.,  after  the  plea  of  liUmtn 
tcntnunlutn,  new  assigned  that  the  locut  in  quo  abutted  on  certain  closes  on 
A.,  B.,  and  C.,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  to  xvluch  (lie  deft,  again  pleaded 
ill*  nun  Untmcntum,  and  it  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  pit.  had  a  close 
abutting  on  A.,  and  the  deft,  a  close  abutting  on  B.,  and  C., :  held,  that  tho 
pit.  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  new  assignment  (Lcthbridgc  v.  Winter, 
2  Bing.  4U).  The  necessity  for  new  assigning  in  actions  q.  c.  /.  is  not  so 
frequent  now  .as  was  formerly  ;  for  by  R.  G.  H.  T.  Will.  IV.  r.  5,  in  those 
actions  the  name  of  the  close  or  its  abuttals,  or  other  [•articular  description, 
must  be  added  ;  so  that  the  utility  of  a  plea  of  UUruin  Unrnifntum  has  in  a 
great  measure  been  lessened.  As  to  what  is  a  compliance  with  this  rule,  sea 
Webber  v.  Richards,  1  Q.  B.  43!».  But  a  description  with  two  abuttals  only 
is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  it  (North  v.  Ingarnels,  1)  M.  &.  W.  24'J).  To 
a  declaration  describing  the  close  by  name  and  abuttals,  the  deft,  pleaded  a 
public  way  in  the  close  in  which,  &c.  ;  tho  |>lt.  new  assigned,  extra  the  way 
in  the  plea  mentioned  :  to  which  the  deft,  pleaded,  that  the  pit.  obstructed  the 
way  in  the  plea  mentioned;  wherefore  the  deft,  deviated;  replication  tie 
injuna.  Held,  that  on  this  record  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  apply  the  evi- 
dence to  a  way  across  the  close  which  be  hud  admitted,  aud  which  hud  not 
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been  obstructed,  and  tbat  the  deft,  could  not  prove  bis  case  by  showing  that 
another  way,  which  he  claimed  across  the  close,  which  was  disputed  by  the 
pit.  had  been  obstructed  (Ellison  v.  Isles,  11  Ad.  &  E.  665  ;  see  Wood  v. 
Wedgewood,  2  D.  &  L.  809  ;  1  C.  B.  273).  The  deft,  here  should  have 
pleaded  at  once  that  there  was  a  right  of  way  across'the  close  which  wns 
obstructed,  and,  therefore,  he  deviated ;  and  then  the  pit.  might  safely  have 
denied  the  existence  of  the  way,  without  being  put  to  a  new  assignment,  inas- 
much as  the  deft,  would  not  have  been  allowed  upon  tha't  issue  to  have  ap- 
plied his  evidence  to  the  obstructed  way  (see  Bond  v.  Downton,  2  Ad.  &  E. 
26) ;  or  he  should  hfeve  pleaded  to  the  new  assignment  another  public  way, 
which  the  pit.  could  have  denied  without  fear  of  being  turned  round  on  the 
pleadings  (1  Saund.  300,  n.  (/*) ).  Where  a  right  of  way  is  pleaded,  the  pit. 
is  driven  to  a  new  assignment  if  there  be  in  truth  a  right  of  way,  and  the 
trespass  was  committed  out  of  the  way,  notwithstanding  the  declaration  char- 
ges  the  pulling  down  certain  posts  and  rails  on  the  close  in  which,  &c.,  for 
this  is  a  description  merely  of  part  of  the  injury  done  by  the  deft.,  and  not 
of  the  close,  and  it  does  not  fix  the  locality  of  the  trespass  (Webber  v.  Sparkes, 
10  M.  &  W.  485). 

Where  only  one  act  of  trespass  is  charged  in  the  declaration,  and  is  justi- 
fied by  the  deft,  the  pit.  cannot  traverse  the  deft.'s  plea,  and  also  new  assign  ; 
therefore,  where  each  count  of  the  declaration  contained  a  single  act  of  tres- 
pass, and  the  deft,  justified  each,  and  the  pit.  traversed  the  matter  alleged  in 
justification,  and  also  new  assigned  in  respect  of  other  acts  of  trespass:  held, 
on  demurrer,  that  the  replication  was  bad  for  duplicity,  and  that  it  was  an 
attempt,  by  a  new  assignment,  to  amplify  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the 
declaration,  and  the  court  observed  that  the  object  of  a  new  assignment  was 
to  lay  out  of  the  question  all  that  the  deft,  had  pleaded,  by  saying  that  the 
trespass  stated  and  justified  by  the  deft,  was  not  that  which  the  pit.  had  com- 
plained of  in  his  declaration  (Cheasley  v.  *Barnes,  10  East,  73,  81, 
[*449]  n. ;  see,  also,  Thomas  v.  Marsh,  5  C.  &  P.  596).  So,  where  the  dec- 
laration contained  a  single  act  of  trespass,  to  which  the  deft,  pleaded 
a  justification,  and  the  pit.  replied  de  injuria,  and  also  new  assigned  that  the 
deft,  committed  trespasses  at  other  times,  the  court  held  it  to  be  clear  that 
where  a  single  act  only  of  trespass,  was  laid,  and  not  diversis  vicibus  et 
diebus,  and  that  act  was  covered  by  the  plea,  there  could  be  no  new  assign- 
ment (Taylor  v.  Smith,  7  Taunt.  156). 

It  can  never  be  necessary  to  new  assign  where  the  deft.,  in  his  plea,  jus- 
tifies, or  attempts  to  do  so,  all  the  trespasses  in  respect  of  which  the  pit. 
complains,  for  the  object  of  the  new  assignment  is  to  correct  an  error  in  the 
plea,  and  to  aver  that  the  deft,  has  omitted  to  answer  the  whole  or  part  of 
the  true  ground  of  complaint ;  therefore,  where  the  pit.  charged  that  the 
deft,  assaulted  and  imprisoned  the  pit.,  and  during  such  imprisonment 
assaulted  and  struck  him,  and  the  deft,  justified  an  arrest  and  imprisonment 
under  process,  and  also  justified  the  beating,  in  consequence  of  subsequent 
outrageous  and  violent  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  pit. :  held,  that  although 
the  deft,  proved  the  first  part  of  his  justification,  viz.  the  arrest  under  pro- 
cess;  yet,  as  he  failed  to  show  a  sufficient  cause  for  the  battery,  the  pit.  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  without  having  new  assigned  (Phillips  v.  Howgate,  5  B. 
&  A.  220;  see  Reece  v.  Taylor,  4  Nev.  &  M. ;  Kerboy  v.  Denbey,  1  M. 
&  W.  330;  Stammers  v.  Yearsley,  10  Bing.  35;  Parker  v.  Bush,  1  Bli. 
N.  S.  72;  Penn  v.  Ward,  4  Dowl.  213). 

Admissible  in   Trover.']     The   form  of  a  new   assignment  in  trover  is 
similar  to  that  in  trespass ;   l}Ut  care  must   bo   taken   not  to  state  matter 
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amounting  only  to  evidence  of  a  conversion  (Brown  v.  Copley,  7  Man.  & 
•70,  n.  (a)  ).  It  was  held  that  a  new  assignment  in  an  action  against  a 
sheriff,  justifying  under  n  A". ./</.,  that  the  pit.  sues  for  converting  other  goods, 
was  the  proper  mode  of  replying  when  the  sheriff  sells  under  colour  of  the 
writ  under  which  he  justifies,  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  that  execu- 
tion (Aldred  v.  Constable,  6  Q.  B.  370).  Sed  qturrt,  whether  a  new 
assignment  in  trover  can  in  any  case  be  correct  (Weeding  v.  Aldrich,  0  Ad. 
&  E.  866,  per  Littledale,  J. ;  and  see  Hawthorn  v.  Newcastle  Railway  Com* 
pany,  3  Ad.  A:  E.  735  ;  see  Page  v.  Hatchctt,  ante,  p.  439). 

If  the  pit.  declare  in  debt  on  the  common  counts,  fat  goods  sold  and  deli- 
vered, the  goods  being,  in  fact,  peas  which  had  been  delivered  in  certain 
sacks,  and  the  ph.,  by  his  particulars,  confines  his  claim  to  the  value  of  the 
tacks,  which  had  never  been  returned ;  if  the  deft,  plead  that  he  has  paid 
for  (lie  goods  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  pit.  must  new  assign  that  he 
did  not  bring  his  action  for  the  goods,  but  for  the  value  of  the  sacks  which 
contained  the  goods. 


Precedent*. 

Sec  rariotn  form*  of  new  »»»ignmenU,  and  lutMcqmut  plcadinp  thereto,  in  3  Ch.  PL, 
Index,  "  Now  AMIJ nmcuL" 


Plea  to  New  Alignment.]     The  deft,  may  plead  *«  as  to  the  trespi 
above  newly  assigned,"  not  guilty,  or  he  mny  plead  in  confession  and  avoid* 
ance,  or  several  pleas,  as  if  he  were  pleading  to  an  entirely  new 
declaration  (I  Ch.  PI.  668;  1   Ch.  jun.   PI.   by  Pearson,  769 ;  [  *450  J 
•Body am   v.  Smith,  Cro.   Elir.  5*9;   Bro.   Abr.,  Trespass,   pi. 
359). 

And  it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  over  again  to  the  new  assignment  any 
matter  of  justification  necessarily  covered  by  the  plea  (1  Ch.  1*1.  668). 
Thus,  if  common  of  pasture  at  nil  tiroes  of  the  year  be  pleaded,  and  the  pit. 
new  assign  that  the  deft,  entered  nt  other  times,  the  ri^hl  of  common  of 
pasture,  cannot  be  set  up  in  the  plea  to  the  new  assignment  (Odiham  v. 
Smith,  Moo.  540,  Cro.  Eliz.  590).  The  deft,  cannot  justify  at  a  different 
place,  and  traverse  th«  place  mentioned  in  the  new  assignment  (Bro.  Abr. 
Trespass,  pi.  168;  1  Ch.  PI.  669).  Nor  can  the  deft,  plead  to  the  new 
assignment,  that  the  place  or  trespass  mentioned  therein  is  the  same  as  that 
mentioned  in  the  plea  (Gouch  v.  Freestone,  Moo.  460).  If  they  really  arc 
the  same,  the  deft,  should  plead  not  guiliy,  and  take  advantage,  of  it  in  evi- 
dence, as  the  pit.  would  be  estopped  from  proving  any  trespass  in  the  same- 
place,  &c.  (Odiham  v.  Smith,  supra;  Yin.  Abr.  Trespass,  I',  rt,  4,  pi.  10; 
B«c.  Abr.  Trespass,  T.  4*';  1  Snund.  i.".)9  r,  115;  Freeston  v.  Stamford, 
Cro.  Eliz.  :<55;  14  II.  VIII.  4,  pi.  3;  Hro.  Abr.  Trespass,  3,  16S;  27  II. 
VIII.  pi.  '21).  Where  the  pit.  traverses  the  plea  as  well  ns  new  assigns,  the 
deft,  cannot,  as  to  the  matter  answered  in  the  plen,  pN-.-iil  new  mntter,  but 
must  stand  hy  his  plea  (Prettyman  v.  Lawrence,  Cro.  K!;-/..  M'J;  Bac.  Abr. 
Trespass,  T.  4,  '2  ;  1  Ch.  PI.  GG9).  If  the  new  assignment  be  bad,  the  deft, 
should  demur,  and  it  mny  frequently  be  necessary  to  do  so  if  the  deft,  wish 
to  avail  himself  of  his  plea  ofli'erum  tfnemcntum  (Lvilibridge.  v.  \Vjntor,  2 
Binjr.  49;  Dy.  23  b,  rH.  147). 

Where  a  pit.  new  assigns  in  an  action  of  trespass  q.  c.  /.  it  miyht  often 
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become  prudent  for  the  deft,  to  suffer  judgment  by  default  to  tho  new  assign- 
ment, or  perhaps  in  some  actions  to  pay  money  into  court,  and  plead  such 
payment  (see  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  21 ;  1  Saund.  300  a;  1  Ch.  PI. 
669.  This  arose  from  the  provision  of  the  22  &  23  Car.  II.  c.  9,  s.  136), 
now  repealed  by  2  &  3  Viet.  c.  24,  post;  on  the  construction  of  which  it 
was  held,  that  a  certificate  to  entitle  the  pit.  to  full  costs,  where  the 
damages  were  under  40s.,  was  unnecessary,  whether  it  appeared  from  the 
whole  declaration,  that  the  freehold  did  or  did  not  come  in  question  (Red- 
ridne  v.  Palmer,  2  H.  Bl.  2;  Comer  v.  Baker,  ib.  341  ;  Peddell  v.  Kiddle,  7 
T/R.  659;  Purnell  v.  Young,  3  M.  &  W.  288  ;  see  Mills  v.  Stephens,  ib. 
460 ;  Pugh  v.  Roberts,  ib.  458).  The  statute  was  confined  to  actions  of 
assault  and  trespass  q.  c.  f.,  because  it  was  not  possible  for  a  judge  in  any 
other  action  than  those  two,  to  grant  such  a  certificate  as  was  mentioned  in  the 
nct(Ven  v.  Phillips,  1  Salk.  208;  Edmondson  v.  Edmondson,  8  East,  295;  see 
Foster  v.  Pointer,  8  M.  &  W.  395;  Marriott  v.  Stanley,  1  Man.  &  G.  853). 
A  certificate,  however,  was  held  not  to  be  necessary  in  an  action  of  assault 
wherever  the  deft,  justified  the  lattery  in  a  special  plea  which  was  found 
against  him,  for  it  would  have  been  idle  to  require  a  certificate  of  that  which 
appeared  already  by  the  record  (Smith  v.  Edge,  6  T.  R.  562  ;  Johnson  v. 
Northwood,  7  Taunt.  689;  Bone  v.  Daw,  3  Ad.  &  E.  711);  otherwise, 
whore  the  assault  only  is  justified  (Page  v.  Creed,  3  T.  R.  391  ;  Brennan  v. 
Redmond,  1  Taunt.  16).  And  where  there  was  a  special  plea  and  a  new 
assignment,  and  the  pit.  recovered  upon  the  new  assignment,  he  was  entitled 
to  full  costs,  whether  the  special  plea  had  not  been  traversed,  or  whether  it 
had  been  traversed  and  found  for  the  deft.  (Asser  v.  Finch,  2  Lev.  234; 
Beale  v.  Moorr,  2  Stra.  1168  ;  Martin  v.  Val lance,  1  East,  350  ;  Gregory 
v.  Ormrod,  4  Taunt.  98  ;  Taylor  v.  Nichols,  3  B.  &  A.  443  ;  Cockerill  v. 
Allanson;  Hull,  Costs,  76). 

*It  was  therefore  dangerous  to  plead  to  the  new  assignment,  par- 
[  *451  ]  ticularly  where  the  deft,  had  a  good  case  upon  his  special  pleas  ; 
for,  notwithstanding  he  might  succeed  on  his  special  plea,  yet  the 
pit.  was  entitled  to  the  general  costs  of  the  action,  if  he  could  prove  any 
trifling' excess  on  the  part  of  the  deft. ;  so  that  it  became  expedient  to  suffer 
judgment  by  default,  in  those  cases,  to  the  new  assignment,  the  effect  of 
which  was,  to  confine,  at  the  trial,  the  matters  in  dispute  to  those  which 
were  answered  by  the  plea;  for,  although  the  pit.,  by  adopting  this  course 
was  enabled  to  obtain  his  costs  as  upon  a  judgment  by  default  if  he  thought 
proper ;  nevertheless,  if  he  proceeded  to  trial  on  the  special  pleas,  and 
failed,  the  deft,  would  be  entitled  to  the  general  costs,  because  the  pit.  might 
have  entered  a  nolle  proscqui  as  to  that  plea,  and  assessed  his  damages  on 
the  new  assignment  before  the  sheriff,  and  need  not  have  proceeded  to  trial 
(Thornton  v.  Williamson,  13  East,  191).  So,  where  to  trespass,  q.  c.f. 
deft,  pleaded — first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  a  right  of  common  ;  thirdly,  a 
right  of  way  ;  the  pit.  took  issue  on  not  guilty,  and  traversed  the  rights  of 
common  and  of  way,  and  new  assigned  to  the  second  and  third  pleas,  that 
the  deft.,  on  other  occasions  and  for  other  purposes,  &c.,  committed  the 
trespasses  complained  of.  The  deft.,  in  his  rejoinder,  took  issue  upon  the 
traverse  of  the  rights  of  common  and  of  way,  and  withdrew  the  plea  of  not 
guilty,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  trespasses  newly  assigned,  and  suffered 
judgment  by  default  to  the  new  assignment.  The  issue  on  one  of  the  pleas 
was  found  (or  the  deft.,  and  the  jury  assessed  the  plt.'s  damages  on  the  new 
assignment  at  5/.  Held,  that  the  deft,  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  trial 
(Cross  v.  Johnson,  V,  C.  613;  see  Vickers  v.  Gallamore,  5  Bing. 

199). 
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The  statute  of  22  As  23  Car.  II.  c.  9,  8.  136,  has  been  repealed  by  3  &  4 
M,  s.  1  ;  and  section  2  enacts,  "that  if  the  ph.  in  any  action  of 
•ass,  or  of  trespass  on  the  case  brought,  or  to  be  brought,  in  any  of  her 
^^•ity's  Courts  at  Westminster,  or  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Lan- 
caster, or  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Durham,  shall  recover  by  a  ver- 
dict of  a  jury  less  damages  than  40s. t  such  pit.  sh.il!  not  be  entitled  to  reco- 
ver or  obtain  from  the  deft,  in  respect  of  such  verdict,  any  costs  whatsoever, 
her  it  shall  be  given  upon  any  issue  or  issues  tried,  or  judgment  shall 
passed  by  default,  unless  the  judge  or  presiding  officer,  before  whom 
si-.fli  verdict  shall  be  obtained,  shall,  immediately  afterward*,  certify  on  tho 
back  of  (ho  record,  or  on  the  writ  of  trial  or  writ  of  inquiry,  that  the  action 
was  really  brought  to  try  a  right,  beside*  the  mere  right  to  recover  damages 
for  the  trespass  or  grievance  for  which  the  action  shall  have  been  brought ; 
or,  that  the  trespass  or  grievance  in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought, 
wns  wilful  or  malicious;"  and  see  the  County  Courts  Act,  9  A:  10  Viet.  c. 
0ft. 

But  the  deft,  mny  still  find  it  advisable  to  suffer  judgment  by  default  t » 
the  new  assignment.  If  so,  he  must  enter  upon  the  record  the  pi' a  of  not 
guilty  ;  for,  as  the  matters  newly  assigned  are  considered  as  virtually  con- 
tained in  the  declaration,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  effect  of  a  general 
plea  of  not  guilty  to  the  whole  declaration,  is  to  prevent  tho  plaintiff 
from  availing  himself  of  the  judgment  by  default  to  tlie  new  assignment,  by 
assessing  the  damages  before  the  sheriff,  and  to  compel  him  to  gn  to  trial, 
notwithstanding  such  judgment  (House  v.  Thames  Commissioner*,  3  B.  A: 
R  117;  Longdon  v.  Bourne,  1  H.  At  C.  27H ;  Rx>th  v.  IbboUon,  1  Y.  At  J. 
354;  Vickers  v.  Gnllimore,  5  Buy.  190;  M road bent  v.  Shaw,  "2  B.  A:  Ad. 
940;  Probert  v.  Phillips,  2  M.  At  W.  40;  Mason  v.  NVwIand,  9  C.  Ac  P. 
591).  So,  when;  a  plea  of  li'rrum  tmtmrittum  i»  leA  on  the 
record  (Forester  v.  Dale,  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  41'.');  and  Mr.  'Justice  [  »452  J 
William*,  in  Ins  note  (1  Sauiid.  3UO  c),  says,  "This  brings  the 
case  within  ih  it  ehss  in  which  it  is  determined,  that  where  the  ph.  succeed* 
in  part  of  his  (!ennrul  anil  fails  in  the  rent,  h?  is  entitled  to  the  general  cost* 
(not  allowing  his  costs  on  any  count*  or  I---.M  ••.  on  w  in  -h  he  In*  not  suc- 
ceeded, and  deducting  from  his  costs  tho  co*l«  of  nil  issues  found  for  the* 
deft.  (U.  G.  '2  Will.  IV.  r.  74) ;  but  that  where  the  deft. suffer*  judgment  by 
default  as  to  part,  and  succeeds  n*  to  all  the  rest,  he  is  entitled  to  the  gene- 
ral costs  in  likn  manner  as  he  is  when  he  succeeds  on  any  one  plea,  which 
goes  to  the  whole  cause  of  action  (Day  v.  Hanks,  3  T.  R.  034  ;  Griffiths  v. 
D  ivies,  8  T.  H.  400;  Postun  v.  Stanway,  -r>  Ivist,  201  ;  Vivinn  v.  Blake,  11 
I'.i-t,  *JG3).  It  should  sr.-iu  that  tin-  deft,  is  not  entitled  to  the  general  costs 
of  the  cause,  where  the  pit.,  instead  of  proceeding  to  trial  on  the  social  plea, 
enters  a  nolle  prosequi  to  the  new  assignment  (Benn  v.  Bak-man,  H  M.  A: 
\V.  G(Hi ;  Griffiths  v.  Jones,  1  M.  A:  W '.  7:11  ;  and  sec  Uudduck  v.  Smith,  1 
1)  ml.  407  ;  Slrother  v.  Kondcrson,  5  ib.  '£•*()). 

Wiii-re,  in  an  action  on  the  case,  the  deft,  pleaded  th"  general  issue,  and 
justified  under  a  right  whi<*h  the  pit.  traversed,  and  alVnvards  obtained  on 
order  to  amend,  upon  payment  of  costs,  and  withdrew  the  traverse,  and  new 
assigned  excess;  tho  deft,  confessed  the  new  assignment,  and,  withdrawing 
so  much  of  the  general  issue  as  applied  to  that  part  of  the  declaration  newly 
assigned,  paid  into  court  ten  pounds,  which  the  pit.  took  out ;  the  master 
allowed  the  pit.  the  costs  of  the-  writ,  nnd  of  the  n'.-w  assignment,  and  Hubse- 
q-iiMit  proceedings,  but  gave  the  deft,  tho  other  costs,  and  the  general  costs 
o!  th«  cause:  h  Id,  that  the  master  was  right  ((Jrilliths  v.  Jones,  1  M.  At  W. 
731).  The  j>!r.  gave  the  deft.,  who  claimed  a  riyht  of  way  over  pli.'s  cU»c, 
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a  notice  in  general  terms  not  to  trespass  on  the  close,  but  the  deft,  entered 
an  alleged  exercise  of  the  right,  and  pit.  afterwards  declared  against  him  in 
trespass,  to  which  deft,  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  a  justification,  which  pit.  tra- 
versed, and  issues  were  joined.  The  pit.  also  new  assigned,  to  which  the 
deft,  suffered  judgment  by  default  on  the  new  assignment.  Pit.  obtained  a 
verdict  with  one  shilling  damages  on  the  first  plea  and  on  the  new  assign- 
ment, and  the  deft,  one  on  the  justification.  The  judge  refused  to  certify  for 
costs  under  3  &  4  Viet.  c.  '24,  s.  2.  Held,  that  the  above  general  notice  did 
not  protect  pit.  from  loss  of  costs,  as  in  the  case  under  sect.  3,  of  a  trespass 
after  notice,  but  that  to  meet  the  proviso  of  that  section,  pit.  should  have 
warned  deft,  not  to  trespass  extra  mam  ;  (Bourne  v.  Alcock,  4  Q.  B.  621). 
Deft.,  in  suffering  judgment  by  default,  left  upon  the  record  his  plea  of  not 
guilty,  except  as  to  the  trespasses  newly  assigned ;  held,  that  pit.,  if  entitled 
to  costs,  might  have  recovered  those  of  a  witness  to  prove  the  trespasses ; 
though  there  was  no  real  contest  on  that  point  at  the  trial  (Ib. ;  see  Price  v. 
Seaward,  1  C.  &  M.  23). 

A  pit.  may  new  assign  to  a  plea  in  abatement  as  well  as  to  a  plea  in  bar 
(3  Ch.  PI.  1107;  sed  quccre,  see  Hill  v.  White,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  32,  per 
Tindal,  C.  J.).  It  had  been  laid  down,  that  if  the  pit.  reply  to  a  plea  of 
right  of  common,  that  the  close  mentioned  in  the  declaration  and  plea  has 
been  enclosed  twenty  years,  which  the  deft,  traverses,  the  issue  will  be  found 
for  the  deft,  if  he  can  show  that  any  part  of  the  close  was  enclosed  within 
that  time  (Hawke  v.  Bacon,  2  Taunt.  159).  But  this  has  been  overruled 
in  Tapley  v.  Wainright  (5  B.  &  Ad.  395) ;  and  it  had  been  settled  that  the 
words  of  the  issue,  "  the  said  close  in  which,"  &c.,  mean  only  the  parti- 
cular place  in  which  the  trespasses  complained  of  were  committed  (Richards 
v.  Pcake,  2  B.  &  C.  918;  Bassett  v.  Mitchell,  2  B.  &  Ad.  99).  *But 
[  *453  ]  in  Tapley  v.  Wainright  (supra),  the  court  of  King's  Bench  held, 
that  these  words  were  a  divisible  allegation,  and  that  the  pit.  ought 
to  recover,  pro  tanto,  if  he  proved  that  the  trespasses  were  committed  in  any 
part,  which  had  been  enclosed  for  twenty  years  (and  see  Phythian  v.  White, 
1  M.  &  W.  216).  So,  it  has  been  held,  that  on  a  pica  of  liberum  tenemen- 
tum  to  an  action  for  a  trespass  to  a  close  named  in  the  declaration,  the  deft. 
is  entitled  to  a  verdict  if  he  establish  a  title  to  that  part  of  the  close  on  which 
the  trespass  was  commilted,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  prove  a  title  to  the 
ivholc  close  (Smith  v.  Royston,  8  M.  &  W.  381). 

It  has  been  endeavoured  unsuccessfully  to  apply  the  cases  decided  on  the 
statute  of  Car.  II.  to  the  statute  of  Viet,  (see  Foster  v.  Pointer,  8  M.  &  W. 
395  ;  Marriott  v.  Stanley,  1  Man.  &  G.  853). 


NIL  DEBET,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  903.— NIL  HABUIT  IN  TENEMEN- 
TIS,  ante,  p.  279.— NON  ASSUMPSIT,  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  226.— NON 
CEPlT,post,  »  REPLEVIN."— NON  COMPOS,  ante,  p.  318.— NON  DAM- 
NIFICATUS,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  655.— NON  EST  FACTUM,  ante,  Vol.  I., 
p.  869.— NON  EST  INVENTUS,  ante,  p.  40 ;  post,  "  WRIT."— NON- 
JOINDER, ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  10.— NOT  GUILTY,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  765  ; 
post,  "TRESPASS,"  "TROVER."— NOTARY, post,  " PROTEST."— NOTICE, 
post,  "SECONDARY  EVIDENCE."— ,N  OTICE  TO  QUIT,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p. 
1024— NOTICE  OF  ACTION,  ante,  p.  264;  post,  "  OFFICER."— NO- 
TICE TO  DISPUTE  COMMISSION,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  349. 
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Form  of  Remedy. 

WHERE  an  injury  is  committed  ton  mnn's  dwelling-house' or  real  property, 
or  to  some  right  or  privilege  incident  thereto,  by  the  act  of  another,  ami 
without  force,  ho  may  have  an  action  on  the  cose  against  th-;  party  who 
created  or  whu  continued  the  nuisance,  and  recover  damages  for  the  injury 
sustained.  Thus,  if  a  man  build  a  house  upon  his  own  land,  overhanging 
the  bouse  of  his  neighbour,  u hereby  the  rnin  falls  upoo  it  (Pen ruddock's 
case,  5  R«  p.  101  ;  2  Kol.  140,  150;  2  Leon.  U3) ;  or,  if  he  fix  a  spout  to 
hi*  own  house,  whence  the  rain  fulls  in'o  the  yard  of  his  neighbour,  and 
injures  the  foundation  of  his  buildings  (Reynolds  v.  Clark,  Fort.  V.T.';  seu 
Fay  v.  Prentice,  1  C.  H.  *:J8) ;  or  for  causing  water  to  run  from  ih<-  deft.'s 
land  to  that  of  the  plt.'s  (Reynolds  v.  (Murk,  1  Slrn.  634;  Haw.ird  v.  Banks, 
'2  Burr.  114);  or  for  not  drawing  Lick  water  'flowing  from  the 
deft.'s  mine  into  the  plt.X  tJert.  having  previously  wrongfully  re-  [  *454  ] 
moved  a  barrier  of  coal  brioiiging  loihw  pit.  (Trimstoo  v.  Whwlev, 
2  I).  6:  L.  .03 ;  or  for  the  erection  of  a  dwell  ing*  house,  th<-  smoke  and 
vajKjur  of  which  are  injurious  lo  hi*  pn>j>erty  (1  Uoll.  HU,  L,  15);  or  far 
the  stopping  of  a  watercourse,  <fcc.  ('J  Roll.  1  10,  L,  30).  Case,  and  not 
trespass,  is  tho  proper  remedy  for  continuing  n  nuisance  ;  as  for  continuing 
holdfasts  in  the  pit. 's  wall,  ufti  r  IK:  hud  recovered  in  trespass  for  the  original 
driving  (Laurence  v.  Obee,  1  Stark.  2'J).  But  trespass  is  the  proper  remedy 
for  continuing  buttresses  on  hnd,  when?  the  pi:,  had  recovered  in  trespass 
for  the  en-ciion  (Holmes  v.  Wilson,  10  Ad.  «.V  10.  503).  And  a  recovery, 
with  satisfaction  for  erecting  it,  does  not  ojierate  as  a  purchase  of  the  right 
to  continue  such  erection  (Ib.).  Tnspass  lirs  if  the  deft.'s  servant,  by  his 
order,  place  rubbish  so  near  the  pit.';*  wall  that  some  of  it  must  naturally,  or 
in  all  probability,  roll  against  the  wall,  and  it  accordingly  does  so  ((Jregory 
v.  Piper,  9  B.  «i  ('.  591 ;  4  Man.  &  Ry.  500).  And  it  lies  for  any  other 
nuisance  to  houses  or  lands  in  possession,  or  to  n  di-coy  (Carrington  v. 
Taylor,  11  Ivist,  371).  It  lies  for  erecting  any  tiling  otfi-nsivc  so  near  the 
house  of  another  as  to  render  it  useless  and  unfit  for  habitation  ;.tbus,  the 
erection  of  a  tallow  furnace  near  a  common  inn  is  actionable  (Morley  v. 

(•)  3  f.  S.  D.?.  p.  O ;  2  .Supj..  I'.  S.  Dijj.  p.  4C1  ;  1  Ann.  Dig.  P.  380 ;  2  Id.  p.  288 ;  3 

Id.  p.  3I'J. 
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Pragnell,  Cro.  Car.  510;  Bliss  v.  Hall,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  183).  So  a  limekiln 
(Aldred's  case,  9  Rep.  59  a,  per  Wray,  C.  J.).  So,  a  smith's  forge  (Brad- 
ley v.  Gill,  Lut\v.  69).  So,  a  pigstye  (Aldred's  case,  supra}.  So,  a  privy 
(Jones  v.  Powell,  Hut.  138).  So,  a  tobacco  mill  (Styan  v.  Hutchinson,  2 
Selw.  N.  P.  1118).  The  rule  of  law  is  sic  utere  ti.o  ut  non  kedas  alienum: 
enjoy  your  own  property  so  as  not  to  injure  that  of  another  person;  and 
accordingly,  case  lies  against  a  party  for  so  negligently  constructing  a  hay- 
rick on  the  extremity  of  his  land  as  that,  by  reason  of  its  spontaneous  igni- 
tion, his  neighbour's  house  was  burnt  down  (Vaughan  v.  Menlove,  3  Bing. 
N.  C.  468,  recognising  Turbervillo  v.  Stamp,  1  Salk.  13).  So,  case  lies 
where  a  deft,  wrongfully  lighted  a  fire  in  his  close,  at  a  time  when,  by  reason 
of  the  state  of  the  wind  and  weather,  it  was  dangerous  to  do  so,  and  that, 
through  the  negligence  of  the  deft.,  the  fire  extended  itself  from  his  close  to 
the  plt.'s  close,  and  destroyed  the  hedges,  &c. ;  and  the  deft,  is  not  relieved 
from  liability  by  G  Anne,  c.  31,  and  14  Gco.  III.  c.  78,  which  applies  to 
fires  which  are  the  result  of  chance,  or  are  incapable  of  being  traced  to  any 
cause;  but  not  to  fires  which,  though  thev  may  be  accidental,  as  contradis- 
tinguished from  wilful,  are  occasioned  by  negligence,  or  want  of  reasonable 
care  (Filliter  v.  Phippard,  17  Law  J.,  N.  S./Q.  B.  89).  Case  lies  for  a 
noisy  nuisance,  occasioned  by  iron-works  (Ellioton  v.  Fee'harn,  2  Bing.  N. 
C.  135). 

In  case  for  keeping  dogs  so  near  plt.'s  dwelling-house  that  he  was  dis- 
turbed in  the  enjoyment  thereof,  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  deft,  kept 
six  or  seven  pointers  so  near  the  plt.'s  dwelling-house  that  his  family  were 
prevented  from  sleeping  during  the  night,  and  very  much  disturbed  in  the 
daytime.  There  was  not  any  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the  deft.,  yet 
the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  him.  On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  LordKenyon, 
C.  J.,  said,  "I  know  it  is  very  disagreeable  to  have  such  neighbours,  but  we 
cannot  grant  a  new  trial.  Cases,  certainly,  of  this  nature,  have  boon  the 
subject  of  investigation  in  courts  of  justice.  I  remember  a  case  (Martin  v. 
Nutkin,  2  P.  Wms.  268,)  where  the  plt.'s  house,  being  so  near  the  church 
that  the  five  o'clock  morning  bell  disturbed  her,  and  she  came  to  an  agree- 
ment with  the  churchwardens  that  she  should  erect  a  cupola  and  a  clock, 
and  in  consideration  thereof  the  five  o'clock  bell  should  not  be  rung ;  this 
was  considered  a  good  agreement,  and  the  *chancellor  decreed  an 
[  *455  1  injunction  to  stay  ringing  the  bell.  Il'the  deft,  continue  the  nuisance, 
and  you  think  it  advisable,  you  may  bring  a  new  action."  Rule 
refused  (Street  v.  Tugwell,  2  Selw.  N.  P.  1119).  A  nuisance  may  also  be 
committed  to  incorporeal  property,  as  to  ways,  franchises,  &c.  for  which  the 
remedy  is  also  by  action  on  the  case  (Com.  Dig.  Action,  Case,  Disturbance 
and  Action,  Case,  Nuisance;  Gurd  v.  Callard,  0  M.  &  S.  69;  Keeble  v. 
Hickeringill,  11  East,  576,  n. ;  2  Saund.  114  a,  175).  As,  if  a  person  have 
a  ri(Tht  of  way  over  another's  land,  and  the  tenant  of  the  land  plough  up  the 
way  (2  Rol.  140,  L,  7);  or  if  a  person  erect  a  fair  or  market  so  near 
another's,  and  hold  it  on  the  same  day,  whereby  the  other  is  deprived  of  the 
profit  and  advantage  of  his  franchise  (2  Rol.  140,  L,  10.)  So,  case  lies  for 
a  nuisance  to  pit.  or  his  personal  property. 

But  an  action  does  not  lie  for  a  thing  done  merely  to  the  inconvenience  of 
another ;  thus,  the  building  a  wall,  which  merely  intercepts  the  prospect  of 
another,  without  obstructing  the  light,  is  not  actionable  (Aldred's  case,  9 
Rep.  58  b,  per  Wray,  C.  J. ;  Knowles  v.  Richardson,  1  Mod.  55).  Nor  is 
the  opening  a  window  which  merely  disturbs  the  privity  of  another ;  the 
only  remedy  was  to  build  on  the  adjoining  land  opposite  the  offensive  window 
(Chandler  v.  Thompson,  3  Camp.  80).  The  erection  of  a  building,  by  the 
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owner  of  adjoining  land  so  near  the  house  of  the  pit.,  as  to  prevent  the  light 
and  air  from  entering  and  coming  through  the  plt.'s  windows,  is  actionable. 
Formerly,  an  action  for  obstructing  lights  was  not  maintainable,  unless  the 
pit.  had  gained  a  right  in  the  lights  by  prescription  (Bow'ry  v.  Pope,  1  Leon. 
108;  Cro.  Kliz.  118).  But  it  was  afterwards  holden,  that  upon  evidence  of 
•n  adverse  enjoyment  of  lights,  for  twenty  years  or  upwards,  unexplained, 
»  jury  might  be  directed  to  presume  a  right  by  grant,  or  otherwise,  even 
though  no  lights  had  existed  there  before  the  commencement  of  the  twenty 
years  (Donegal  v.  Wilson,  2  Saund.  175  a;  Darwin  v.  Upton,  ib-).  But 
now,  by  2  d:  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71,s.  6),  no  presumption  shall  bo  allowed  or 
made  in  support  of  any  claim  upon  proof  of  the  exercise  of  enjoyment  or 
the  right  or  matter  for  less  than  twenty  years  (Carr  v.  Foster,  3  Q.  B.  581). 
Where  the  same  person  possesses  the  bouse  having  the  actual  use  and  enjoy- 
raent  of  certain  lights,  and  also  possesses  adjoining  land,  and  sells  the  house 
to  another  person,  although  the  lights  be  new,  he  cannot,  nor  can  any  one 
who  claims  under  him,  build  upon  the  adjoining  land,  so  as  to  obstruct  or 
interrupt  the  enjoyment  of  these  lights  (Swansborough  v.  Coventry,  9  Bing. 
309;  recognising  the  principle  of  Palmer  v.  Fletcher,  1  Lev.  19i;  Cox  v. 
Matthews,  1  Vent.  237  ;  Compton  v.  Richard*,  1  Pri.  27  ;  see  aUo  Blanchard 
v.  Bridges,  4  Ad.  &  K.  192).  An  action  cannot  tic  maintained  fur  the  rea- 
sonable use  of  a  person's  right,  although  it  may  be  to  the  annoyance  of  an- 
other, as  if  a  butcher,  brewer,  Arc.,  use  his  trade  in  a  convenient  place  (Com. 
Dig.,  Action  on  the  Case  for  Nuisance,  C.). 

In  Right  v.  Howard  (1  Sim.  and  St.  190),  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.  C.  observed, 
that  "the  right  to  the  use  of  water  rests  on  clear  and  settled  principle*. 
f/imajacic,  the  proprietor  of  each  branch  of  a  stream  is  the  proprietor  of 
fcalf  the  land  covered  by  the  stream ;  but  there  is  no  property  in  the  watrr. 
Every  proprietor  has  an  equal  right  to  uw  the  water  which  flows  in  the 
stream ;  and,  consequently,  no  proprietor  can  have  the  right  to  use  the  water 
to  the  prejudice  of  any  other  proprietor.  Without  the  consent  of  thje  other 
proprietor,  who  may  be  affected  by  his  operation*,  no  proprietor  can  either 
diminish  the  quantity  of  water  which  would  otherwise  descend  to  the  pro- 
prietors below,  or  throw  the  water  back  upon  tho  proprietors  above. 
Every  proprietor  who  claims  a  right  either  to  throw  the  watrr  back,  [  *456  ] 
above,  or  to  diminish  (lie  quantity  of  water  which  is  to  descend 
below,  must,  in  order  to  maintain  hi«  claim,  either  prove  an  actual  grant  or 
license  from  the  proprietors  affected  by  his  operations,  or  must  prove  an 
uninterrupted  enjoyment  for  twenty  years.  An  action  will  lie  at  any 
time  within  twenty  years,  where  injury  happens  to  arise  in  consequence 
of  a  new  purpose  of  the  pnrty  to  avail  himself  of  the  common  right," 
recognised  in  Mason  v.  Hill,  3  B.  At  Ad.  304,  per  Lord  Tenterden,  C. 
J. ;  Acton  v.  Blundcll,  12  M.  6t  W.  34»).  The  proprietor  of  land,  con- 
tiguous too  stream,  may,  as  soon  ns  he  is  injured  by  the  diversion  of  tho 
water  from  its  natural  course,  maintain  nn  action  against  the  party  so  divert- 
ing it,  and  it  is  no  answer  that  the,  deft,  first  appropriated  the  water  to  his 
own  use,  unless  he  has  had  twen'y  years'  undisturbed  possession  of  it  in  the 
altered  course  (Mason  v.  Hill,  supra).  A  right  to  the  use  of  water  flowing 
in  a  stream,  and  publici  juris,  becomes  private  by  appropriation,  but  may 
become  again  pu/jiici  juris  by  relinquishment  (Liggins  v.  Injjr,  7  Bing.  682). 
The  ri^ht  to  a  watercourse  is  not  destroyed  by  the  owner  altering  tho  course 
of  the  stream,  and  he  may  establish  his  claim,  notwithstanding  any  interrup- 
tion within  twenty  years  of  action  brought  (Hall  v.  Swift,  4  Bing.  N.  C. 
3"J1).  Nor  by  an  interruption  occasioned  by  a  dry  season  (Ib.);  nor  by  an 
alteration  in  the  machinery  of  a  wheel  turned  by  it,  if  not  prejudicial  to 
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others  entitled  to  the  same  water  (Sounders  v.  Newmnn,  1  B.  &  A.  258). 
In  case  for  the  diversion  of  water,  the  declaration  alleged  a  reversionary 
interest  in  three  closes  of  land,  to  wit,  three  ponds  filled  with  water,  one  pond 
being  upon  each  of  the  said  closes,  and  a  right  to  a  flow  of  the  waiter  into 
the  said  closes  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  ponds  in  the  said  closes  with 
water  for  the  watering  of  cattle.  The  right  to  the  flow  of  water,  as  alleged, 
was  traversed.  It  was  proved,  that  the  pit.  had  an  immemorial  right  to  the 
flow  of  this  water  into  an  ancient  pond  into  one  of  his  closes,  hut  that  about 
thirty  years  before  he  made  a  new  pond  in  each  of  the  three  closes,  and 
turned  the  water  so  as  to  supply  them,  and  thenceforth  disused  the  old  pond 
which  was  gradually  filled  with  rubbish,  and  overgrown  with  grass.  The 
plt.'s  right  with  respest  to  the  three  ponds  having  been  defeated  by  proof  of 
an  outstanding  life  estate  under  2  &  8  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  s.  7  :  held,  that  he 
was  entitled  under  the  declaration  to  recover  in  respect  of  his  right  to  the 
flow  of  water  to  ihe  old  pond  (Hall  v.  Oldroyd,  14  M.  &  W.  789). 

Where  a  mill  had  been  erected  on  a  stream  for  a  long  time,  the  owner  has 
a  right  that  the  water  shall  continue  to  flow  to  and  from  the  mill  as  it  lias 
been  accustomed  to  flow  during  all  that  time  without  any  obligation  to  use 
the  water  exactly  in  the  same  manner,  or  to  apply  it  to  the  same  mill,  for 
that  would  put  a  stop  to  all  improvements  in  machinery  ;  therefore,  the 
occupier  of  a  mill  built  on  the  site  of  an  old  mill,  which  had  existed  for 
forty  years,  may  maintain  an  action  Cor  forcing  back  water  and  injuring  his 
mill,  although  he  has  not  enjoyed  the  mill  precisely  in  the  same  state  for 
twenty  years;  and  it  is  no  defence  that  the  occupier  erected  within  a  few 
years,  a  wharf  of  different  dimensions  in  his  mill,  which  required  less  water 
than  the  old  (Sounders  v.  Newman,  1  B.  &  A.  258).  There  is  no  distinction 
in  law  between  artificial  and  natural  watercourses,  and  a  title  may  be  gained 
by  twenty  years'  user  of  the  former  as  well  as  ihe  latter,  although  the  course 
had  been  made  for  a  different  purpose;  as  where  the  owner  of  a  mine  made 
an  adit  to  drain  the  mine,  which  was  afterwards  disused,  and  the  owners  of 
a  brewery  had  enjoyed  the  use  of  the  water  for  twenty  years  :  held,  that  the 
mine  owners  could  not  afterwards  resume  the  working  of  the  mines 
[  *457  ]  so  as  to  infect  the  water  (Magor  v.  Chadwiek,  11  Ad.  &  1C.  571). 
*If,  however,  the  adit  water  has  been  used  will)  either  express  or 
implied  notice  of  the  intention  to  resume  the  workings;  or  if  there  br  a  local 
custom  to  that  effect,  the  user  will  not  confer  any  right  (Ih. ;  Arkwri^ht  v. 
Gell,  5  M.  &  W.  231).  Qucerc.  whether  such  a  custom  may  not.  be  thuwn 
under  a  traverse  of  the  right  (Magor  v.  Chadwiek,  supra,  n.  (a)  '). 

Where  the  right  is  enjoyed  by  some  license  or  grant  unconnected  with  the 
land  benefited  by  it,  it  is  a  variance  to  allege  the  enjoyment  by  reason  oi'lhe 
possession  of  the  land  (Fentiman  v.  Smith,  4  East,  107  ;  Ileulin.-;  v.  Ship- 
man,  5  B.  &  C.  221).  And  where  the  pit.  claimed  a  watercourse  by  re.  i son 
of  a  mill,  and  the  jury  found  a  disturbance  of  the.  right  as  it  was  e;,joyed 
before  the  erection  of  the  mill,  the  finding  was  held  not  to  support  the  claim 
(Frankum  v.  Falmoulh,  2  Ad.  &  E.  45;]). 

Where  the  pit.  by  oral  license  has  permitted  ihe  deft,  to  erect  n  permanent 
work  which  has  lessened  the  supp  y  of  water,  he  cannot  afterwards  sue  lor 
the  injury  (Liguins  v.  Inge,  7  Bing.  682). 

In  Acton  v.  Blundell  (12  M.  &  \V.  3.M),  a  question  was  raised,  whether 
the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  ;m  underground  spring,  or  of  a  well  supplied 
by  such  underground  spring,  is  governed  by  the  same  rule  of  l.i\v  as  that 
which  regulates  a  watercourse  flowing  on  the  surface.  It  theio  appeared, 
that  wi'hin  twenty  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  a  ."nner 
owner  and  occupier  of  certain  land  and  a  cotton-mill,  then  belonging  !o  ?he 
ph.,  had  sunk  and  made  in  such  land  a  well  for  raising  water  for  tho, working 
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of  the  mill,  and  that  the  defts.,  in  1837,  had  sunk  a  coal-pit  in  the  Innd  of 
one  of  the  dcfts.,  at  about  three  quarters  of  a  mile  from  the  plt.'s  mill,  and 
about  three  years  after  sank  a  second,  at  a  less  distance.  The  first  sinking 
bad  the  effect  of  diminishing  the  supply  of  water,  and  the  second  rendered 
it  altogether  insufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the  -mill.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  his 
judgment,  referred  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Mason  v.  Hill,  nnd  said,  "  We 
think,  on  considering  the  grounds  and  origin  of  the  law  which  is  held  to 
govern  running  streams,  the  conscq<icnces  which  would  result  if  the  same 
law  be  made  applicable  to  streams  beneath  the  surface,  and,  lastly,  the 
authorities  to  be  found  in  lite  books,  so  fur  as  any  inference  can  be  drawn 
from  them,  bearing  on  the  point  now  under  discussion,  that  there  is  a  marked 
and  substantial  difference  between  the  two  cases,  and  that  they  are  not  to 
be  governed  by  the  same  rule  of  law.  We  intimate  no  opinion  as  to  what 
might  be  the  rule  of  low,  if  there  had  been  an  uninterrupted  user  of  the  right 
for  more  than  the  Inst  twenty  years;  but  we  think  (hat  the  present  case  is 
not  to  be  governed  by  the  law  which  applies  to  rivers  and  flowing  streams, 
but  that  it  rather  falls  within  that  principle  which  gives  to  the  owner  of  the 
soil,  all  that  lies  beneath  iis  surface;  that  the  land  immediately  is  his  pro- 
perty, whether  it  be  solid  rock  or  porous  ground  or  venous  earth,  or  part 
soil,  part  water;  that  the  person  who  owns  the  surface  may  dig  theivin,  and 
apply  all  that  is  there  found  to  his  own  purposes  at  his  free  will  and  plea* 
sure;  and  that  if  in  the  exercise  of  such  ri^ht  ho  intercepts  or  drains  off 
the  water  collected  from  underground  springs  in  his  neighbour's  well,  this 
inconvenience  to  his  neighbour  (alls  within  the  description  of  damnum absqut 
injurtii,  which  cannot  become  the  ground  of  action." 

By  2  Ac  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  s.  2,  no  claim  which  may  be  lawfully  mad*  at 
the  common  law,  by  custom,  prescription,  or  grant,  to  any  way  or  other 
easement,  or  to  any  watercourse,  or  to  the  use  of  any  water  to  he  enjoyed 
upon,  over,  or  from  any  land  or  water  of  our  lord  the  king,  his  heirs,  or 
successors,  or  being  parcel  of  tin?  Ouchy  of  Lnncanfr,  or  of  the 
Duchy  of  Cornwall,  or  bring  the  property  of  any  'ecclesiastical  or  [  *458  ] 
lay  person,  or  body  corporate,  when  »uch  way,  &e.,  shall  have 
been  actually  enjoyed  by  any  person  claiming  right  then  to  without  inter* 
ruption  for  the  full  period  of  tweny  years,  «h:tll  be  defeat*  d  or  d*-«imycd,  by 
showing  only  that  such  way,  A:c.,  wan  first  enjoyed  at  any  lime  prior  lo 
such  |»eriod  of  twenty  years;  but,  nevertheless  such  claim  may  be  defeated 
in  any  other  wny  by  which  the  s.imu  is  now  liable  to  be  defeated,  and  when 
such  way  shall  have  been  enjoyed  as  afon-vtid  for  the  full  period  of  forty 
years  the  right  thereto  shall  be  deemed  absolute  and  indefeasible  unless  it 
shall  appear  that  the  same  wus  enjoyed  by  some  consent  or  ogreement  ex- 
pressly given  or  made  fur  that  pjr[*-»i»u  by  deed  or  writing. 

Sect.  7  provide*  that  the  time  during  which  any  person  ot her wiw  capable 
of  resisting  any  claim  to  any  of  the  matters  before  mentioned  shall  bave 
been,  or  shall  be  nn  infant,  idiot,  MO/I  COIHJMS  inenltt,  fftne  covert,  or  tenant 
for  life,  or  during  which  nny  action  or  suit  slmll  have  [*fn  (M-nding,  and 
which  shall  have  been  diligently  prosecuted  until  abated  by  the.  death  of  any 
party  therein,  shall  be  excluded  in  the  computation  of  ihc  periods  herein- 
before mentioned  except  only  in  rases  wlvrts  the  right  or  claim  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  absolute  and  indefeasible.  This  section  and  the  foiirih  section 
(sec.  ante,  "  AKCIKNT  LIGHTS")  are  to  be  read  together.  Therefore,  in  the 
case,  of  a  tenancy  for  life,  if  the  pit.  choose  to  reply  nnd  set  up  such  tenancy, 
he  excludes  the  lime  of  th.it  tenancy,  and  drives  the  deft,  to  hhow  an  rnjoy. 
mcnt  for  the  requisite  number  of  years,  either  wholly  before  the  tennney  lor 
life,  if  it  be  still  subsisting,  or  partly  before,  or  partly  after,  if  it  bo  ended. 
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Hence,  in  a  case  where  the  period  was  thirty  years,  and  the  pit.  proved  that 
the  life  estate  began  in  1785,  and  continued  until  1834,  but  the  deft,  proved 
the  enjoyment  from  1761,  till  the  commencement  of  the  action  in  1840, 
showing  an  enjoyment  for  twenty-five  years  before  the  life  estate,  and  during 
its  continuance  and  six  years  afterwards,  and  up  to  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  this  was  holden  to  be  sufficient,  and  that  the  thirty  years  need 
not  be  the  thirty  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  the  action  (Clayton 
v.  Corby,  2  Q.B.  813). 

By  sect.  8,  when  any  land  or  water  upon,  over,  or  from  which  any  way 
or  other  convenient  watercourse,  or  use  of  water,  shall  have  been  or  shall 
be  enjoyed  or  derived,  hath  been  or  shall  be  held  under  or  by  virtue  of  any 
term  of  life,  or  any  term  of  years  exceeding  three  years  from  the  granting 
thereof,  the  lime  of  the  enjoyment  of  any  such  way  or  other  matter  as  herein 
last  before  mentioned,  during  the  continuance  of  such  term,  shall  be  excluded 
in  the  computation  of  the  said  period  of  forty  years,  in  case  the  claim  shall, 
within  three  years  next  after  the  end  or  sooner  determination  of  such  term 
be  resisted  by  any  person  entitled  to  any  reversion  expectant  on  the  determi- 
nation thereof.  Under  this  section  a  tenancy  for  term  of  life,  or  of  years 
exceeding  three,  will  be  excluded  from  the  commutation  of  forty  years  (ap- 
plicable to  ways  and  watercourses)  only  on  condition  that  the  claim  is  resisted 
by  the  reversioner  within  three  years  after  the  determination  of  the  term 
(Wright  v.  Williams,  1  M.  &  W.  100). 

Sect.  6  disallows  any  prescription  in  favour  of  a  claim  upon  proof  of  en- 
joyment for  any  less  period  of  time  than  may  be  applicable  under  the  act  to 
the  nature  of  the  right  claimed.  The  statute  substitutes  positive  proof  of 
enjoyment  during  a  limited  number  of  years  for  the  immemorial  enjoyment 
formerly  alleged,  and  in  aid  of  which,  as  it  never  could  be  proved  through- 
out, presumption  was  admitted  (Bayly  v.  Appleyard,  8  Ad.  &  E.  161). 

Enjoyment  as  of  right  means  an  enjoyment  had,  not  secretly,  or 
[  *459  ]  *by  stealth,  or  by  tacit  sufferance,  or  by  permission  asked  from  time 
to  time  on  each  occasion,  or  even  on  many  occasions  of  using  it ; 
but  on  enjoyment  had  openly,  notoriously,  without  particular  leave  at  the 
time  by  a  person  claiming  to  use  without  danger  of  being  treated  as  a  tres- 
passer, as  a  matter  of  right,  whether  strictly  legal  by  prescription  and  adverse 
user,  or  by  deed  conferring  the  right;  or,  though  not  strictly  legal,  yet  law- 
ful to  the  extent  of  excusing  a  trespass  (Tickle  v.  Brown,  4  Ad.  &  E.  369). 

The  enjoyment  of  an  easement  as  of  right  for  twenty  years  next  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  under  the  act  2  &  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  means 
a  continuous  enjoyment  as  of  right  for  the  twenty  years  next  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit  of  the  easement,  as  an  easement  without  inter- 
ruption, acquiesced  in,  for  a  year.  It  is  therefore  defeated  by  unity  of  pos- 
session during  all  or  part  of  the  twenty  years  (Onlcy  v.  Gnrdiner,  4  M.  & 
W.  496;  Clayton  v.  Corby,  2  Q.  B.  813);  and  evidence  of  unity  of  pos- 
session is  admissible  under  a  traverse  of  a  plea  of  enjoyment,  because  it 
goes  to  show  that  the  enjoyment  was  not  as  of  right  (Ib.).  Such  unity 
merely  suspends  a  prescriptive  easement,  there  must  be  unity  of  ownership 
to  destroy  it  (Canham  v.  Fisk,  per  Bayley,  B.,  2  Tyrw.  155;  see  "  DIS- 
TURBANCE OF  WAY,"  "  ANCIENT  LIGHTS,"  "COMMON,"  &c.). 

It  is  a  good  ground  of  action  that  a  next  neighbour  conducts  himself  so 
carelessly,  negligently,  and  unskilfully  in  pulling  down  his  own  house,  &c., 
as  to  injure  thereby  his  neighbour's  house,  although  the  complainant  may 
not  in  respect  of  the  latter  house  have  acquired  any  absolute  right  to  the 
support  of  the  building  pulled  down,  or  the  adjoining  soil  (Trower  v.  Chad- 
wick,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  334 ;  post,  p.  580).  In  Peyton  v.  London  (Mayor  of). 
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which  was  an  notion  on  (he  case  by  the  reversioner  of  a  house  against,  the 
owner  of  an  adjoining  house  for  pulling  it  down  without  shoring  up  the  ptt.'s 
house,  in  consequence  whereof  it  was  impaired,  and  in  part  (ell  down :  hold, 
that  as  the  pit.  had  not  alleged  or  proved  any  right  to  have  his  house  sup. 
ported  by  the  deft.'s,  he  was  bound  to  protect  himself  by  shoring,  and  could 
not  complain  that  the  deft,  had  neglected  to  do  it  (1  B.  &  C.  725).  Where 
two  persons  have  adjacent  lands,  and  the  one  builds  a  house  at  the  extremity 
of  his  land,  and  the  other  afterwards  excavates  his  own  soil,  near  to,  but 
without  touching  the  ground  so  built  upon ;  if  the  declaration  alleges  (and 
it  is  proved)  that  the  deft,  so  negligently,  unskilfully,  and  improperly  dug 
his  own  soil  that  the  plt.'s  house  was  thereby  injured,  an  action  lies,  and 
although  it  be  shown  that  the  house  was  infirm,  and  could  at  all  events  have 
•tood  only  a  few  months,  still  the  pit.  may  recover  in  proportion  to  the  loss 
actually  suffered  if  the  jury  find  that  the  injury  to  the  house  had  been  the 
consequence  of  the  deft.'s  negligence,  and  in  determining  the  question  of 
negligence  the  jury  ought  to  consider  the  state  of  the  plt.'s  home  (Dodd  v. 
Holme,  1  Ad.  Ac  B.  493).  QU.T/T,  whether  the  party  making  such  excava- 
tion is  bound  to  see  that  his  neighbours'  foundations  be  not  thereby  weak* 
rood,  and  whether  if  they  be  so  he  is  guilty  of  an  actionable  negligence  in 
having  so  used  his  own  soil  without  protecting  that  of  his  neighbour,  although 
no  negligence  be  shown  in  the  mode  of  carrying  on  the  work  (Ib.).  Sup- 
posing him  not  liable  in  the  case  of  a  newly-built  house,  q\utrt  whether  be 
would  be  so,  if  the  house  had  stood  twenty  years  before  the  excavation  had 
been  made  (Ib.).  Semblt,  that  if  the  dell,  have  been  guilty  of  any  actual 
•exigence,  anil  thereby  occasion  the  injury,  he  is  liable,  although  the  ph. 
himself  did  not  use  (hose  precautions  he  ought  to  have  adopted  against  such 
injury  (Walter*  v.  Pfeil,  Moo.  6c  M.  362).  The  damages  ought  to  bo  the 
amount  of  the  old  house  thrown  'down,  nnd  not  the  entire  expense 
of  building  a  new  one  (Lukin  v.  Godsill,  Peak.  Ad.  Ca.  15;  [*400J 
Dodd  v.  Holme,  tupra).  It  is  a  moot  question  whether  a  party 
about  to  pull  down  a  house  is  bound  to  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  his 
next-door  neighbour*,  who  1ml  not  acquired  a  kgnl  right  tu  lite  support  of 
the  hou«e,  if  lie  do  not  shore  up  hi*  neighbour's  house  (*ee  Peyton  v.  Lon- 
don (Muyor  of),  $upra;  M  istwy  v.  Guyder,  4  C.  At  P.  161;  Trower  v. 
Chadwick,  tupra,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.). 

The  action  on  the  case  merely  gives  damages,  but  does  not  rrmove  the 
nuisance.  It  may  have  the  effect,  however,  of  compelling  the  defendant  to 
abate  the  nuisance,  as  (he  injured  purty  mny  bring  successive  actions  for  it 
as  long  ns  the  deft,  continues  it,  and  recover  damages  against  him  for  the 
continuance,  as  well  as  for  the  original  erection  of  it.  Where  the  tenant  in 
possession  has  a  freehold  inteicst,  he  may  have  an  assize  of  nuisance,  or  a 
writ  of  quotl  permittat  pros/ernare,  by  which  the  deft,  may  be  compelled 
to  abate  the  nuisance;  these  remedies,  however,  arc  obsolete,  ami  never  re- 
sorted to  at  present.  So  a  tenant,  even  for  years,  mny  justify  entering  upon 
the  premises  where  the  nuisance  is  erected  and  abating  it,  provided,  in  doing 
so,  he  commit  no  breach  of  the  peace,  and  causv  no  unnecessary  damages 
(lisp.  Ev.  486). 

Parties  to  Action.]  With  respect  to  the  parties  to  the  action,  see  in 
general,  ante,  "('ASK."  Any  party  in  possession,  whether  lawfully  or  not, 
if  affected  by  the  nuisance,  miy  sue  (1  liast,  244  ;  1  Show.  7  ;  Cro.  Car. 
825).  A  landlord  of  reversioner,  if  the  nuisance  be  to  the  damage  of  the 
inheritance,  mny  sue  (Com.  Dig.  Action  on  Case  of  Nuisance,  B;  Arch. 
Pr.  14).  So  for  a  continuance  of  a  nuisance  (Shad will  v.  Hutchinson,  2 
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B.  &  Ad.  97).  If  anything  is  done  to  destroy  the  evidence  of  title,  the  re- 
versioner  may  sue  (Young  v.  Spencer,  10  B.  &  0.  102  ;  see  also  Alston  v. 
Scales,  9  Bing  3).  Case  lies  by  a  reversioner  for  an  injury  affecting  his 
reversionary  interest  in  incorporeal  property,  as  a  way,  &c.  (4  Burr.  2141). 
Where  the  acts  of  trespass  did  not  amount  to  a  permanent  injury  to  the  land, 
but  only  tended  to  establish  a  right  of  way,  it  was  holden  that  the  rever- 
sioner could  not  maintain  an  action  on  the  case  in  respect  thereof  (Baxter  v. 
Taylor,  4  B.  &  Ad.  72;  but  see  now  2  &  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  s.  8).  Both 
the  occupier' and  reversioner  may  sue  (Bedingfield  v.  Onslow,  3  Lev.  209; 
2  Saund.  322,  n.;  Leader  v.  Moxon,  3  Wils.  461);  and  the  latter,  though 
the  nuisance  is  capable  of  being  easily  removed  (Shad well  v.  Hutchinson, 
Moo.  &  M.  350).  Tenants  in  common  may  join  in  personal  actions  as  for 
nuisance  to  their  land,  because  in  such  action,  though  their  estates  are  seve- 
ral, yet  the  damages  survive  to  all;  and  it  would  be  unreasonable,  when  the 
damage  is  thus  entire,  to  bring  several  actions  for  a  single  trespass  (Bac. 
Abr.  Joint  Tenant,  K;  Cutting  v.  Derby,  2  Bl.  R.  1007  ;  Harrison  v.  Barn- 
by,  5  T.  R.  247  ;  Stone  v.  Bromwich,  Yelv.  166 ;  Cro.  Jac.  237 ;  Cully  v. 
Spearman,  2  H.  Bl.  386  ;  Pullen  v.  Palmer,  5  Mod.  151).  A  devisee  may 
support  an  action  for  the  continuance  of  a  nuisance  erected  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator,  for  every  continuance  of  a  nuisance  makes  it  a  fresh  one 
(Dome  v.  Baruish,  Cro.  Jac.  231). 

An  action  lies  for  continuing  a  nuisance  created  before  the  possession  by 
the  pit.  of  the  property  in  respect  of  which  he  sues  (Thompson  v.  Gibson, 
7  M.  &  W.  456).  The  occupier  is  liable  for  not  repairing  a  privy  adjoin- 
ing plt.'s  house  (Russell  v.  Shcnfon,  3  Q.  B.  449). 

In  actions  for  nuisances  in  respect  of  real  property,  whether  by  misfea- 
sance, i.  e.  the  improper  performance  of  some  act  which  might  law- 
[  *461]  fully  *be  done,  or  malfeasance,  i.  e.  the  doing  what  ought  not  to 
be  done,  as  for  obstructing  ancient  windows,  or  for  nonfeasance, 
i.  e.  the  omission  of  some  act  which  ought  to  be  done,  as  for  not  taking  care 
of  premises,  so  as  to  prevent  the  consequence  of  a  public  nuisance,  as  for 
leaving  open  an  area-door  or  coal-plate  (Coupland  v.  Hardingham,  3  Camp. 
389  ;  Matthews  v.  \\  est  London  Waterworks  Company,  ib.  403 ;  Pilcher 
v.  King,  9  Ad.  &  E.  288);  or  for  not  repairing  fences  (Cheetham  v.  Hamp- 
son,  4  T.  R.  318);  private  ways,  Rider  v.  Smith,  3  T.  R.  766);  or  water- 
courses (Suttan  v.  Clark,  6  Taunt.  44):  the  action  should  generally  be 
brought  against  him  who  did  the  act  complained  of,  or  against  the  occupier 
(Cheeiham  v.  Hampson,  4  T.  R.  318);  or  against  the  occupier,  and  not 
against  the  owner,  if  the  premises  were  in  the  possession  of  the  tenant, 
unless  he  covenanted  to  repair  (Burn  v.  Richardson,  4  Taunt.  649;  Payne 
v.  Rogers,  1  II.  Bl.  350;  see  Boyle  v.  Tamlyn,  6  B.  &  C.  829). 

An  occupier  of  a  house,  who  has  a  cellar  opening  upon  the  public  street, 
is  bound,  when  he  uses  it,  to  take  reasonable  care  that  the  flap  be  so  placed 
and  sf  cured  that,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  it  shall  not  full  in,  or  occa- 
sion injury;  but  if  the  occupier  have  so  placed  and  secured  it,  and  a  wrong- 
doer throw  it  over,  the  former  will  not  then  be  liable  for  any  injury  occasioned 
thereby  (Daniells  v.  Patter,  4  C.  &  P.  262).  Where  the  deft,  had  employed 
a  bricklayer  to  make  a  sewer,  who  left  it  open,  in  consequence  of  which  the 
pit.  fell  in  and  broke  his  leg,  the  deft,  was  held  liable  (6  East,  C  ;  sec  Laugher 
v.  Pointer,  5  B.  &  C.  559).  Where  the  deft,  employed  a  licensed  drover, 
who  employed  a  boy  to  drive  the  ox  which  did  the  injury,  it  was  held  «}he 
deft,  was  not  liable  (Milligan  v.  Wed^e,  12  Ad  &  E.  737).  Where  the 
owner,  however,  erects  a  nuisance,  and  demises  the  land,  an  action  may  be 
supported  against  him,  though  out  of  possession,  for  the  continuing  it,  as,  by 
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the  demise,  he  affirms  such  continuance  (Rosewcll  v.  Prior,  1  Salk.  460 ; 
It  mi  v.  Hampson,  supra;  Bush  v.  Steinman,  1  B.  &  P.  409). 

A.,  the  owner  of  a  house  with  a  fireplace  and  chimney,  demised  it  to  a 
weekly  tenant.  The  tenant  lighted  fires,  and,  from  the  position  of  thechim* 
ney,  the  emission  of  the  smoke  was  a  nuisance  to  B.,  the  occupier  of  an  ad- 
joining house.  Mure  than  one  week  elapsed  during  which  this  nubaaeo 
continued,  and  A.  did  not  determine  the  tenancy.  B.  brought  an  action 
•gainst  A.  for  causing  and  continuing  this  nuisance,  to  which  A.  pleaded  not 
guilty,  and  not  possessed  :  held,  that  on  both  issues  A.  was  entitled  to  the  ver- 
diet,  lor  t  he.  owner  of  real  property  is  not  responsible  for  a  nuisance  committed 
and  continued  thereon  by  the  tenant  in  possession  (Rich  v.  Baslerfu  Id,  16 
Law  J..  N.  S  ,  Q.  B.  27:)).  If  the  owner  of  land  d<-mis«*  it,  with  an  existing 
nuisance  thereon,  he  is  responsible  for  the  continuance  of  that  nuisance  during 
the  lerrn.  So,  if  he  be  a  party  to  the  creation  of  a  nuisance  after  the  demise; 
but  !»<•  is  not  responsible  fur  a  nuisince  so  created,  though  such  nuisance  bo 
a  probable  consequence  of  the  user  of  the  land  so  demised  (It*.).  An  omis- 
sion, on  the  part  of  tin-  owner  of  lan>i,  to  determine  the  tenancy,  afler  the 
•nation,  by  the  tenant,  of  a  continuing  nuisance  thereon,  i«  not  equivalent 
to  a  fp-sh  demise  of  the  premises,  so  us  to  make  him  responsible  lor  such 
nuisance  (Ib.).  If  (ho  house,  Arc.,  affcled  by  the  nuisance,  bn  nliened,  the 
alienee,  alter  request  made  to  remove  or  abate  the  nuisnnce,  may  maintain 
an  action  for  the  nuisance  (Pen ruddock's  case,  5  Rep.  1(11  a).  An<l  n  plea 
to  tin  action  of  trespass  g.  c.  /".,  that  the  deft,  entered  on  the  land  to  abate  a 
nuisance,  must  show  a  notice  or  request  to  the  pit.  to  remove  it,  or  thai  the 
pit.  was  himself  the  original  wrongdoer,  either  by  having  placed 
the  nuisance  there,  or  by  his  default  *ui  not  performing  som««  obli.  [  *4G«  ] 
gations  incumbent  on  him,  or  that  the  nuisance  is  immediately  dan- 
gerous to  life  and  health  (Jones  v.  William*,  11  M.  «V  W.  170).  In  caw 
ior  continuing  a  nuisance  to  the  pli.'s  market  by  a  building  which  excluded 
the  public  inmi  a  part  of  lite  space  in  which  tl»«-  market  was  lawfully  held, 
it  wus  ho!  den  llial  thedeft.'s  were  liable  (or  continuing  tlie  nuisance,  although 
they  li  nl  no  right  to  enter  UJKMI  lh«  land  to  remove  it,  nnd  coulJ  not  .1  .  «» 
without  being  guilty  of  a  trespass;  for,  per  cur nun,  tint  it  in  consequence 
of  th«-ir  own  original  wrong,  nnd  lb-y  cannot  b»-  |>eriiii:ted  to  excuse  th  m- 
wives  from  paying  d image*  for  the  injury  it  causes,  by  sh.iwin;;  their  in- 
ability to  remove  it  without  exposing  themselves  to  another  action  (Thompson 
v.  t  iit»-on,  7  M.  A:  W.  4-r>6).  Case  lies  against  the  landlord  of  a  h<>usc  de- 
mised by  lease,  who,  un<l«-r  his  contract  wish  his  tenants,  employs  workmen 
to  repair  the  house,  for  a  nuisance  in  the  house  occasioned  by  the  negligence 
of  his  work  (Leslie  v.  Pounds,  4  Taunt.  (JVJ).  If  the  owner  of  land  erect  a 
building  which  is  a  nuisance,  or  of  which  the  occupation  is  likely  to  produce 
a  nuisance,  and  let  the  land,  he  is  liable  for  such  nuisance  b'ing  continued 
or  created  during  the  term  (II.  v.  PeJIey,  1  Ad.  A:  K.  WJ3).  So  he  is  if  he 
let  n  building  which  requires  particular  core  to  prevent  the  occupation  from 
being  u  nuisance,  and  the  nuisance  occur  from  the  want  of  such  care  on  the 
part  of  the  tenant  (Ib.).  IT  a  party  buy  tlic  reversion  during  a  tcn;mcy,and 
the  tenant  afterwards,  during  his  term,  ervct  a  nuisance,  the  reversioner  is 
nol  liable  fur  it;  but  if  such  reversioner  re-let,  or,  hiving  tin  opportunity  to 
determine  the  tenancy,  omit  to  do  so,  allowing  the  nuisance  to  continue,  he 
is  liable  !<>r  such  continuance  (Ib.,  per  Liltledale,  J.);  and  the  purchaser  is 
liable  lor  the  continuance  of  the  nuisance  if  the  original  reversioner  would 
have  been  liable,  though  the  purchaser  have  had  no  opportunity  of  putting 
an  end  to  the  tenant's  interest,  or  abating  the  nuisance  (Ib.). 

A  statute  empowered  the  trustees  of  a  turnpike-road  to  make  watercourses, 
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to  prevent  the  road  from  being  overflowed;  they  directed  their  surveyor  to 
present  a  plan  for  carry  ing  off  the  water  of  an  adjacent  brook  ;  on  his  recom- 
mendation, he  was  ordered  to  make  a  wide  channel  from  the  rood,  gradually 
narrowing  and  conducting  the  water  into  the  ordinary  fence  ditches  of  the 
plt.'s  land,  which  were  insufficient  to  discharge  it,  and  his  land  was  conse- 
quently overflowed  :  held,  that  the  action  did  not  lie  against  the  deft.,  who 
was  one  of  the  trustees  and  the  chairman,  who  had  signed  the  order  for  cut- 
ting this  trench,  for  the  deft,  was  not  a  volunteer;  he  executed  a  duty  imposed 
upon  him  by  the  legislature,  which  he  was  bound  to  execute,  and  he  had 
exercised  his  best  skill,  diligence,  and  caution  (Sutton  v.  Clarke,  6  Taunt. 
29).  But  a  surveyor  of  highways,  who  had  subtracted  a  portion  of  a  bank 
by  the  roadside,  is  liable  at  the  suit  of  a  reversioner,  for  it  was  a  permanent 
injury  to  the  land,  and  had  a  tendency  to  alter  the  evidence  of  title  (Alston 
v.  Scales,  9  Bing.  3).  It  may  be  brought  against  an  agent  (Wilson  v.  Peto, 
6  Moo.  47);  Stevens  v.  Elwin,  4  M.  &  S.  259;  and  see  Crouch  v.  White,  1 
Bing.  N.  C.  418);  or  against  a  lessor  for  a  nuisance  erected  by  him,  and 
continued  by  his  tenant  (The  King  v.  Pedley,  1  Ad.  &  E.  822).  Though, 
in  torts,  the  assignee  of  an  estate  is  not  liable  for  an  injury  committed  before 
he  came  to  the  estate,  yet,  if  he  continue  a  nuisance,  he  will  be  liable  for 
such  continuance  (Com.  Dig.  Action,  Case,  Nuisance,  B;  Bush  v.  Steinman, 
1  B.  &  P.  409);  Penruddock's  case,  5  Rep.  100  b).  And  every  occupier  is 
liable  for  the  continuance  of  the  nuisance  on  his  land,  &c.,  though  evicted 
by  another,  if  he  refuse  to  remove  it  after  notice  (Com.  Dig.  Action,  Case, 

Nuisance,  B;  Winsmnre  v.  Greenbank,  Willes,  583;  *Rosewell  v. 
[  *4G3  ]  Prior,  1  Salk.  460  ;  Bush  v.  S:einman,  1  B.  &  P.  409).  Where 

there  are  several  owners  or  persons  chargeable  as  joint-tenants,  or 
tenants  in  common,  in  respect  of  their  real  property,  though  the  action  be  in 
formexdelicto,  they  should  all  be  madedefts.,  or  the  party  who  is  sued  alone 
may  plead  in  abatement  (1  Saund.  291  ;  Mitchell  v.  Tarbutt,  5  T.  R.  651). 

The  occupier  of  land  is  bound  to  fence  off  any  hole  or  area  which  adjoins 
it,  or  is  so  close  to  a  public  way  that  it  may  be  dangerous  to  passers  by,  if 
left  unguarded  (Barnes  v.  Wnrd,  2  C.  &  K.  661,  Coltman). 

The  occupier  is  prima  facie  liable  for  any  damage  that  may  arise  by 
neglecting  to  fence  (lb.). 

Form  of  Pleadings. 

Declaration."]  The  venue  is  local  (Warren  v.  Webb,  1  Taunt.  379;  2 
East,  7;  6  Taunt.  29). 

It  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  plt.'s  title  to  the  premises;  it  is  sufficient 
to  state  that  the  pit.,  at  the  time  the  injury  was  committed,  was  "possessed" of 
the  house  or  land,  &c.,  and  that,  "  by  reason  of  such  possession,"  he  was 
entitled  to  the  way,  or  other  right,  in  the  exercise  of  which  the  nuisance  was 
committed  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  C.  39;  2  Saund.  113  «;  1  Ch.  PI.  399; 
Peter  v.  Kendal,  6  B.  &  C.  703).  In  a  pica,  this  is  otherwise  (Ib. ;  3  T. 
R.  766).  In  the  case  in  6  B.  &  C.  703,  it  was  held  sufficient,  in  an  action 
for  disturbance  of  a  ferry,  to  allege  only  possession  of  the  ferry,  and  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  allege  the  payment  of  any  specified  sum  for  passage- 
money.  If  the  right  be  not  appurtenant  to  the  house  or  land,  &c.,  and  the 
pit.  be  entitled  thereto  by  agreement  or  license,  the  averment  by  reason  of 
the  possession  would  be  improper  (4  East,  107;  6  East,  438).  When  a 
reversioner  sues,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege,  generally,  that  the  properly  was  in 
possession  of  a  third  person,  as  his  tenant.  An  allegation,  in  such  notion, 
of  the  possession  of  tenant,  or  plt.'s  title  still  continuing,  is  immaterial,  and 
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need  not  be  proved  (3  Taunt.  137).  If  a  title  be  stated,  nnd  it  appear  to  be 
insufficient,  the  declaration  will  be  demurrable  (2  Ld.  Raym.  1228;  Salk. 
365) ;  it  roust  be  proved  as  stated  (2  Saund.  206  «,  n.  22,  207  a,  n.  24). 
In  an  action  for  disturbing  ancient  lights,  or  a  mill,  Arc.,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  state  they  were  ancient  (Cro.  Car.  325;  ante,  p.  80 ;  1  Show.  17  ;  1 
Leon.  247  ;  Pea.  290.  With  respect  to  the  allegation  in  reference  to  th« 
plt.'s  right  to  the  support  of  the  adjoining  soil  as  a  foundation  for  his  house, 
see  Brown  v.  Windsor,  1  Cr.  At  J.  20 ;  Hide  v.  Thornbore,2  C.  &  K.  250). 
Where  the  declaration  does  not  show  that  the  plt.'s  house  was  ancient,  or 
that  he  had  acquired  a  right  to  have  it  supported  by  the  adjoining  wall 
or  soil,  and  merely  charges,  without  laying  negligence,  that  deft,  dug 
into  the  soil  and  foundation  of  the  adjoining  land,  so  near  the  plt.'s  house 
that  it  fell  (see  Wyatt  v.  Harrison,  3  B.  At  Ad.  871 ;  Dodd  v.  Holme,  1  Ad. 
&  E.  493) ;  for,  where  a  party  has  not  acquired  an  absolute  right  to  such 
support  for  his  house,  by  twenty  years'  uninterrupted  enjoyment  thereof,  or 
other  legal  means,  his  neighbour  may  dig  into  and  use  his  own  soil,  to  the 
extremity  thereof,  without  shoring  up  the  house,  and  is  not  liable,  reasonable 
care  and  skill  being  used,  although  such  house  fnll  down(lb;  Partridge  v. 
Scott,  3  M.  As  W.  220.  The  mere  circumstance  of  juxtaposition  does  not 
render  it  necessary  for  a  person  who  pulls  down  his  wall  to  give  notice  of 
his  intention  to  the  owner  of  an  adjoining  wall  (Chadwick  v.  T rower,  6 
Bing.  N.  C.  1).  In  declaring  for  not  grinding  at  plt.'s  mill,  it  is  sufficient  to 
do  so  generally  upon  the  custom  for  certain  loll,  without  specifying  thopartica 
lar  toll,  or  the  consideration  for  it,  or  that  it  is  a  reasonable  toll  (6  M.Ac  S.  69). 

With  respect  to  the  statement  of  the  dcfl.'s  duty,  where  the  deft,  is  liable 
of  common  right,  as  to  repair  a  wall  for  preventing  damage  to  his  neighbour, 
it  in  sufficient  to  state  that  deft,  was  possessed  of  *a  certain  close, 
•nd  that,  by  reason  thereof,  he  was  bound  to  repair,  Ace.,  without  [  *464  ] 
showing  the  particular  ground  of  the  deft.'s  liability  (6  Mud.  31 1 ; 
Raym.  1091;  1  Ch.  Pi.  397).     Thu«,  where  an  action  was  brought  for  the 
deft.'s  not  repairing  a  private  road   leading  through  hit  close,  it  was   held 
sufficient  to  allege,  in  a  declaration,  that  the  deft.,  an  occupier  of  the  cloae, 
ought  to  have  repaired  it ;  though,  when  deft,  prescribes  in  a  plea,  in  right 
of  his  own  estate,  it  in  different  (2  Snund.  113,  n.  1,  172  a,  n.  1). 

It  is  a  common-law  duty  of  a  company  maintaining  a  navigable  canal, 
open  to  the  public  on  payment  of  toll*,  to  take  reasonable  care  to  prevent 
damage,  to  the  navigation,  and  although  a  declaration  mistake  the  effect  of  a 
clause  of  an  act  of  parliament,  nnd  allege  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  company 
to  raise  sunken  vessels,  Arc.,  when  no  such  duty  existed,  the  declaration  will, 
nevertheless,  be  sufficient  if  the  duty  at  common  law  can  be  necessarily 
implied  (Lancaster  Canal  Company  v.  Parnoby,  3  P.  A:  D.  162). 

With  respect  to  the  ttatenisnt  of  live  injury  il*tlf%  the  day  stated  in  the 
declaration,  as  to  when  it  was  committed,  is  immaterial  (Cro.  Kliz.  191  ;  2 
Suund.  24,  n.  1  ;  II).  295,  n.  2 ;  1  Ch.  PI.  406).  In  a  declaration  for  the 
continuance  of  a  nuisance,  it  is  unnecessary  to  show  the  time  when  the 
nuisance  was  erected  (T.  Uuyin.  370).  It  is  not  necessary  to  give  any 
local  description  of  the  nuisance  (2  Bast,  497;  11  Hist,  2i(J ;  1  Taunt. 
379);  and  since  the  pleading  rules  the  statement  of  place  should  be  omitted 
(H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.)  It  is  not  necessary  to  show  the  icrmiii.iiion  of  a  water- 
course. Where  the  action  is  not  brought  against  the  original  erector  of  the 
nuisance,  but  against  l>is  feoffee,  lessee,  Ate.,  it  is  necessary  to  allege  a 
special  request  to  the  deft,  to  remove  the  nuisance  (Winsmore  v.  ( Jr^-nbank, 
Willes,  58tt).  In  some  cases  however,  this  is  not  nectssary  (U.  Ar  M.  189). 
In  an  action  for  the  consequences  of  a  public  nuisance,  it  is  uoi  usual  to  state 
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any  undue  intent  on  the  part  of  the  deft.  (2  Ch.  PI.  598).  The  injurious 
act  should  be  described  according  to  the  fact.  It  will  suffice  lo  describe  it 
generally,  without  setting  out  the  particulars  of  the  deft's  acts,  and  the  means 
of  nuisance  used  by  him  (Willes,  677 ;  1  B.  &  P.  180;  Anon.  3  Leon.  13 ; 
1  Ld.  Raym.  452 ;  1  Saund.  346  a).  If,  however,  the  pit.  state  the  mode 
of  injury,  it  must  be  proved  as  alleged  (Anon.  3  Leon.  13;  1  Ld.  Ravm. 
452).  But  proving  part  of  the  injury  as  charged  will  suffice,  to  entitle  the 
pit.  to  recover  pro  taiito  (2  East,  438  ;  2  Bl.  R.  790;  5  Taunt.  27;  4  M. 
&  S.  349).  The  declaration  stated,  that  the  deft,  being  possessed  of  a  mes- 
suage adjoining  a  garden  of  the  pit.,  erected  a  cornice  upon  his  messuage, 
projecting  over  the  garden,  by  means  whereof  rain  flowed  from  the  cornice 
inio  the  garden,  and  damaged  the  same  ;  and  the  pit.  had  been  incommoded 
in  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  his  garden :  held,  that  the  erection  of  the 
cornice  was  a  nuisance  from  which  the  law  would  infer  injury  to  the  pit., 
and  that  he  was  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  in  respect  thereof,  without 
proof  that  rain  had  fallen  between  the  period  of  the  erection  of  the  cornice 
and  the  commencement  of  the  action  (Fay  v.  Prentice,  1  C.  B.  823);  and 
also,  that  the  declaration  was  not  to  be  construed  as  alleging  a  trespass  (lb.). 
A  count  which  states  the  plt.'s  possession  of  a  messuage  adjoining  to  and 
abutting  on  a  publie  navigable  river,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  pit.  was  en- 
titled to  the  full  and  free  use  of  the  navigation  of  the  said  river  for  the  pur- 
pose of  passing,  &c.,  and  conveying  their  servants,  goods,  &c.,  from  the  said 
messuage,  and  that  the  deft,  wrongfully  placed  planks  and  logs,  &c.,  upon 
the  said  river,  and  upon  that  part  of  it  which  was  near  to  the  said  messuage, 
and  thereby  prevented  the  pit.  from  having  the  full  use  of  the 
[  *4G5  ]  navigation  *of  the  river,  -per  quod  the  pits,  had  been  put  to  expense 
in  the  conveyance  of  their  goods,  &c.,  by  a  longer  and  less  con- 
venient route,  discloses  a  sufficient  ground  of  action  at  the  suit  of  an  indi- 
vidual (Dobson  v.  Blackmore,  16  Law  J.,  N.  S.  233).  But  a  count  which 
states  that  certain  messuages  were  in  the  possession  of  tenants  of  the  pits., 
and  alleges  a  similar  obstruction,  and  that  the  pits,  were  injured  thereby  in 
their  reversionary  interest,  is  bad,  as  showing  no  act  which  per  se  imporled 
any  damage  to  their  reversionary  interest;  and  a  verdict  having  been  entered 
generally  lor  the  pits,  on  a  declaration  containing  both  counts,  and  the  jury 
having  (bund  no  damages  on  the  count  alleging  their  possession  of  the  mes- 
suages :  held,  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  arrested  generally  (Dobson  v. 
Blackmore,  supra). 

The  immediate,  and  not  the  remote  cause  of  the  injury,  should  be  stated  ; 
and,  under  an  averment  of  the  remote  cause,  and  an  allegation  that,  by  means 
of  the  premises,  the  noxious  matter  annoyed  the  plt.'s  house,  it  is  not  com- 
petent to  give  evidence  of  the  intermediate  causes.  Thus,  where  pit.  alleged 
that  the  deft,  wrongfully  placed  and  continued  a  heap  of  earth,  whereby  the 
refuse  water  was  prevented  from  flowing  away  down  a  ditch,  at  the  back  of 
his  house,  and  the  evidence  was,  that  the  heap  was  not  originally  placed  so 
as  to  obstruct  the  water;  but  that,  in  process  of  time,  earth  from  the  heap 
was  trodden  down,  and  fell  into  the  ditch  and  obstructed  it,  it  was  held  a 
fatal  variance;  the  count  should  have  been  for  suffering  the  earth  to  fall 
down  (Fitzsimon  v.  Inglis,  5  Taunt.  534).  If  the  pit.  declare,  as  reversioner, 
for  an  injury  done  to  his  reversionary  interest,  the  declaration  must  allege 
it  to  have  been  done  to  the  damage  of  his  reversion,  or  must  state  an  injury 
of  such  a  permanent  nature  as  to  be  necessarily  injurious  to  his  reversion 
(Jackson  v.  Pesked,  1  M.  &  S.  234  ;  see  Tucker  v.  Newman,  11  Ad.  &  E. 
40).  The  want  of  such  an  allegation  will  be  a  cause  for  arresting  the  judg- 
ment (lb. ;  and  see  instances  there).  But,  in  case  for  negligently  pulling 
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down  a  wall  adjoining  a  wall  of  plt.'s  cellar,  whereby  the  roof  of  the  latter 
in,  and  a  qunntityof  wine  was  destroyed,  and  it  appeared  that  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  damage  was  the  placing  a  quantity  of  brick*,  in  taking 
down  the  wall,  over  the  roof  of  the  cellar,  it  was  held  no  variance  (1  D.  Ac 
R.  3o;  3  Stark.  162;  1  D.  &  R.  497).  Where,  in  an  action  on  the  case 
for  diverting  a  stream  of  water  from  the  plt.'s  mill,  the  declaration  alleged 
that  the  deft,  placed  and  raised  a  certain  dam  across  the  stream,  and  thereby 
diverted  and  turned  the  water,  and  prevented  it  from  running  along  its  usual 
course  to  the  plt.'s  mill,  and  from  supplying  the  same  with  water  for  the 
necessary  working  thereof,  as  the  same  of  right  ought, and  otherwise  would 
have  dune,  it  was  held  that  such  allegation  was  supported  by  proof,  that  in 
consequence  of  the  dim  the  water  was  prevented  from  being  regularly  sup- 
plied to  the  plt.'s  mill,  although  the  stream  was  not  diverted,  as  the  dam  was 
erected  above  the  mill,  and  the  water  returned  to  its  regular  course  long 
before  it  reached  the  mill,  and  there  was  no  waste  of  water  occasioned  by 
the  erection  of  the  dnm  (Shears  v.  Wood,  7  Moo.  S45). 

Thus  in  an  action  lor  diverting  a  watercourse,  a  count  for  diverging  and 
turning  a  stream  of  wa'er  will  not  be  supported  by  proof  of  penning  back 
and  rlii-ckiiig  it,  whereby  the  water  was  made  to  overflow  the  pit  '*  meadow 
((Inffiilis  v.  M arson,  0  Pri.  I).  Under  a  count  for  causing  (he  water  to 
rush  impetuously  agnin«t  the  plt.'s  !nnd,  he  cannot  prove  tint  the  water  was 
at  limes  prevented  Imm  coming  thereto  (Ib. ;  U  illiams  v.  Marland,  2  B.  & 
C.  OiO).  In  a  dec  U  rut  ion  for  preventing  a  stream  from  running 
to  the  plt.'s  *lnnd,  it  must  be  avern  d  that  the  pit.  wan  b  nHicially  [  *406  ] 
entitled  to  use  the  water  (Ib.).  Where  the  pit  alleged  that  (lie 
deft,  had  erected  one  dam  above  plt.'n  premises,  and  widened  another,  and 
thereby  prevented  the  water  from  running  in  its  usual  course  and  in  its  usual 
calm  and  smooth  manner  to  the  plt.'s  pr  rniws,  and  thereby  llie  water  ran 
in  a  different  channel  and  with  great  violence,  and  injured  the  banks  and 
premises  of  ph.,  but  did  not  allege  any  injury  from  want  of  a  sufficient  quantity 
of  wuler,  and  the  jury  found  llml  ph.'s  premise*  were  not  injured,  but  were 
of  opinion  ilni  the  deft,  had  no  right  to  slop  thr  water,  or  keep  it  pent  up  in 
the  summer.) i me,  it  wns  held  (hat  the  pit.  could  not  recover  duinagvs  for  the 
erection  of  ihe  dam,  but  wad  bound  tonllegennd  prove  that  IK*  had  »u*l<iinrd 
an  injury  from  the  want  of  a  sufficient  quantity  of  water  (Ib. ;  but  see  S 
Suund.  114  b,  n.).  Where  a  pit.,  who  hud  a  right  to  irrigate  his  meadow, 
by  placing  a  dam  of  loose  stones  across  a  small  stream,  and  occasionally  a 
board  or  lender  fastened  (the  board  by  means  of  two  stake*),  which  hud 
never  been  done  by  his  predecessors,  and  the  deft.,  whi  had  rights  on  the 
same  stream,  having  n  ntoved  the  stakes  and  the  board  also,  a  verdict  was 
given  lor  the  pit.  in  an  action  for  such  removal,  (lie  court  refused  to  set  it 
aside,  holding  thai  the  deft,  hud  no  right  to  remove  the  board  as  well  as  the 
stakes,  on  the  ground  that  the  s'akes  gave  the  board  a  character  of  |>erma- 
nency,  incompatible  with  the  deft.'s  right  ((Jrecnslude  v.  lluddiby,  0  Bing. 
370). 

Damages.']  An  action  on  the  case  does  not  lie  at  the  suit  of  a  private 
individual  lor  a  public  nuisance,  unless  he  show  particular  damage  in  the 
declaration  (1  ln>l.  56  n);  and  if  the  pit.  stale  that  the  deft,  obstructed,  Ace,, 
by  n  ditch  ami  gate  across  the  road,  by  which  the  pit.  was  obliged  to  go  a 
longer  and  more  difficult  road,  and  thai  the  deft,  opposed  him  in  attempting 
to  remove  the  nuisance,  it  is  sufTici'  nt  (Chichesier  v.  Lclhbridge,  Willes, 
74).  So,  the  being  delayed  lour  hours  in  a  public  highway,  and  thereby 
being  prevented  Irum  pcrlormiag  the  same  journey  as  many  tunes  a  day  as 
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if  the  obstruction  had  riot  existed,  is  a  sufficient  injury  to  entitle  the  party  to 
sue  the  obstructor  (Greasly  v.  Coding,  2  Bing.  262).  Where  the  pit.  declared 
that  before,  &c.,  he  was  navigating  his  barges,  laden  wi'h  goods,  along  a 
public  navigable  creek,  and  that  deft,  wrongfully  moored  a  barge  across,  and 
kept  the  same  moored  from  thence  hitherto,  and  thereby  obstructed  the  public 
navigable  creek,  and  prevented  the  pit.  from  navigating  his  barges  so  laden, 
per  quod  pit.  was  obliged  to  convey  his  goods  a  great  distance  over  land, 
and  was  put  to  trouble  and  expense  in  the  carriage  of  his  goods  over  land  ; 
held,  sufficient  special  damage,  for  which  an  action  on  the  case  would  lie 
(Rose  v.  Miles,  4  M.  &  S.  101)'.  And  where  the  deft,  had  placed  timber 
upon  a  public  navigable  river  in  such  a  manner  as  to  prevent  the  customers 
coming  to  the  plt.'s  house :  held,  that  pit.  had  a  sufficient  cause  of  action, 
whether  the  obstruction  was  a  nuisance  to  the  highway  or  not  (Rose  v. 
Groves,  5  Man.  &  G.  613).  But  the  merely  delaying  the  pit.  a  little  in  a 
journey  (Pain  v.  Partridge,  Garth.  191,  per  cur.),  or  obstructing  him  in  his 
business,  is  not  such  special  damage  as  will  sustain  an  action  (Hubert  v. 
Groves,  1  Esp.  148,  cited  in  Rose  v.  Miles,  4  M.  &  S.  103),  for  the  special 
damage  ought  to  be  direct,  and  not  consequential  (Pain  v.  Partridge,  supra). 
Where  the  pit.  declared  that  he  was  entitled  to  certain  tithes  and  that  his 
direct  way  to  carry  them  to  his  barn  was  through  a  certain  highway,  tha£ 
the  deft,  had  stopped  up  the  highway  by  a  ditch  and  gate,  erected  ex  trans- 
verso  vice,  and  that  by  reason  thereof  the  pit.  was  forced  to  carry 
[  *467  ]  his  tithes  by  a  longer  and  more  difficult  *vvay ;  verdict  for  the  pit., 
5/.  damages:  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  this  being 
laid  in  a  common  highway,  the  obstruction  was  a  common  nuisance,  there- 
fore the  action  could  not  lie;  resolved  that  the  action  would  lie,  for  the  rule 
that  "an  action  will  not  lie  for  what  everybody  suffers,"  ought  not  to  be 
taken  too  largely ;  in  this  case  the  pit.  had  suffered  a  particular  damage,  for 
the  labour  and  pains  which  he  was  forced  to  take  with  his  cattle  and  servants, 
by  reason  of  the  obstruction,  might  be  of  more  value  than  the  loss  of  a 
horse,  which  had  been  holden  to  be  sufficient  value  to  maintain  such  action 
(Hart  v.  Basset,  Jon.  (T.)  156).  But  the  grantee  of  an  occupation-way  may 
maintain  an  action  against  the  owner  of  the  land  over  which  the  way  leads 
for  obstructing  it,  without  proving  special  damage,  although  it  appears  that 
such  way  had  been  used  by  the  public  for  twelve  years  and  upwards  (Allen 
v.  Ormond,  8  East,  4). 

Where  there  is  direct  special  damage,  an  action  on  the  case  lies  for  not 
repairing  a  highway,  as  well  as  for  a  nuisance  in  it,  if  an  individual  be 
liable  to  repair,  aliter  where  the  county  or  parish  is  to  repair  the  highway 
(1  Inst.  (Hargrave's ed.)  56  a,  n.  2;  Russell  v.  Devon  (Men  of),  2  T.  R.  671). 

But  when  the  pit.,  a  bookseller,  having  a  shop  by  the  side  of  a  common 
thoroughfare,  suffered  loss  in  his  business  in  consequence  of  passengers 
having  been  diverted  from  the  thoroughfare  by  deft.'s  continuing  an  autho- 
rized obstruction  across  it  for  an  unreasonable  time:  held,  damage  suffi- 
ciently of  a  private  nature  to  form  the  subject  of  an  action  (Wilkes  v.  Hun- 
gerford  Market  Company,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  281).  And  it  is  requisite  that  the 
pit.  should  have  used  common  and  ordinary  caution  (Butterfield  v.  Forrester, 
11  East,  60,  cited  Lynch  v.  Nurden,  1  Q.  B.  29).  A  gas  company,  incor- 
porated by  act  of  parliament,  for  the  purpose  of  laying  down  and  repairing 
mains,  pipes,  &c.,  had  for  some  years  supplied  gas  to  a  house  belonging  to 
the  pit.,  the  only  means  of  shutting  it  off  being  by  a  stopcock  within  the 
house,  the  key  of  which  was  kept  by  the  occupier;  the  last  tenant  on  quit- 
ting gave  notice  that  he  would  not  require  any  further  supply,  and  one  of 
the  workmen  at  his  request  removed  a  chandelier,  leaving  the  end  of  the 
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pipe  properly  secured.  The  internal  fittings  were  the  property  of  the  pit. 
Whilst  the  house  was  untenanicd  the  gas  by  some  unexplained  means 
escaped,  and  an  explosion  took  place,  by  which  the  house  was  damaged. 
ise  against  the  company,  alleging  n  breach  of  duty  on  their  part,  in  not 
taking  proper  means  to  prevent  an  influx  of  gas  into  the  house,  the  judge 
having  directed  a  nonsuit,  the  court  refused  to  interfere  (ilalkin  v.  Liverpool 
Gas  Company,  3  C.  B.  1). 

And  the  pit.  may  still  be  entitled  to  recover,  although  there  may  havu 
been  negligence  in  both  parties:  the  rule  being  "although  there  may  have 
been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  pit.,  yet,  unless  he  might  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the  deft.**  negligence,  he 
is  entitled  to  recover:  if,  by  ordinary  care,  he  might  have  avoided  them,  he 
is  the  author  of  his  own  wrong"  (Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction  Railway  Com- 
pany, 3  M.  &  W.  249,  per  Parke,  B.,  recognised  in  Davis  v.  Mann,  10  M. 
6t  W.  540  ;  Buttcrfield  v.  Forrester,  11  Hast,  60).  In  Davis  v.  Mann,  the 
deft,  negligently  drove  his  horses  and  wagon  against  and  killed  an  ass  which 
had  been  left  in  the  highway  lettered  in  the  forefeet,  and  thus  unable  to  get 
out  of  the  way  of  the  deft.'s  wagon,  which  was  going  at  a  smartish  pace 
along  the  road:  it  was  held  that  the  jury  wen  properly  directed  that, 
although  it  was  an  illegal  act  on  the  part  of  the  pit.  so  to  put  the  animal  on 
the  highway,  yet  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover,  for  dcfi.  might  by  tbo  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  cnre  have  'avoided  the  consequences  of  bis  own 
negligence.  If  a  horse  and  cart  are  left  standing  in  the  street,  [  '408  ] 
without  any  one  to  mind  them,  the  owner,  who  had  so  negligently 
left  the  cart,  is  liable  for  damage  done  by  them,  although  it  be  shown  that 
the  damage  was  occasioned  dirt-oily  by  iho  act  of  a  person  striking  the  horse 
(Illidge  v.  Goodwin,  5  C.  Ac  P.  ittO.  So,  where  th-  deft,  ncgligvnily  loft  his 
horse  and  cart  unattended  in  the  street,  and  iho  pit.,  a  child  seven  yuan  of 
age,  got  into  the  curt  in  play,  and  another  child  incautiously  led  the  horse  on, 
and  the  pit.  was  thereby  thrown  down  and  hurt :  held,  llml  the  deft,  was 
liable  in  an  ac'ion  on  the  case,  though  pit.  was  a  trespasser  and  contributed 
to  the  mischief  by  bis  own  act,  and  that  it  wa»  properly  left  to  iho  jury, 
whether  dcft.'s  conduct  had  be«-n  negligent,  and  tlio  negligence  caused  the 
injury  (Lynch  v.  Nurdin,  1  Q.  H.  -1J).  Lord  Ik-nman,  in  delivering  iho 
judgment  in  thin  cose,  sjiJ,  "  If  1  am  guilty  of  negligence  in  leaving  a  dan- 
gerous thing  in  a  place  wlierf  accidents  am  likely  to  happen  from  it,  can  1, 
should  an  accident  happen  from  it,  charge  another  person,  the  person  in- 
jured, with  negligence,  and  thus  defeat  In*  claim  to  compensation  ?  Am  1 
not  answerable  for  my  own,  winch  wan  the  fir»t  act  of  ne^li^i  nee  ?"  (Ib.). 

If  property,  such  as  oyster*,  be  placed  in  ill  •  channel  of  a  public  navi- 
gable river,  KO  as  to  create  n  public  nuivinre,  a  person  navigating  is  not  jus- 
tified in  damaging  such  property  by  running  hi*  VCMC!  agnnst  it,  if  he  havti 
room  to  p.iss  without  doing  MI,  for  an  individual  cannot  abate  a  nuisance  if 
lie  is  no  otherwise  injured  by  it  than  us  one  ul  the  public;  and  therefore,  iho 
f.ici  that  such  property  was  a  nuisance  is  no  excuse  for  running  upon  it  neg- 
ligcnMy  (Colchester  (Slayor  of)  v.  Brooke,  7  Q.  li.  3  <9). 

Where  the  unskihulncss  of  th':  driver  is  the  immediate  and  proximalo 
cause  of  the  injury  the  pit.  cannot  recover;  therefore,  where  some  brick- 
layers, employed  by  the  deft.,  hud  laid  several  barrows-lull  of  lime-rubbish 
be-fore  his  door,  and  the  pit.  was  passing  in  a  chaise  at  the  time  that  tins 
wind  raised  a  whirlwind  of  the  lime  rubbish,  which  frightened  the  horse 
(usually  a  very  quiet  one),  he  st  tried  at  on:  side,  and  would  have  run 
against  a  wagon  coming  up,  but  that  the  pit.  hastily  pulled  the  horsu  round, 
aud  tbo  h..ir»c  then  ran  over  a  lime-heap  lying  against  another  man'*  door; 
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the  shock  broke  the  shaft,  which  frightened  the  horse  more,  so  that  he  ran 
away  and  overset  the  chaise,  and  the  pit.  was  thrown  out  and  hurt :  held, 
that  the  action  was  not  maintainable  (Flower  v.  Adam,  2  Taun'.  314). 

In  general  it  is  requisite  to  state,  not  only  the  injury  complained  of,  but 
also,  the  motive,  that  it  was  wrongfully  or  maliciously  committed,  as  that 
the  deft,  well  knowing  the  mischievous  propensity  of  his  dog,  or  having  been 
requested  to  remove  a  nuisance  erected  by  another,  fraudulently  contriving 
and  intending,  &c.  (stating  a  bad  intent  with  the  wrongful  act  complained 
of)  committed,  &c.  the  tort.  In  case,  the  injury  is  described  as  having  been 
wrongfully  done  (Stancliffe  v.  Hardwick,  3  D>»wl.  769).  In  an  action  for 
keeping  mischievous  animals  the  sclent*  r  must  be  alleged  and  proved  (2  Ch. 
PI.  431,  and  cases  there  cited;  see  "('ASE"):  it  is  the  gist  of  the  action 
(Thomas  v.  Morgan,  2  C.  M.  &  U.  490).  An  averment  that  the  dogs  were 
accustom&d  to  bite  sheep  is  not  supported  by  proof  that  th  y  were  ferocious, 
and  used  to  bite  men  (Mar; ley  v.  Harritnan,  1  B.  &  A.  6.'1).  It  seems  it 
would  be  sufficient  to  state,  in  an  action  for  an  injury  to  the  plt.'s  sheep,  that 
the  dogs  were  of  a  ferocious  and  mischievous  nature  (lb.).  Jf  there  be  no 
evidence  of  the  defts.  having  notice  of  the  dog's  propensity  to  kill  the  par- 
ticular cattle  which  have  been  injured,  it  may  be  advisable  to  stale  what  par- 
ticular *mischicf  lie  bad  done  before,  or  to  state  the  propensity  to 
[  *469  ]  injure  the  same  description  c.f  animals  in  general  (2  Ch.  PI.  432, 

n.  (d)  ). 

The  main  object  of  this  action  being  damages,  the  declaration  should 
state  as  much  as  will  cover  the  injury  complained  of.  When;  the  pit.  brings 
an  action  for  a  public  injury,  which  is  also  productive  of  injury  to  his  pri- 
vate rights,  he  need  not  allege  special  damage,  nil  hough  he  show  the  par- 
ticular damage  caused  1o  him.  And  a  declaration  in  case  for  placing  tim- 
bers in  a  navigable  river,  and  obstructing  the  access  to  plt.'s  house  from  the 
river,  was  held  sufficient  without  alleging  special  damage  (Rose  v.  Groves, 
5  Man.  &  G.  613;  Rose  v.  Mills,  4  M.  &  S.  101). 

Pica.]  In  an  action  whore  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  was  for  an 
injury  to  the  reversionary  interest  of  the  pit.  in  certain  premises,  occasioned 
by  stopping  up,  &c.,  a  drain,  and  the  second  count  was  for  the  like  injury, 
occasioned  by  making  erections  upon  and  against  a  wall,  parcel  of  a  dwel- 
ling-house in  the  occupa  ion  of  a  tenant  to  ihe  ph.,  whereby  the  wall  was 
weakened,  and  the  passage  of  rain  water  obstructed,  the  deft,  was  allowed 
to  plead  not  guilty;  to  the  first  count  a  plea  denying  the  tenancy  and  plt.'s 
reversionary  interest ;  to  the  sanio  count,  a  plea  putting  in  issue  the  exist- 
ence of  the  drain  in  manner,  &c. ;  to  the  second  count,  a  plea  denying  the 
tenancy  and  plt.'s  reversionary  interest;  to  the  same  count,  as  to  the  descent 
of  rain  water,  a  plea  denying  that  the  rain  water  did,  or  ought  to  flow  or  be 
carried  away,  &c.,  in  mam.er,  &c. ;  to  so  much  of  the  second  count  as 
regarded  the  wall,  that  the  same  was  not  the  wall  of  or  parcel  of  the  dwel- 
ling-house, &c.;  and  ihe  following  pleas  to  the  whole  declaration,  founded 
upon  the  Building  Act:  party  wall;  no  notice  of  action  ;  and  statutory 
limitation  elapsed  (Ross  v.  Clifton,  11  Ad.  &  M  031). 

The  general  issue  to  an  action  fora  nuisance  is  not  guilty  (see  "AN- 
CTKNT  LIGHTS."  "  COMMON,"  "  NKULIGSNCK,"  "  KEVKKSION,"  "  WAYS," 
*•  WATKRCOUHSKS"). 

In  an  action  on  the  case,  a  plea  of  not  guilty  shall  operate  as  a  denial 
only  of  the  breach  of  duty  or  wrongful  act  al.eged  to  have  been  committed 
by  the  deft.,  and  not  of  the  facts  staled  in  the  inducement,  and  no  other  de- 
lencc  than  sucli  denial  shall  be  admissible  under  that  plea  ;  ail  other  pleas 
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in  dcninl  shall  take  issue  upon  some  particular  nmttcr-of-fact  alleged  in  (ho 
declaration  (R.  G.  4  Will.  IV.  in  case  1);  and  all  matters  in  confession  and 
avoid. i net-  shall  be  specially  pleaded,  as  in  actions  of  assumpsit.  In  an 
action  on  the  case  for  a  nuisance  lo  the  occupation  of  a  house  by  carrying 
on  an  offensive  trade,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  shall  operate  as  a  denial  only 
tint  tho  dell,  carried  on  the  alleged  trade  in  such  a  way  a*  to  be  a  nuisance 
to  the  occupation  of  the  house,  and  will  not  operate  as  a  denial  of  the  pit. 'a 
occupation  of  the  house  (Ib.).  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  obstructing  a 
right  of  way,  such  plea  will  operate  as  a  denial  of  the  obstruction  only,  and 
not  of  the  plt.'tj  rij;ht  of  way  (Ib.). 

The  pica  of  not  guilty  puts  in  i*«  »e  both  the  act  complained  of  and  its 
consequences.  By  this  plea,  the  defl.  say*,  "  I  am  not  yuiliv  of  en  ctinsr  a 
b  nlding  which  is  a  nuisance  (Norton  v.  Srholctield,  0  M.  At  W.  005).  The. 
plea  of  not  guilty  in  case  for  a  wrongful  diversion  of  wa:cr  from  th«>  plt.'a 
mill,  pin*  in  Usuu  the  inert)  fact  of  the  diversion  und  not  its  wrongful  char- 
acter (Frankiim  v.  Falmouih  (Ivirl),  '-i  Ad.  At  K.  4">«).  In  an  action  fur 
continuing  a  iiiiinmce  b-fore  erected  by  II.,  tin'  erection  by  II.  n  not  put  in 
bsue  by  not  guilty,  but  ot.lv  the  continuance  by  deft.  ((Jrenfell  v.  IvIgO- 
come,  7  Q.  H.  001 ) ;  but  for  keeping  dogs,  w<  II  knowing  them  to  bo  accu*- 
tomed  *io  bire  cattle,  &c.,  and  which  bit  and  worried  the  pit.'* 
cattle,  it  was  hulden,  that  not  guilty  put  in  issue  the  jr«r/*&r,  tli.it  [  '470  ] 
not  being  inducement  but  the  sutMtancc  of  the  issue  (Thomas  v. 
Morgan,  2  (Jr.  M.  &  R.  400). 

But  in  cnae  against  del':.,  for  negligently  driving  hit  hone  and  car  against 
tho  pll.'s  how,  it  was  hold- n,  that  un  i<  r  (In  plen  of  not  guilty  the  deft, 
could  not  M!IOW  tin'  he  was  not  tho  penton  driving,  and  that  the  cart  did  not 
belong  to  him;  these  being  facts  stated  in  tho  inducement,  of  which  th-«  plea 
could  not  operate  ns  a  denial,  and  the  misconduct  in  driving  being  the  only 
wrongful  act  put  in  iitsuv  thereby  (Taverncr  v.  Little,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  07H; 
rccognisc-l  in  Ilirt  v.  Crow-ley,  1'J  Ad.  Ar  H.  37*4;  and  in  Dunlord  v.  Trot- 
tlen,  l-J  M.  vV  \V.  ."r,".n.  If  the  <!•  :•  u.-r  be,  (hut  tin-  nuisance,  if  any,  was 
of  a  public  nature,  iimi  ttmt  the  pit.  has  no:  Mwlnined  any  upeoial  d  image, 
en  i Wing  him  to  Hue,  th--  *|>ecinl  damage  ought  lo  be  traversed  in  thu  terms 
in  which  it  is  aliened.  The  inducement  or  asv-rtion  of  n^lit  to  the  thing 
injured,  as,  that  th"  pit.  was  entitled  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  support  of  dell.'s 
house,  or  foundations,  or  the  enjoyment  of  water,  or  was  possessed  of  a 
house,  &c.,  is  not  put  in  issue  by  not  guilty,  and  must  therefore  be,  specially 
traversed  in  the  words  of  tho  declaration  concluding  to  the  country  (wo 
Cotton  v.  Mr.. \»n,  3  Ad.  A:  1C.  ttl'J;  per  1'aileson,  J.;  Rons  v.  1* roves,  ft 
Man.  At  (J.  013;  jx-r  Tindal,  ('.  J.).  '1'lte  deft,  may  plead  to  un  action  for 
removing  land  which  sup|K>rted  plt.'s  house:  first,  that  the  land  on  which 
pll.'s  house  stood  was  not  supported  by  the.  other  land:  secondly,  that  the 
pit.  was  not  eiritic.l  us  of  right  to  his  land  being  supported  by  the  other  land 
(sec  such  forms,  Hide  v.  Thornborough,  V!  (.'.  ».V  K.  '2'»'2  ;  T rower  v.  Chad- 
wick,  3  Hing.  N.  C.  331)  ;  Partridge  v.  Scott,  3  M.  A:  W.  ti.'O;  *  e  u  plea 
of  prescriptive  right  lo  cause  a  nuisance,  Flight  v.  Thomas,  10  Ad.  At  li. 
SUl) ;  s<  e  a  plea  jusiilxing  under  a  paving  net  lor  removing  ladders  placed 
on  loot  way,  Uavcy  v.  Warne,  14  M.  A:  \V.  11)1);  sec  a  p!eu  of  license  from 
tho  Lord  M.iyor  of  London  to  erect  a  honrd,  Uradbie  v.  ('luist's  llos|iilnl, 
4  M  in.  vV  (•.  711.  See  a  plea  to  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a  build- 
ing and  close  of  the  plt.'s,  and  removing  goods  from  the  building  und  depo- 
siting tliciu  u|xm  the  close;  that  thu  Luiluing  Mas  the  building  of  tho  dell., 
:m  i  ilmt  i he  g<  ods  were  encumbering  i:,  and  the  di.-lt.  tlicrclore  removed 
mio  ilie  close,  Kea  v.  Sccward,  "J  M.  At  W.  4^4).  A  pci>oii  has  no 
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right  to  enter  upon  the  land  of  another  in  order  to  abate  a  nuisance  without 
previous  notice  or  request  to  the  owner  of  the  land  to  remove  it,  unless  it 
appear  that  the  latter  was  the  original  wrong-doer  by  placing  it  there,  or 
that  it  arises  from  a  default  in  the  performance  of  some  duty  cast  upon  him 
by  law,  or  that  the  nuisance  is  immediately  dangerous  to  life  or  healih  (Jones 
v.  Williams,  11  M.  &  W.  176;  see  Lonsdale  v.  Nelson,  2  B.  &  C.  302). 
It  is  no  defence  that  the  nuisance  was  carried  on  for  a  less  period  than 
twenty  years  before  plt.'s  possession  (Elliotson  v.  Feetham,  2  Bin".  N.  C. 
134;  Bliss  v.  Hall,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  183). 

By  statute  2  &  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  s.  5,  in  all  actions  upon  the  case  and 
other  pleadings  wherein  the  party  claiming  may  now  by  law  allege  his  ri"ht 
generally,  without  averring  the  existence  of  such  right  from  time  immemo- 
rial, such  general  allegation  shall  still  be  deemed  sufficient  (see  Tickle  v. 
Brown,  4  Ad.  &  E.  369).  See  further  as  to  this  section  and  the  mode  of 
alleging  disabilities,  title  "  COMMON/' 

A  traverse  of  this  right  does  not  put  in  issue  the  possession  of  the  tene- 
ment in  respect  of  which  it  is  enjoyed.  In  case  for  a  nuisance  in  causing 
offensive  smells  to  arise  about  the  plt.'s  house,  deft.  *pleaded  enjoy- 
[  *471  ]  ment  as  of  right  for  twenty  years  of  a  mixcn  on  deft.'s  lands  con- 
tiguous and  near  to  the  plt.'s  house,  whereby,  during  all  that  time, 
offensive  smells  necessarily  and  unavoidably  arose  from  the  said  mixen ;  on 
a  traverse  of  the  right  deft,  had  a  verdict:  held,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  and 
the  pit.  was  entitled  to  judgment  non  obslante  vcredicto,  for  that  it  did  not 
show  a  right  to  cause  offensive  smells  on  the  plt.'s  premises,  nor  that  any 
smells  had  in  fact  been  in  the  habit  of  passing  beyond  the  limits  of  the  deft.'s 
own  land  (Flight  v.  Thomas,  10  Ad.  &  E.  590). 

The  Statute  of  Limitations  will  be  a  sufficient  defence  to  an  action  for  a 
nuisance,  and  it  begins  to  run  from  the  arising  of  the  consequential  damages 
(Gillon  v.  Boddington,  R.  &  M.  161  ;  Roberts  v.  Read,  16  East,  215 ;  How- 
ell  v.  Young,  5  B.  &  C.  26).  If  a  statute  direct  that  the  action  shall  be 
brought  within  six  months  after  the  matter  or  act  done,  and  the  injury,  viz. 
the  cracking  of  the  walls  of  the  plt.'s  house,  was  caused  by  sinking  a  sewer, 
it  was  held  that  the  action  must  be  brought  from  the  time  of  the  walls  crack- 
ing (Lloyd  v.  Wigncy,  6  Bing.  489;  Wordsworth  v.  Harley,  1  B.  &  Ad. 
396 ;  see  further,  post,  p.  476). 


Precedents. 

See  form  of  declaration  for  nuisance  in  obstructing  ancient  light?,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  121  ; 
for  disturbance  of  common,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  79!) ;  for  disturbance  of  way,pos<,  "  WAY  ;" 
and  see  the  various  forms  in  3  Ch.  PI.  Index,  Nuisance.  For  other  different  forms  of 
declaration,  see  the  different  works  on  pleading.  For  injuring  the  foundations  of  pit.'* 
house  by  digging  mines,  Hilton  v.  Granvillc  (Lord),  5  Q.  15.  701  ;  Hill  v.  Thornborough, 
2  C.  &  K.  250  ;  Wyatt  v.  Harrison,  3  B.  &  Ad.  871  ;  Dodd  v.  Holme,  1  Ad.  &,  E.  4!>3. 
Against  proprietors  of  a  neighbouring  house,  for  obstructing  the  footway  to  plt.'s  house  by 
a  building  hoard,  and  for  so  negligently  pulling  down  his  house  that  bricks,  &c.,  fell  on 
plt.'s;  for  undermining  party  wall  between  the  houses,  Bradbcc  v.  Christ's  Hospital,  4 
Man.  &.  G.  714;  for  a  noisy  nuisance  in  manufacturing  iron,  Elliston  v.  Talharn,  2  Bing. 
N.  C.  134;  for  erecting  a  mound  on  a  hill  above  plt.'s  house,  Morris  v.  Daniell,  10  Bing. 
507;  for  leaving  a  mine  uncovered,  whereby  plt.'s  horse  fell  in,  Lybray  v.  White,  1  M.  At 
W.  435  ;  for  not  repairing  a  privy,  Russell  v.  Shcnton,  3  Q.  B.  449  ;  for  leaving  a  cellar 
door  uncovered,  whereby  pit.  fell  in,  2  Ch.  PL  43'3;  Coupland  v.  Hardingharn,  3  Camp. 
3.'J8;  Proctor  v.  Harris,  4  C.  &  P.  337;  Daniclls  v.  Potter,  ib.  262;  lor  setting  spring 
guns,  Holt  v.  Wilkca,  3  B.  &.  Ad.  304 ;  Bird  v.  Holbrook,  4  Bing.  6',>3 ;  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  e. 
18;  for  teUing  dog-spears,  Dean  v.  Clayton,  7  Taunt.  489  ;  Sears  v.  Lyon,  2  Stark.  317; 
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Towmend  ».  Walker,  9  Ea«t,  277 :  Jardin  v.  Cramp,  8  M.  &.  W.  753;  for  wrooffullv 
placing  ecythet  in  a  public  »tree(,  Marriott  ».  Stanley,  1  Man.  A.  G.  568;  for  plaein? 
lighted  briiiutone  in  a  church  lower  where  pit.  waa  ringing  the  boll*,  Evan*  r.  Lute,  7 
a  A.  P.  5G-J. 


Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

The  pit.  must  prove,  if  raised  by  the  picas,  the  inducement  in  the  decla- 
ration, his  possession  or  his  title  to  the  right  affected,  the  injurious  act  com* 
plained  or,  that  deft  did  the  injury,  and  the  damages. 

Proof  of  Possession.]     In  an  action  for  disturbance  of  a  water-course,  this 
must  be  traversed,  and  is  not  put  in  issue  by  a  pica  of  nut  guilty ;  and, 
where  it  was  unnecessarily  and  irrelevantly  staled  in  the  inducement 
that  a  close  therein  mentioned  was  used  as  a  'private  road,  it  wns  [  *472  ] 
held  unnecessary  to  prove  such  user  (Duke  v.  Goatling,  1  Ding. 
N.  C.  5S8). 

The  action  being  local,  the  nuisance  must  be  proved  to  have  been  com- 
mitted in  the  county  whore  the  venue  is  laid  (Warner  v.  Webb,  1  Taunt. 
370);  unless,  indeed,  it  have  been  changed  under  2  At  3  Will.  IV.  c,  42,  s. 
2.'. 

Proof  of  Plaintiff  Talc  to  Right.]  This  title  must  be  proved  (2  Saund. 
114  c;  4  Mod.  421 ;  1  Saund.  340). 

If  the  action  be  for  an  injury  to  real  property  corporeal,  at  the  suit  of  a 
party  in  pOMMsion,  he  need  only  prove  his  pos*c*tion,  which  may  b-s  done 
by  his  family,  or  others  who  can  apeak  to  such  possession  as  stated  in  the 
declaration,  at  the  lime  the  injury  wan  done.  The  ri^ht  to  incorporeal  herc- 
ditum  nts  was  formerly  proved  by  presumptive  evidence  of  enjoyment  for 
upwards  of  twenty  years;  but  now  by  statute  2  Ac  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  the 
right  becomes  indefeasible  after  certain  periods  (see  •*  COHMOM,"  "WAT," 
41  A  NCI  r. xr  LIGHTS*').  If  his  till*;  be  s'ated  specially,  it  must  be  proved 
accordingly  (antf,  p.  404  ;  2  Saund.  20fl  a,  n.  22,  2U7  a,  n.  24).  Where 
the  action  is  at  the  suit  of  a  reversions,  his  title  to  the  reversion  must  be 
proved  (sec  antf,  "  lijKcrMKXT").  In  case  for  an  injury  done  to  the  plu's 
reversionary  interest  in  land,  in  culling  and  carrying  away  trees,  if  he  holds 
under  a  written  agreement  as  tenant,  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  produce  it 
(Cotterill  v.  Hobby,  4  B.  Ac  ('.  405).  But  see  the  case  of  Srtothcr  v.  Burr, 
5  Bing.  130.  As  to  the  evidence  of  title  in  action  for  disturbing  ancient 
window,  sec  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  123.  In  nn  action  on  the  case  for  tin-  disturb- 
ance of  a  ferry,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  pit.  to  prove  thai  he  was  in  possession 
of  the  ferry  at  the  time  when  the  cause  of  action  arose,  and  it  is  not  ncccs- 
sarv  for  him  to  prove  the  payment  of  any  s|xt-ified  sum  for  passage  (Peter 
v.  Iv-iul'il,  0  B.  &  C.  703).  In  an  action  against  a  stranger  for  disturbing 
the  pit.  in  the  possession  of  a  pew,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  pit.  to  prove 
repairs,  although  it  is  otherwise  where  the  action  is  against  the  ordinary 
(Kenrick  v.  Taylor,  1  Wils.  3.'G). 

A  traverse  of  the  right  to  the  water  docs  not  put  in  issue  the  possession  of 
the  tenement  in  respect  to  which  it  is  enjoyed;  nor  is  the  wrongful  ness  of 
the  possession  put  in  issue  by  not  guilty  (Frunkum  v.  Falmouth,  'I  Ad.  At  E. 
453).  The  provisions  of  the  Prescription  Act,  2  Ai  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  for 
shortening  the  lime  of  prescription,  will  be  found  under  "  WAY,  DISTUUB- 

VOL.  11.  32 
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ANCE  OF,"  and  the  cases  decided  on  this  statute  on  that  subject  are  generally 
applicable  to  rights  of  water. 

.  Where  it  was  alleged  that  pit.  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  a  water-course  by 
reason  of  his  possession  of  a  mill,  it  was  held  that  the  allegation  was  not 
supported  by  evidence  of  a  parol  license  or  agreement,  by  which  the  defu 
permitted  the  exercise  of  the  right  in  question  to  the  pit.  but  did  not  legally 
grant  or  annex  it  to  the  mill  (Fentiman  v.  Smith,  4  East,  107);  and  see 
further,  ante,  p.  289, "where  a  parol  license  is  sufficient  to  give  a  right  to  an 
easement  to  real  property. 

If  anything  is  done  to  destroy  the  evidence  of  title,  an  action  is  maintain- 
able by  the  landlord  against  his  tenant;  therefore,  if  the  tenant  open  a  new 
door,  the  landlord  may  recover  in  this  action  against  him  pending  the  lease, 
though  the  house  itself  may  not  be  injured  by  it,  provided  the  jury  find  that 
his  reversion  has  been  injured,  for  the  alteration  of  the  property  may  tend 
to  the  injury  of  the  owner,  even  when  not  thereby  deteriorated  (Young  v. 
Spencer,  10  B.  &  C.  152).  The  erection  of  a  roof  which  throws 
[  *473  ]  rain  water  into  the  *yard  of  the  plt.'s  tenement  is  a  ground  of 
action  to  the  pit.  if  the  jury  think  the  reversion  damaged  (Tucker 
v.  Newman,  11  Ad.  &  E.  40) ;  but  a  reversioner  cannot  maintain  an  action 
against  a  stranger  for  merely  entering  upon  his  land,  held  by  a  tenant  on 
lease,  though  the  entry  be  made  in  exercise  of  an  alleged  right  of  way,  such 
entry  during  the  tenancy  not  being  necessarily  injurious  to  the  reversion 
(Baxter  v.  Taylor,  4  B.  &  Ad.  72). 

In  an  action  by  a  reversioner,  a.  trustee,  proof  that  the  ccsfui  quc  trust  let 
the  premises  and  received  the  rent  from  the  tenant,  was  held  sufficient  to 
support  a  count  staling  that  the  premises  were  in  the  occupation  of  the 
tenant,  as  tenant  to  the  pit.  (Vullance  v.  Savage,  7  Bing.  597).  Where  the 
defts.,  corporators,  had  erected  a  building  on  the  land  of  corporation  which 
obstrusted  the  market  of  L.,  and  L.  afterwards  demised  the  market  to  the 
pit.,  the  defts.  were  held  liable  for  continuing  the  nuisance  (Thompson  v. 
Gibson,  7  M.  &  W.  456). 

Where  a  corporation  was  owner  of  oyster  beds,  and  a  fishery  in  a  river, 
for  an  injury  to  which  the  action  was  brought,  and  the  deft,  pleaded  not  pos- 
sessed: held,  that  a  license  to  dredge  and  take  the  oysters  was  no  answer 
under  this  plea  (Colchester  (Mayor  of)  v.  Brooke,  7  Q.  B.  339).  Where 
the  declaration  alleged  that  pit.  was  possessed  of  a  wharf,  and  a  nuisance  by- 
deft.:  held,  that  long  user  would  support  a  verdict  for  pit.,  although  deft, 
proved  a  grant  to  a  lessee,  under  whom  pit.  claimed,  of  the  use  of  the  laud 
only  for  a  certain  purpose  (Page  v.  Hatchill,  8  Q.  15.  593). 

Proof  of  Injurious  Act  done.]  The  nuisance  should  be  proved  as  stated  ; 
and  as  to  what  a  variance,  see  ante,  p.  463.  Pit.  must  prove  an  injury  suffi- 
cient in  law  to  constitute  a  nuisance  to  him,  as  by  the  erection  of  anything 
offensive  so  near  the  house  of  another  as  to  render  it  useless  and  unfit  for 
habitation,  as  the  erection  of  a  pigsty,  limekiln,  privy,  smith-forge,  tobacco- 
mill,  tallow-furnace,  or  the  like  (Selw.  N.  P.  1105;  ante,  p.  463).  It  is 
enough  if  it  render  the  enjoyment  of  life  and  property  uncomfortable  (R.  v. 
While,  1  Burr.  337,  per  Ld.  Mansfield).  In  an  action  by  a  reversioner,  he 
must  prove  the  nuisance  to  be  of  such  a  permanent  nature,  as  necessarily  to 
affect  his  reversionary  interest  (see  Jackson  v.  Mesked,  1  M.  &  S.  234,239; 
see  Tucker  v.  Newman,  11  Ad.  &  E.  40;  Dobson  v.  Blackmore,  16  Law  J., 
N.  S.,  Q.  B.  233).  The  reasonable  exercise  of  a  person's  rights  is  not  the 
•'bjcct  of  an  action  for  a  nuisance,  though  it  may  annoy  another;  as,  where 
^her,  or  brewer,  &c.,  exercises  his  trade  in  a  convenient  and  appropriate 


NUISANCE,  ACTION  FOR.  473 

place  (Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case  for  Nuisance,  C).  Nor  is  the  preven- 
of  an  excess  in  the  exercise  of  such  a  right  (Ib.).  Such  things  as  tend 
merely  to  abridge  the  gratification  of  plt.'s  feelings,  arc  not  of  themselves  a 
nuisance ;  as,  where  the  deft,  kept  his  dogs  so  near  the  pit's  house,  that  his 
family  were  prevented  from  sleeping  during  the  night,  and  were  also  greatly 
disturbed  at  other  times,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  deft.,  the  court 
refused  a  new  trial,  though  he  gave  no  evidence  (Street  v.  Tugwell,  Selw. 
N.  P.  1047);  but  see  Elliotson  v.  Feclham,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  134;  where  the 
noise  of  a  legal  trade  was  held  to  be  a  nuisance;  nor  is  the  shutting  out  the 
prospect  from  the  plt.'s  window  actionable  (A  Id  red's  case,  9  Rep.  56  6).  As 
to  injury  to  ancient  lights,  see  ante.  Vol.  I.,  p.  124).  For  the  purpose  of 
proving  the  nuisance,  pit.  should  call  persons  living  in  the  house  or  neigh- 
bourhood, and  who  have  bad  frequent  means  of  perceiving  the  nuisances. 
Nuisances  to  the  land,  or  to  franchises,  are  also  to  be  proved  in  like  manner. 

*ln  an  action  for  contaminating  a  well  by  erecting  a  cesspool 
near  it,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  the  fact  of  the  erection,  [  '474  ] 
as  well  as  that  of  the  consequent  contamination  (Norton  v.  Schole- 
field,  9  M.  Ac  W.  605).  Where  the  pit.  complained  of  the  diversion  of  the 
water  of  his  pond  by  his  cutting  and  continuing  a  sewer  near  it,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  deft,  had  drained  the  pond  before  the  sewer  was  made  in 
order  to  make  it,  but  that  the  sewer  when  made  did  in  fact  prevent  the  pond 
from  refilling;  it  was  held  that  the  alleged  disturbance  was  proved  (Dukes 
v.  Gostling,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  588).  If  the  pit.  take  water  out  of  his  stream, 
and  thereby  withdraw  some  from  the  pond  of  another  below,  this  is  not  action- 
able,  unless  there  bo  a  diverting  stream  (Smart  v.  Stisted,  Com.  Dig.  Action 
for  Nuisance,  C).  A  slight  temporary  damage  by  muddying  the  water  of  a 
well  will  not  support  an  action  (Taylor  v.  Bennrtt,  7  C.  At  P.  329).  A  re- 
versioner  may  sue  for  damage  done  by  the  erection  of  a  water-spout  on  the 
contiguous  premises,  if  it  be  injurious  to  the  plt.'s  reversion  (Tucker  v.  New* 
man,  11  Ad.  &  K.  40). 

An  action  does  not  lie  against  a  man  for  pulling  down  his  house, » hereby 
the  plt.'s  adjoining  house  falls  for  want  of  shoring,  for  the  nit.  ought  to  show 
u  right  to  the  support  of  the  defl.'s  house  (Peyton  v.  London  (Mayor  of),  9 
B.  A:  C.  725).  Nor  con  the  possessor  of  a  house  (not  ancient)  support  an 
action  agaioHt  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  for  merely  digging  away  that 
land,  so  that  the  house  falls  in.no  negligence  appearing  (Wyatl  v.  Harrison, 
3  B.  Ac  Ad.  871).  But  although  the  owner  neglect  to  shore  up  his  hous*- 
the  t!<  it.  must  not  pull  his  down  in  so  negligent  and  improvident  a  manner, 
ns  to  occasion  greater  risk  to  the.  owner  of  lite  adjoining  house  than  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  doing  the  work  he  would  have  incurred).  If  he  do  so, 
he  will"  be  liable  (Wallers  v.  Pfeil,  Moo.  A:  W.  305;  Brown  v.  Windsor,  1 
(V.  A;  J.  20;  Dodd  v.  Holme,  1  Ad.  &  K.493  ;  Trowcr  v.  Chadwick,  3  Ring. 
N.  C.  3:i4  ;  see  Partridge  v.  Scott,  3  M.  A;  W.  2JO ;  and  2  A;  3  Will.  W.  c. 
71).  The  pit.  who  had  demised  u  cottage  reserving  mines,  wan  held  entitled 
to  sue  f«>r  un  injury  to  the  cottage  by  a  stranger  who  had  dug  the  mineral, 
though  il  wus  not  clear  on  the  evidence  whether  the  injury  arose  from  exca- 
vations under  the  cottage,  or  under  another  house  of  the  pit.  (Kuinc  v.  Alder- 
SOB,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  702). 

Pror>f  that  Deft,  committed  flit  Nuisance.]  It  must  U*  established  that 
deft.  hun«eir,  or  his  agent,  committed  the  nuisance  (see  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  124). 
It  is  not  necessary  that  the  nuisance  be  first  occasioned  by  tin;  deft.:  he  will 
be  equally  liable  if  he  permit  it  to  continue;  though  where  he  is  not  the  ori- 
ginal promoter  of  the  nuisance,  a  notice  must  have  been  served  upon  him. 
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to  remove  it;  the  pit.  may  elect,  however,  fo  sue  the  party  originally  occa- 
sioning the  nuisance,  or  his  alienee  (Ptn ruddock's  case,  5  Rep.  101  a).  A 
notice  to  remove  a  nuisance,  delivered  at  the  premises  to  which  it  relates,  to 
the  occupier  for  the  time  being,  will  bind  a  subsequent  occupier;  and  a  per- 
son who  takes  premises  upon  which  a  nuisance  exists,  and  continues  it,  takes 
them  subject  to  all  the  restrictions  imposed  upon  his  predecessors  by  the 
receipt  of  such  a  notice  (per  Abbott,  C.  J,,  Salmon  v.  Benslcy,  R.  &  M.  189). 
In  an  action  for  not  repairing  fences,  the  occupier  is  alone  liable,  and  no 
action  can  be  supported  against  the  owner  of  the  estate  who  is  not  in  posses- 
sion (Cheetham  v.  Harnpson,  4  T.  R.  318),  except  whfre  the  occupier  can 
show  that  the  owner  was  bound  to  repair  (Payne  v.  Rogers,  2  H.  Bl.  349). 
A  party  who  merely  directs  the  workmen  in  the  erection  of  a  nuisance  may 
be  joined  as  a  deft,  with  the  party  originally  occasioning  it  (Wilson 
[  *475  ]  v.  Peto,  6  Moo.  47);  and,  \\here  a  landlord  employed  *workmen 
in  the  repair  of  a  house,  he  was  held  liable  for  a  nuisance  occa- 
sioned in  making  the  repairs,  though  he  was  not  in  the  occupation  of  the 
premises,  and  though  the  tenant  was  bound  to  repair  (Leslie  v.  Pounds,  4 
Taunt.  649). 

If  the  deft,  have  let  the  premises  with  the  nuisance  upon  them,  or  if  he  le,t 
premises,  the  natural  consequence  of  the  use  of  which  is  that  they  will 
become  a  nuisance,  he  will  be  liable,  and  his  assignee  is  also  liable,  although 
the  premises  were  under  lease  when  assigned,  so  that  the  assignee  could  not 
enter  to  remove  the  nuisance;  and  the  landlord  is  liable  for  a  nuisance 
erected  by  his  tenant,  if  he  afterwards  renew  the  tenancy,  or,  it  seems,  if  he 
refrain  from  exercising  a  right  to  enforce  the  removal  (R.  v.  Pedley,  1  Ad. 
&  E.  822).  A  clerk  who  superintends  the  rc-ercction  of  the  building  which 
occasions  the  nuisance,  and  who  alone  directs  the  workmen,  is  liable  to  be 
joined  as  a  co-deft,  with  the  original  contractor  (Wilson  v.  Peto,  6  Moo. 
47). 

A  lodger  in  a  house  has  a  right  to  the  use  of  the  knocker,  bellpull,  stair- 
case, &c.,  and  if  the  landlord  obstruct  him  in  the  enjoyment,  or  deprive  him 
of  the  use  of  these,  case  lies  against  him  (Underwood  v.  Burrows,  7  C.  & 
P.  76). 

Clerks  of  commissioners  intrusted  with  the  conduct  of  public  works,  are 
not  liable  in  damages  for  an  injury  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  artificers 
employed  under  their  authority  (Hall  v.  Smith,  2  Bing.  156). 

Persons  acting  within  their  jurisdiction,  and  in  the  exercise  of  a  public 
duty,  as  commissioners  of  sewers,  or  road  trustees,  or  persons  acting  under 
them,  as  paviors,  &.C.,  are  not  liable  for  a  nuisance,  though,  in  fact,  a  nui- 
sance be  committed  (Cast-plate  Company  v.  Meredith,  4  T.  R.  794:  Harris 
v.  Baker,  4  M.  &  S.  27 ;  Sutton  v.  Clarke,  6  Taunt.  41 ;  Boulton  v.  Crow- 
ther,  2  B.  &  C.  703  ;  sec  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  107,  73,  74.)  But,  though  they 
act  within  their  jurisdiction,  yet  if  they  act  wantonly  and  oppressively,  they 
are  responsible  lor  an  injury  committed  (Ib.  707  ;  Leader  v.  Moxon,  3  Wils. 
461);  or  where  they  do  not  act  within  their  jurisdiction,  or  exceed  their 
authority  (Boulton  v.  Crowther,  2  B.  &  C.  707;  Cast-plate  Company  v. 
Meredith,  4  T.  R.  794);  or  where  they  act  incautiously,  unskilfully,  or  im- 
providently,  they  will  he  liable  (Ib. ;  Jones  v.  Bird,  5  B.  &  A.  837  ;  Grocers' 
Company  v.  Donne,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  34). 

Damages.]  These  are  usually  proved  by  the  party  who  proves  the 
license.  In  difficult  questions,  surveyors  or  persons  of  competent  skill, 
should  be  called  in.  In  an  action  by  the  reversioner,  the  tenant,  if  he  will 
do  so,  should  be  present  at  the  trial,  and  consent  not  to  bring  any  action. 
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Where  the  pit.  declared  in  caw  -against  the  tenant,  for  not  repairing  his 
>,  per  quofl  the  pli.'s  horses  escap«*d  into  defi.'s  close,  and  were  there 

killed  by  the  falling  of  a  haystack;  held  that  the  damages  were  not  loo 
•e,  and  that  the  action  was  maintainable  (2  Y.  &  J.  391  ;  see  Booth  v. 

Wilson,  1  B.  &  Al.  59). 

Competency  of  Witness.]  The  tcn.int  of  land  is  at  common  law  a  com- 
petent witness  for  the  reve  rsioner,  in  an  action  by  the  latter  for  a  nuisance 
(Adums  v.  Mortlock,  5  Bing.  N.  C. 


Evidence  for  Defendant. 

This  will  consist  in  rebutting  the  plt.'s  proofs,  or  showing  a  license  (ante, 
*'  LICKXSB"),  or  other  justification.  See  various  titles  of  defence  in  the  work  : 
see  "  CAS«." 

One  who  is  injured  by  an  obstruction  in  a  highway,  against 
which  *he  fell,  cannot  maintain  an  action  if  it  appear  that  he  wns  [  *476  ] 
riding  with  great  violence,  and  want  of  ordinary  cnre,  without 
which  he  might  have  scon  and  avoided  the  obstruction  (Buitcrficld  v.  For- 
rester,  11  Bast,  60).     It  has  been  held  that  ne;»  licence  on  the  part  of  the  pit. 
is  admissible,  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty  (llolden  v.  Livcipoul  New  Gas 
Company,  1  C.  B.  1  ). 

In  an  action  against  a  party  for  so  negligently  constructing  a  hayrick,  on 
the  extremity  of  his  land,  as  thnt,  in  consequence  of  its  spoottioeous  ignition 
his  neighbour's  house  wns  burnt  down,  lite  oYfl.  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  that 
there  was  no  negligence:  held,  ihM  it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  the  deft,  had  been  guilty  of  gross  negligence,  viewing  his  conduct 
with  reference  to  the  cnution  thnt  a  prudent  man  would  have  observed 
(Vaughan  v.  M«  nlove,  3  Ring.  N.  ('  409). 

The  deft.  may  prove  thnt  UK>  pit.  gave  him  leave  by  parol  to  do  the  act 
which  occasioned  the  nuisance  (Winter  v.  Brock  well,  8  Kist,  308),  nod  that 
it  was  done  under  that  license,  fur  when  exeeu'cd  the  license  is  not  counter* 
mandable  (sec  Leggins  v.  Inge,  7  Buijt.  6H'J),  otherwise  while  it  remains 
executory  (Webb  v.  Paternoster,  Poph.  151,  per  lloughton,  J.  ;  but  sec  WiU 
liums  v.  Morris,  8  M.  At  W.  4^S).  A  piirol  license  by  a  commoner,  to 
build  a  house  on  a  common,  will  no!,  though  executed,  run  with  the  I  md,  in 
respect  of  which  the  right  of  common  is  claimed,  so  as  to  bind  n  subv  qucnt 
owner  of  such  land  (Perry  v.  Fiizhowe,  16  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  239).  A 
parol  executory  license  is  countermands  ble  at  any  time  (Wulli»  v.  Harrison, 
4  M.  At  W.  ~>ii;  so  a  parol  license  from  A.  to  It.  to  enjoy  an  easement 
over  A.'s  land  was  holden  to  be  countcrmund.ibtc  at  any  time  whilst  it  re- 
mained  executory,  nnd  that  if  A.  conveyed  tho  land  to  another  the*  license 
was  determined  ut  oiK*e,  without  notice  to  LJ.  of  ihc  transfer  (lh.).  Tho 
licensee  must  be  established  by  clear  and  satisfactory  proof  (Blum-hard  v. 
Bridges,  4  Ad.  At  K.  195,  |>cr  1'altCbon,  J.).  Although  a  parol  license  may 
be  an  excuse  for  a  trespass,  until  such  license  is  countermanded,  yet  a 
right  nnd  title  to  have  a  passage  for  water  over  another's  land,  being  a  free- 
hold interest,  requires  a  deed  to  create  it  (llcwlins  v.  Sheppam,  5  li.  At  C. 
221).  As  to  the  Statute  ol  Limitations,  see  ante,  p.  471.  In  actions  on  the 
ease,  in  which  the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  consequential  damage,  the  time  of 
limitation  begins  to  run  from  the  occurring  of  the  consequential  damage 
(Roberts  v.  Ueed,  16  Bast,  215).  It  is  not  any  defence  that  the  nuis-  s  com- 
plained  of  were  not  greater  than  was  necessary  and  unavoidable  in  the  deft.'* 
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business  (Elliotson  v.  Feetham,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  134),  nor  that  the  nuisances 
were  carried  on  for  less  than  twenty  years  before  the  plt.'s  possession  (Ib. ; 
see  Bliss  v.  Hall,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  183). 

Costs.']  Actions  of  trespass  on  the  case  under  which  an  action  for  a  nui- 
sance is  classed,  are  within  the  statute  3  &  4  Viet.  c.  24  ;  see  the  statute  and 
cases  decided  upon  it,  post,  "  TRESPASS." 


NUL  TIEL  RECORD. 

See  form  of  plea,  3  Ch.  PI.  211  ;  and  proof  under,  ante,  p.  256 ;  and  post, 

"  RECORD." 


[  *477  ]  *OATH. 

As  to  admissions  by,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  85;  how  administered,  post,  "  WIT- 
NESS."    See  "  AFFIDAVIT." 
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FORM  OF  REMEDY  AND  PLEADINGS,  p.  477. — Abuse  of  Process,  p.  478. — 
Declaration,  p.  480. —  Venue,  p.  481. — Plea,  p.  481. 

EVIDENCE  FOR  PLAINTIFF,  p.  483. — Proof  of  Commencement  of  Action  in 
limited  time,  p.  483. — Proof  of  Arrest,  p.  484. — Notice  of  Action,  p. 
485.—  Tax  Officers,  p.  488.— Constables,  p.  488;  Demand  of  War- 
rant, p.  488. — What  Cases  within  the  Statute,  p.  491. 

EVIDENCE  FOR  DEFENDANT,  p.  492. — Costs,  p.  493. 


Form  of  Remedy  and  Pleadings. 

AN  action  cannot  be  maintained  against  a  civil  or  ecclesiastical  judge  or 
justice  of  the  peace  acting  judicially  in  a  matter  within  the  scope  of  his 
jurisdiction,  although  he  may  decide  erroneously  in  the  particular  case  (see 
"  JUSTICES  OF  THE  PEACE);"  nor  against  a  juryman  (Wharton  v.  Sutton),  nor 
against  the  Attorney-General  (Johnstone  v.  Sutton,  1  T.  R.  513,  535) ;  nor 
against  a  superior  military  or  naval  officer  (Ib. ;  Warden  v.  Baiiy,  4  Taunt. 
67 ;  Hannaford  v.  Hunn,  2  C.  &  P.  146)  for  any  act  done  in  the  execution 
of  his  office,  and  within  the  scope  of  his  general  authority  ;  nor  are  com-' 
missioners  of  bankrupt  liable  to  trespass  for  committing  a  person  who  does 
not  answer  to  their  satisfaction  when  examined  before  them  with  reference 
to  the  bankrupt's  estate  and  effects  (Doswell  v.  Impey,  1  B.  &  C.  163).  If 
a  public  officer  have  no  jurisdiction  whatever  over  the  subject-matter,  and 
his  proceedings  are  altogether  coramnon  judice,  he  is  responsible  (Ackerly 
v.  Parkinson,  3  M.  &  S.  425 ;  Doswell  v.  Impey,  supra).  If  a  man  take  a 
reward,  whatever  may  be  the  nature  of  that  reward,  for  the  discharge  of  a 
public  duty,  that  instant  he  becomes  a  public  officer ;  and  if  by  any  negli- 
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pence  or  any  abuse  of  his  office  any  individual  sustain  any  injury,  that 
individual  is  entitled  to  redress  in  a  civil  action  (Henley  v.  Syme  (Mayor),  5 
Bins.  108,  per  Best,  C.  J). 

When  a  public  officer  is  sued  for  any  act  not  done  by  him  in  the  execu- 
tion or  under  colour  of  his  office,  the  form  of  remedy  and  pleadings,  in  such 
suit,  will  be  the  same  as  against  a  common  person ;  also,  where  a  ministerial 
officer  docs  a  wrong  act,  as  such,  the  pit.  has,  in  general,  the  same  form  of 
remedy  against  him  as  against  a  common  person;  therefore,  tresptH  BM 
against  such  officer  if  the  act  complained  of  was  immediate  and  committed 
with  force  (Groenvelt  v.  Burwell,  1  Ld.  Raym.  471 ;  1  Salk.  395;  Morgan 
v.  Hughes,  2  T.  R.  225).  Tito  only  exception  to  this  rule  is,  where  the  pit. 
seeks  to  render  the  officer  liable  as  a  trespasser  by  relation,  which  cannot 
be  done;  and,  in  that  case, case  is  the  proper  form  of  remedy,  a*  in  an  action 
against  a  sheriff  for  levying  on  a  bankrupt's  goods,  after  a  secret  act  of 
bankruptcy  (Cooper  v.  Chitty,  1  Burr.  20;  Smith  v.  Miles,  1  T.  R.  480; 
Bayly  v.  Running,  1  Lev.  173 ;  see  2  &  3  Viet.  c.  29).  Where  an  officer 
acts  under  the  authority  of  a  court  having  no  jurisdiction,  trespass 
or  trover  is  the  proper  form  of  action  *(Terry  v.  Huntington,  [  *478  ] 
Hardr.  483);  or  where  he  acts  under  proceedings  coram  non 
judice  (Cole's  case,  Jon.  (W.),  171 ;  Davison  v.  Gill,  1  Bust,  104).  There 
is  no  remedy  against  him  when  the  court  has  jurisdiction,  but  the  proceeding 
is  defective,  since  he  is  bound  to  obey  the  court.  When  an  officer  misapplies 
the  process  of  tho  court,  trespass  may  be  supported  against  him. 

Abuse  of  Process.]  Where  the  process  of  a  superior  or  inferior  court  has 
been  abused,  trespass  against  the  sheriff  and  his  officer,  or  other  ministerial 
officer  committing  the  abuse,  is  the  proper  remedy  (Woodgnlc  v.  Knatchbull, 
2  T.  R.  148;  Holroyd  v.  Brcuro,  2  B.  A:  Ad.  473).  Thus,  if  tbo  officer 
•rrast  out  of  the  sheriff**  bniliwick  (Oihet  v.  Besscy,  Jon.  (T.)  214  ;  San- 
derson v.  Baker,  2  Bl.  R.  834) ;  or  after  the  return-day  of  the  writ  (Pcrrot 
v.  Mumford,  2  K-;i.  ft85);  or  if  he  break  <>\»-n  an  outer  door  (Lee  v.  Gun- 
sell,  Cowp.  1  ;  Rutcliffe  v.  Burton,  3  B.  \  P.  2.'3;  sec  Lloyd  v.  Sandilands, 
8  Tuunt.  250 ;  La  n nock  v.  Bruwn,  2  R.  A;  Ad.  592) ;  or  seizo  under  a  ft. 
fa.  fixtures  of  the  deft.,  who  was  ti  freeholder  (Winne  v.  Ingilby,  5  B.  At 
Ad.  025) ;  and  alth  m^li  the  conduct  of  the  officer  were  in  the  first  instance 
lawful,  yet,  if  he  abuse  his  authority  and  commit  some  act  of  trespass  not 
warranted  by  the  process  ;  as  if  he  detain  a  party  on  a  cajtais  lul  salufacitn- 
dum  after  he  tenders  the  debt  nnd  costs,  ho  becomes  a  trespasser  tib  i/ntio 
(Smith  v.  Sibson,  1  Wils.  154,  |»cr  Dcnnison,  J.;  Bac.  Abr.  Trespass,  B; 
Reed  v.  Harrison,  2  Bl.  R.  1218). 

If  the  abuse  be  merely  a  non-feasincr,  or  any  act  not  itself  a  forcible  trcs- 
piiss,  case  fur  such  abuse  or  wrongful  act  is  the  proper  remedy  (Shortlond  v. 
Govett,  5  B.  A:  C.  485);  and  generally  where  the  act  complained  of  consists 
of  a  mere  non-feasance,  as,  if  the  sheriff  or  a  magistrate  improperly  refuse 
hail  or  to  act  when  they  should  do  so,  case  is  the  proper  remedy  (O*born  v. 
jGough,  3  B.  A:  1*.  551;  Green  and  Becclochuich's  case,  1  Leon.  323;  Par- 
son v.  Lloyd,  3  Wils.  342;  Ackerly  v.  Parkinson,  3  M.  A:  S.  421).  As, 
where  A.  or  his  proj>erty  has  been  taken  under  execution  against  It.  (Sander- 
son v.  Biker,  2  Bl.  R.  833;  Wall  v.  Hill,  1  Bulst.  149;  Coot.;  v.  S<-liworth, 
Moo.  457  ;  see  Reeves  v.  Slater,  7  B.  At  C.  486) ;  and  trespass  is  proper  if 
there  be  a  misnomer  in  the  process  which  has  not  been  waived,  though  it  be 
executed  on  the  [>erson  or  goods  of  the  party  against  whom  it  was  in  fact  in- 
tended to  be  issued  (Colo  v.  Hcudson,  0  T.  R.  234  ;  S  hud  well  v.  Clissun,  8 
Bust,  328). 
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Trespass  will  not  lie  against  a  coroner  for  turning  a  man  out  of  a  room 
where  he  is  about  to  hold  an  inquisition  (Garnetl  v.  Ferrand,  6  B.  &  C. 
611). 

For  an  art  done  by  an  officer  without  a  warrant,  trespass  or  trover  is  the 
only  form  of  remedy  (0  T.  R.  316;  Doug.  359). 

No  one  who  acts  upon  a  regular  writ  or  warrant  can  be  liable  to  an  action 
of  trespass,  however  malicious  his  conduct;  but  case  for  the  malicious  act 
and  want  of  probable  cause  for  the  proceeding,  is  the  only  sustainable  form 
of  action  (Belk  v.  Broadbent,  3  T.  R.  185;  Boot  v.  Cooper,  1  T.  R.  535; 
Gyfford  v.  Woodgate,  11  East,  297;  Wetherden  v.  Embden,  1  Camp.  295; 
Elsee  v.  Smith,  2  Chit.  Rep.  304 ;  see  "  MALICIOUS  PKOSECUTION"). 

Where  an  officer  proceeds  without  warrant  and  without  foundation  upon 
his  own  apprehension,  trespass  is  the  proper  form  of  remedy  against  him 
(Grocnvett  v.  Burwell,  1  Sulk.  396;  1  Ld.  Rnym.  471 ;  Lawrence  v.  Hed- 
ger,  3  Taunt.  14  ;  Morgan  v.  Hughes,  2  T.  R.  225). 

If  commissioners  of  excise  adjudge  low  wines  to  be  strong  waters,  &c. 
(Terry  v.  Huntingdon,  Hardr.  483;  Perkin  v.  Proctor,  2  Wils. 
[  *479  ]  384);  *or  leather  searchers  improperly  seize  leather  (Warne  v. 
Varley,  6  T.  R.  444),  they  are  liable  in  trespass. 

Where  no  fraud  is  attempted  in  concealing  articles  from  the  officers  of 
customs,  unless  a  previous  demand  is  made  by  them,  they  are  liable  in  tres- 
pass to  (he  person  for  taking  goods  by  force,  but  trespass  tie  bonis  asportatis 
cannot  be  supported  (De  Gondowin  v.  Lewis,  2  P.  &  D.  283).  A  constable 
seizing  a  person  by  direction  of  a  custom-house  officer,  who  had  himself  no 
power  to  seize,  is  not  wiihin  the  protection  of  the  custom-house  act,  there 
being  no  pretence  for  asserling  that  lie  was  acting  within  the  scope  of  his 
duty  (Norton  v.  Miller,  2  Chit.  Rep.  140). 

In  general  where  goods  are  sold  under  authority  of  a  sheriff,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  his  official  duty,  he  is  the  proper  party  to  be  made  deft,  in  an  action 
by  the  owner  for  selling  his  goods  (2  Rol.  Abr.  556,  pi.  50 ;  Bro.  Abr.  Tres- 
pass, pi.  48  ;  Doe  v.  Thorn,  1  M.  &  S.  425  ;  8  Rep.  191  ;  Goodyear  v. 
Junee,  Yelv.  179  ;  Cole  v.  Davis,  1  Ld.  Raym.  724 ;  see  "  SHERIFF"). 

A  pound-keeper  cannot  be  sued  merely  for  receiving  into  the  pound  a  dis- 
tress illegally  taken  (Badkin  v.  Powell,  Cowp.  476 ;  Brandling  v.  Kent,  1  T. 
R.  62  ;  Olliett  v.  Bassey,  Jon.  (T.)  214;  but  see  Aaron  v.  Alexander,  3 
Camp.  35). 

Commissioners  of  sewers  are  liable  in  trespass  for  issuing  distress  warrants 
for  a  rate,  which  was  void  on  account  of  irregularity  in  the  making  of  it 
(Wingate  v.  Waite,  6  M.  &  W.  739). 

Officers  of Public  Companies.]  There  are  certain  acts  of  parliament,  which, 
witlx  ut  incorporating  certain  bodies  of  individuals,  &c.,  enable  them  to  sue, 
and  entitle  others  to  sue  them,  in  the  names  of  their  clerks,  treasurers,  or 
other  public  officer,  &c.,  for  the  time  being.  Thus,  by  the  general  turnpike 
act,  3  Geo.  IV.  c.  126,  s.  24,  the  trustees  and  commissioners  of  any  turnpike 
road  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  trustees,  or  their  clerk, 
or  clerks,  for  the  ime  beinjr,  that  is  at  the  time  the  action  is  brought  (Whit- 
more  v.  Wilks,  1  Moo.  &  M.  222).  So,  the  East  and  West  India  Dock  (39 
Geo.  III.  c.  69,  s.  184  ;  1  &  2  Will.  IV.  c.  52  ;  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  9).  So,  the 
London  Dock  (39  &  40  Geo.  111.  c.  47,  s.  150  ;  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  116).  So, 
some  insurance  companies  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  names  of  their  trea- 
surer or  clerks  (53  Geo.  III.  cc.  207,  216  ;  54  Geo.  III.c.  179;  4  &  5  Will. 
IV.  c.  37) ;  others  in  the  name  of  the  chairman,  or  any  member  of  the  com- 
pany (44  Geo.  III.  c.  12  ;  5  Geo.  IV.  c.  137)  ;  or  chairman  or  secretary  (54 
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Geo.  III.  c.  79  ;  see  Guthrie  T.  Fisk,  3  B.  &  C.  178;  Tilson  r.  Warwick 
Gns-liiiht  Company,  4  B.  &  C.  962 ;  see  •*  PUBLIC  COMPANIM").  By  7 
Will  IV.  At  1  Viet.  c.  73,  s.  5,  authorizing  the  crown  to  confer  certain  powers 
and  immunities  on  certain  trading  companies,  it  is  enacted  that  the  deed  by 
which  such  company  for  trading  or  other  purposes  is  formed,  shall  appoint  two 
or  more  officers  to  sue  or  be  sued  on  behalf  of  the  company  ;  and  by  sect.  3, 
power  is  given  to  the  crown  to  provide  by  letters  patent  that  all  suits  at  law, 
in  equity  nnd  otherwise,  shall  be  brought  by  such  company  in  the  name  of  ono 
of  such  officers  for  the  time  being,  or  if  no  such  officer  then  against  any  member 
of  the  company,  and  by  sect.  22,  no  suit  so  commenced  by  or  against  the  com- 
pany shall  abate  by  reason  of  death  or  change  in  the  officer  or  member*  so 
suing  or  sued. 

By  the  10  Geo.  IV.  c.  56,  s.  21,  actions  by  or  against  friendly  societies, 
may  be  carried  on  in  the  names  of  the  treasurer  or  trustees  for  the  time  being 
of  such  societies,  without  any  other  description ;  and  by  3  At  4  Viet.  c.  110, 
s.  8,  this  provision  is  extended  to  loan  societies.  By  6  At  7  Will.  IV.  c.  32, 
s.  4,  the  powers  and  provisions  *of  the  acts  relating  to  friendly 
societies  are  extended  to  building  societies.  So,  by  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  [  *480  ] 
92,s.  8,  actions  by  and  against  trustees  of  saving*  bonks  are  per- 
milted  in  matters  relating  to  such  banks  ;  and  see  59  G.  HI.  c.  12,  s.  17  as  to 
actions  by  church- wardens  and  overseers  with  regard  to  parish  lands  nnd  build- 
ings,  and  the  assistant  overseer's  bond  (Doe  v.  Harper,  2  D.  At  R.  708) ;  as  to 
actions  by  charity  lands  trustees,  Allason  v.  Stark,  1  P.  At  D.  183.  '1  he  dif- 
ferent  railway  acts  permit  the  company  to  sue  or  be  sued  in  the  name  of  the 
particular  company,  by  service  of  the  process  on  the  company  ;  so  do  the  act* 
relating  to  mining  and  other  local  companies  (see  past,  "PUBLIC  COM  TAN  IKS"). 

The  7  Ac  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  46,  s.  9,  enables  co-partners,  as  bankers  carrying 
on  business  as  such,  under  the  provisions  of  that  act  to  sue  and  be  surd,  and  to 
adopt  proceedings  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  in  bankruptcy,  in  the  name  of  nny 
one  of  their  public  officers  nominated  as  therein  mentioned  for  the  time  being. 

When  judgment  has  been  obtained  against  such  nominal  defts.,  there  is 
sometimes  great  delay  and  difficulty  in  obtaining  satisfaction  thereof,  as  some 
of  the  statutes  above  referred  to  give  no  remedy  against  the  property  of  (he 
company  on  the  judgment,  and  it  becomes  necessary  to  revive  the  judgment 
by  fci.  fa.  before  execution  can  be  had  against  partners,  not  parties  to  the 
record  (Cross  v.  Low,  8  Dowl.  789;  Uainsford  v.  Uosanquct,  I  Q.  B.  813; 
Harrison  v.  Timmins,  7  Dowl.  28). 

The  1  At  2  Viet.  c.  96,  s.  1,  made  perpetual  by  5  At  6  Viet,  c,  85,  reciting 
7  At  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  46,  s.  9,  gives  power  to  any  person  being  a  member  of 
such  corporation,  either  alone  or  jointly  with  an  other  person,  to  sue  the  public 
officer  in  respect  of  any  demand  upon  such  co-partnership,  and  on  the.  other 
hand  enables  such  public  officer  to  sue  a  member  of  thecopnrtncr>hip,  either 
alone  or  jointly  wilh  any  other  person,  for  any  demand  by  llicco-purtncmbip 
as  effectually  in  either  case,  and  with  the  some  legal  consequences  as  if 
such  person  were  not  a  member  of  the  co-partnership,  and  provides  ihnt  all 
such  actions  and  suits  shall  be  conducted,  and  have  effect  as  if  the  sume  had 
been  between  strangers.  The  7  Will.  IV.  At  1  Viet.  c.  73,  respecting  tra- 
ding  and  other  companies,  enacts  that  the  judgments,  Ate.,  obtained  ngninst 
the  company,  shall  have  the  same  effect  against  the  property  and  efleds  of 
such  company,  and  also  against  the  persons,  properly  and  effects  of  the  indi- 
vidual, existing,  or  former  members  thereof  respectively,  as  if  such  judgments 
Ate.,  had  been  obtained  against  such  company  or  body,  in  suits  or  proceed- 
ings to  which  all  the  persons  liable  as  existing  or  former  members  of  such 
company  or  body  had  been  parties,  and  that  execution  or  diligence  shall  be 
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issued  thereon  accordingly.     But,  by  the  4th  sect,  the  individual  liability  of 
the  members  may,  by  letters  patent,  be  limited  to  a  particular  sum. 

Declaration.']  There  is  nothing  relating  to  the  form  of  the  declaration  to 
distinguish  it  from  actions  against  common  persons.  Where  a  notice  of  ac- 
tion is  required,  the  declaration  should  conform,  in  substance,  with  the  notice 
given  (see  7  T.  R.  631,  n.';  1  M'Cle.  &  Yo.  469 ;  see  p.  7). 

Where  the  trustees,  clerks,  or  treasurers,  sue  or  are  sued  in  their  official 
characters  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  parliament,  the  cause  of  action  should  in 
the  pleadings  be  stated  to  have  accrued  to,  or  against  the  principals,  or  com- 
pany, of  individuals,  whom  they,  for  this  purpose  represent  (2  Ch.Pl.  28,  9'<J). 
If  the  statute  provide  not  only  that  these  parties  shall  be  the  nominal  pits., 
but  also  that  the  cause  of  action  shall  be  vested  in  them  in  trust,  they  should 
then  declare  accordingly. 

*The  declaration  stated  that  the  defts.  (overseers)  wrongfully 
[  *481  ]  and  maliciously  took  plt.'s  goods,  to  the  value  of  700/.,  as  a  dis- 
tress for  llll.,  alleged  and  pretended  to  be  due  for  a  poor-rate, 
whereby  they  levied  an  unreasonable  and  excessive  distress",  and  it  was 
proved  that  the  defts.  distrained  cattle  to  the  value  of  more  than  600/. :  held, 
in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  declaration,  though  it  did  not  expressly  admit 
any  poor-rate  to  have  been  due  (on  which  ground  it  was  objected  that  the 
action  ought  to  have  been  trespass)  was  sufficient,  at  least  after  verdict 
(Sturch  v.  Clark,  4  B.  &  Ad.  113);  and  further  that  it  was  not  a  question 
to  be  left  to  the  jury  on  these  facts,  whether  or  not  the  defts.  acted  mali- 
ciously (Ib  ). 

Where  the  plt.'s  wheat  was  seized  under  a  distress  for  an  excise  penalty, 
which  was  then  paid.  There  was  no  evidence  that  he  demanded  the  wheat 
back,  but  after  ten  days  the  officer  brought  it  back  in  an  open  cart,  dam- 
aged, and  part  lost:  held,  that  the  officers  were  not  bound  to  redeliver  the 
wheat  without  being  requested,  and  that  they  were  not  liable  for  the  negli- 
gence in  bringing  it  back,  as  no  count  in  the  declaration  alleged  that  par- 
ticular misfeasance  (Hutchins  v.  Morris,  6  B.  &  C.  464). 

Venue.]  The  venue  in  all  actions  upon  the  case  or  trespass  against  con- 
stables, churchwardens,  &c.,  bailiffs  of  cities  or  towns  corporate,  headbo- 
roughs,  portreeves,  tithingmen,  or  other  persons  acting  in  their  aid  and 
assistance,  or  by  their  command,  for  anything  done  in  their  official  capacity, 
must  be  laid  in  the  county  where  the  facts  were  committed,  or  the  pit.  will 
be  nonsuited  (21  Jac.  I.  c.  12,  s.  5).  An  officer,  acting  under  colour  of  his 
office,  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  provision  (Staight  v.  Gee,  2  Stark. 
445 ;  3  B.  &  Ad.  330).  The  statute  extends  to  all  who  act  in  aid  or  under 
the  command  of  the  officer,  but  not  a  prime  mover  and  principal  (Ib. ;  Holt, 
N.  P.  478).  By  43  Geo.  III.  c.  85,  the  provisions  of  the  21  Jac.  I.  c.  12, 
with  regard  to  venue,  &c.,  are  extended  to  all  persons  being  employed  in 
any  public  employment,  or  any  office,  station,  or  capacity,  civil  or  military, 
in  or  out  of  the  kingdom,  or  any  who  by  virtue  of  any  act  or  law  within  the 
kingdom,  or  any  act,  law,  or  ordinance,  or  lawful  authority  in  any  foreign 
possession  of  his  majesty,  and  who  have,  by  virtue  of  such  employment, 
power  or  authority  to  commit  persons  to  safe  custody.  The  excise  and  cus- 
tom-house acts  contain  similar  provisions  as  to  the  locality  of  the  venue,  as 
also  do  the  highway  (5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50,  s.  109),  turnpike,  and  militia 
acts,  and  game  laws  amendment  act  (1  &  2  Will.  IV.  c.  32,  s.  47). 

If  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  two  of  the  defts.  are  acquitted  be- 
cause they  were  constables,  and  the  venue  was  not  laid  in  the  proper 
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county,  another  deft,  is  not  entitled  to  be  acquitted  as  acting  in  their  aid,  if 
in  his  plea  he  state  that  he,  "  as  owner  of  a  certain  house,  and  the  other 
•def  s.,  as  constables,  acting  in  his  aid,  took  the  pit.,"  (Bond  v.  Riwt,  2  C.  At 
P.  342). 

Plra.]  In  an  action  against  a  peace-officer,  constable,  or  churchwarden, 
or  others  acting  in  their  assistance,  or  by  their  command,  for  anything  done 
by  virtue  or  reason  of  their  office,  or  against  persons  for  anything  done  in 
pursuance  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  16,  s.  44  ;  the  general  issue 
may  be  pleaded,  and  the  special  matter  given  in  evidence  (21  Jac.  I.  c.  12, 
s.  6).  And  there  is  a  similar  provision  in  the  highway  (5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c, 
50,  s.  109) ;  turnpike  act  (3  Geo.  IV.  c.  126,  s.  147);  poor-law,  municipal 
corporations,  building,  game  laws  amendment  act  (1  At  2  Will.  IV.  c.  34,  s. 
47);  militia,  land,  and  assessed  tax  acts,  and  other  acts.  Where  a  party 
assists  the  officer  acting  under  process  or  warrant,  he  may  defend 
•under  the  general  issue  (Naihin  v.  Cohen,  3  Camp.  257);  but  he  [  '482  ] 
could  not  do  so  if  he  were  prime  mover  (M'Claughan  v.  Clayton, 
Holt,  N.  P.  478  ;  2  Stark.  445).  If  the  Lord  Chancellor  be  sued  for  com. 
milting  a  person  to  prison,  he  may  plead  the  general  issue  (Dicas  v. 
Brougham  (Lord),  6  C.  Ac  P.  249).  In  these  cases,  as  well  before  at  since 
the  pleading  rules  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.,  the  general  issue  suffices,  and  under 
it  all  the  special  matters  may  be  given  in  evidence  (Wells  v.  Oily,  2  C.  M. 
At  R.  126).  By  5  Ac  6  Viet.  c.  97,  s.  3,  this  power  of  pleading  the  general 
issue  by  statute  was  taken  away  in  all  cases  where  the  privilege  was  given 
by  local  or  personal  acts.  Where  the  general  issue  is  pleaded  by  act  of 
parliament,  the  words,  "  By  statute,"  must  be  inserted  in  the  margin  of  tho 
plea  (R.  G.  T.  T.  1  Viet;  see  " FALSE  IMI»BISO*MC:TT,"  p.  18;  pott, 
"TRESPASS"). 

As  to  what  pleas  will  bo  allowed  to  be  pleaded  together  with  lite  general 
issue  by  statute,  see  Fisher  v.  Thames  Corporation,  5  I).  773;  Ross  v. 
Clifton. 'll  Ad.  At  E.  G31  ;  HMO.-  v.  Davcy,  4  Ad.  vV  K.  892;  Lang  ford  v. 
Woods,  7  Man.  &i  G.  6'J5.  W|».  re  a  statute  directs  that  the  venue  in  any 
action  brought  for  anything  done  under  the  act  .shall  be.  local,  lite  defeuco 
that  the  action  was  not  so  brought  must  be.  specially  pleaded  (Uichards  v. 
Easto,  15  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Iv\ch.  103). 

An  officer  of  customs  may  show  a  seizure  of  goods  for  forfeiture,  though 
he  in  fact  took  them  only  to  examine  and  return  them,  and  though  he 
made  no  previous  demand.  But  in  order  to  justify  assaulting  the.  pit., 
and  taking  the  goods,  ho  ought  to  show  a  previous  demand,  or  some- 
thing to  justify  force  in  the  first  instance  (De  Gondouin  v.  Lewis,  10  Ad. 
A:  E.  117). 

It  is  in  general,  however,  best  for  the  officer  or  other  deft,  to  plead  spe- 
cially, in  order  to  narrow  the  evidence  at  the  trial,  nnd  especially  if  he  acted 
under  process.  The  officer  had  better  not  join  in  the  plea  with  the  common 
person  sued  with  him,  to  avoid  costs,  A:c.,  in  the  event  of  the  other  deft,  not 
succeeding  (sec  2  Bing.  523;  2  Stra.  11^4  ;  see  untf,  p.  17,  us  to  justifica- 
tion of  imprisonment). 

A  constable  cannot  execute  a  warrant  of  a  jud^e  of  King's  Bench, 
directed  "  to  all  constables,  &c."  and  not  addressed  to  him  L>v  name,  in  any 
other  district  than  his  own,  for  stat.  5  Geo.  IV.  c.  18,  s.  tt,  by  which  tho 
constable  ol  every  parish,  Ace.,  may  execute  any  warrant  of  any  justice, 
Ate.,  within  any  parish,  A:c.,  situate  within  the  jurisdiction  for  which  the 
justice  shall  have  acted  in  granting  it,  though  not  directed  to  him  bv  name; 
and,  notwithstanding  the  parish  in  which  such  warrant  is  executed  is  not 
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that  for  which  such  officer  shall  be  constable,  is  confined  to  warrants  issued 
by  such  jusiices  of  the  peace  as  have  only  a  limited  jurisdiction.  In  tres- 
pass against  a  constable  for  assaulting  and  falsely  imprisoning  the  ph.,  a 
plea  justifying  the  arrest  under  a  judge's  warrant,  not  directed  to  the  deft, 
by  name,  is  bad,  if  it  do  not  state  the  arrest  to  have  taken  place  within  the 
deft.'s  own  jurisdiction  (Gladwell  v.  Blake,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  636).  In  an 
action  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment,  with  a  justification,  that  the  pit., 
having  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  peace,  the  deft,  had  given  him  in 
charge  to  a  peace-officer,  the  person  so  described  must  be  a  person  sworn 
into  the  office  as  constable,  not  a  patrol  employed  and  paid  to  lake  up  dis- 
orderly persons,  or  of  that  description  (Cliff  v.  Littlemore,  5  Esp.  39). 

Where  an  act  contains  a  provision  that  no  person  shall  recover  unless 
notice  be  given,  the  want  of  notice  must  be  specially  pleaded,  if  the  statute 
does  not  authorise  it  to  be  given  under  the  general  issue  (Davey  v.  Warne, 
14  M.  &  W.  199). 

[*483]  ^Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

The  pit.  must  establish  his  cause  of  action,  and  support  the  issue  joined, 
as  in  other  causes.  We  have  already  partly  considered  how  far  public 
agents  and  officers  are  liable  for  their  acts  (ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  107);  and,  as  to 
the  liability  of  vestrymen  and  overseers,  &c.  (see  ib.).  Besides  the  cause 
of  action,  pit.  will,  in  most  cases  have  to  prove  the  commencement  of  the 
action  within  the  limited  time;  a  notice  of  action,  and  due  service  of  it  in 
proper  time;  that  the  act  was  committed  in  the  county  where  the  venue  is 
laid  ;  nnd,  in  some  cases,  that  a  demand  of  copy  and  perusal  of  the  warrant 
under  which  the  deft,  acted,  has  been  made.  Matter  of  description  must 
always  be  proved  as  alleged;  thus,  in  a  declaration  for  assaulting  a  constable 
in  the  execution  of  his  office,  it  was  alleged  that  he  was  constable  of  a  par- 
ticular parish,  but  it  appeared  in  evidence,  that  he  was  sworn  in  for  a  liberty 
of  which  the  parish  was  part :  the  variance  was  held  fatal  (Goodes  v.  Wheatly, 
1  Camp.  231). 

Proof  of  Commencement  of  Action  in  Limited  Time. — Constables,  ij-c.] 
By  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  8,  "No  action  shall  be  brought  against  any  justice 
of  the  peace  for  anything  done  in  the  execution  of  his  office,  or  against  any 
constable,  headborough,  or  other  officer  or  person  acting  by  his  order,  and 
in  his  aid,  unless  commenced  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  act  com- 
mitted." Whenever  a  constable  acts  virtute  ojficii,  the  action  must  be  com- 
menced within  six  months  ;  but  it  is  otherwise  where  he  acts  merely  colore 
ojficii.  Therefore,  if  by  acting  within  the  limits  of  his  authority,  he  exercises 
that  authority  improperly,  the  statute  extends  to  him  ; — the  distinction  being 
between  the  extent  and  the  abuse  of  his  authority  (Alcock  v.  Andrews,  2 
Esp.  542 ;  also  2  B.  &  B.  619  ;  5  Moo.  382 ;  3  B.  &  B.  239);  and,  even 
where  the  constable  broke  the  outer  door  to  levy  a  church-rate,  under  63 
Geo.  1H.  c.  127,  it  was  held,  that  no  action  could  be  brought  against  him 
after  three  months  (1  B.  &  Ad.  227).  And,  when  a  constable  is  acting 
bonafide,  and  with  an  honest  opinion  that  he  is  discharging  his  duty,  and 
that  he  is  acting  at  the  very  time  in  obedience  to  the  warrant  of  a  magistrate, 
he  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  8th  section  of  this  statute;  and,  there- 
fore, if  ho  takes  the  goods  of  B.,  under  a  warrant  against  A.,  believing  them 
to  be  his,  he  is  entitled  to  notice  (Purton  v.  Williams,  3  B.  &  Ad.  335). 
From  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Postlethwaite  v.  Gibson  (3  Esp.  226),  it 
was  considered,  that,  where  the  constable  acts  without  a  warrant,  an  action 
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would  lie  after  ihe  six  months.  But  Abbott,  C.  J.,  however,  observed,  in  the 
case  of  Purton  v.  Williams,  ib.,  "  If  it  were  necessary  to  determine  whether 
a  cons'ab'e  who,  iciUiont  a  warrant,  acting  in  the  execution  of  his  office,  and 
in  the  discharge  of  his  ordinary  duty,  be  entitled  to  the  protection  of  this 
statute,  I  should  wish  for  time  to  consider  it ;  but,  in  Postlethwaitc  v.  Gibson, 
the  constable  was  not  acting  in  the  execution  of  his  ordinary  duty,  as  he 
arrested  a  man  for  felony  upon  the  order  of  a  private  individual;"  see  also 
the  dictum  of  Dallas,  C.  J.,  Smith  v.  Wiltshire,  2  B.  As  B.  622.  But  there 
is  no  doubt  he  is  not  within  it  where  he  acts  without  warrant,  ond  without 
view  (Billinger  v.  Ferris,  1  M.  At  W.  630). 

By  28  Geo.  III.  c.  37,  s.  23,  if  an  action,  &c.,  shall]  be  brought,  Ate., 
against  any  person  for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  any  act  relating  to 
the  revenues  of  customs  and  excise,  die.,  such  action  shall  be  commenced 
within  three  months  n-xt  after  the  matter  or  thing  done.     The  action  must 
be  commenced  within  three  lunar  months  (Crooke  v.  M'Tavish,  1 
Bing.  307).      By  43  Geo.  III.  c.  99,  s.  70,  'actions  against  por.  [  M84  ] 
sons  acting  under  that,  or  any  other  lax  act,  shall  be  commenced 
wj  bin  six  calewlar  months  after  the  fact  commuted.   There  are  also  various 
other  acts  of  a  local  nature,  limiting  the  time  for  bringing  action. 

The  Game  Laws  Amendment  Act,  1  A:  2  Will.  IV.  c.  32,  s.47,  provides, 
that  persons  acting  in  the  execution  of  the  act  are  entitled  to  a  local  venue, 
and  the  right  of  suing  is  limited  to  six  months;  they  are  also  entitled  to  one 
calendar  month's  notice  before  action  brought,  and  may  tender  amends  and 
plead  the  general  issue  (Bush  v.  Green,  4  N.  C.  41). 

The  action  must  be  brought  within  six  months  of  the  day  of  committing 
the  act,  including  that  day  (4  Moo.  405).  Where  the  imprisonment  is  con- 
tinued under  the  warrant,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  a  notice  within  six  months 
of  any  part  of  it  (12  Bust,  07).  But  the  pit.  ought  to  proceed  wiihin  six 
months  after  his  notice,  if  it  is  given  during  tin-  imprisonment ;  for,  even  if 
the  trespass  continue,  there  would  be  due  notice  as  to  the  subsequent  cause 
of  action  (14  KnM,  401).  "IT  n  man  be  imprisoned  by  a  justice's  warrant 
on  the  first  day  of  January,  and  kept  in  piison  till  the  first  day  of  February, 
he  will  be  in  time  if  he  brings  his  action  within  six  months  niter  the  first  of 
February,  tor  the  whole  imprisonment  is  one  entire  tn*»|»nss"  (Pickcrsgill  v. 
Palmer,  T.  T.  1  Geo.  111.  C.  B.;  Salk.  4'JO,  cited  in  B.  N.  P.  24).  See  fur- 
liter,  "  FALSK  IMIMUSOXMKNT,"  unle,  p.  2  I.  There  arc  similar  provisions  in 
the  railway  acis.  As  to  mode  of  proving  commencement  of  action,  see  ante, 
Vol.  I.,  p.  260. 

Proof  of  Arrest.]  It  very  frequently  becomes  essential  to  prove  an  arrest 
(see  "FALSE  IMI-UISONMKNT,"  "  MALICKHS  ABHKST").  Where  the  con- 
stable said  to  the  pit.  "You  must  go  with  me,"  to  which  the  pit.  said  ho 
was  ready  to  go,  and  went  with  the  constable  towards  a  police  office,  with- 
out being  seized  or  touched,  this  was  ruled  to  be  nn  imprisonment.  If  n 
person  send  for  a  constable,  and  give  another  in  charge  for  felony,  and  the 
constable  tell  the  party  charged  that  he  must  go  with  him,  on  which  the 
other,  in  order  to  prevent  the  necessity  of  actual  force,  expresses  his  readi- 
ness to  go,  this  is  an  imprisonment  (Pocock  v.  Moore,  1  U.  A:  M.321  ;  Chinn 
v.  Morris,  2  C.  At  P.  301).  If  the  constable,  in  consequence  of  the  deft.'s 
charge,  had  for  one  mom  Tit  taken  possession  of  the  plt.'s  person,  it  would 
be,  in  point  of  law,  nn  imprisonment;  as,  for  example,  if  he  had  tapped  her 
on  the  shoulder,  and  said,  "  You  are  my  prisoner,"  or  if  she  hud  submitted 
herself  into  his  custody,  such  would  be.  an  imprisonment ;  but  the  merely 
giving  her  in  charge,  without  taking  possession  of  the  person  where  nothing 


484  OFFICER,  PUBLIC— ACTION  AGAINST. 

more  passes  than  merely  the  charging,  is  not,  by  law,  a  false  imprisonment 
(per  Eyre,  C.  J.,  Simpson  v.  Hill,  1  Esp.  431).  And  where  the  constable 
went  with  the  warrant  to  the  plt.'s  house  and  showed  it  to  him,  and,  after 
some  conversation,  the  pit.  attended  the  constable  to  the  magistrate,  by  whom 
the  charge  was  dismissed,  the  constable  never  having  touched  the  pit.:  held, 
no  arrest,  for  the  pit.  went  voluntarily  before  the  magistrate  (Arrowsmith  v. 
Le  Mesurier,  2  N.  R.  211).  And  where  the  officer  told  the  party  that  he 
had  a  writ  against  him,  to  which  the  latter  replied,  "Very  well,  I  will  come 
to  you  immediately,"  but  kept  his  seat,  and,  on  the  officer  quitting  the  room, 
made  his  escape:  held,  no  arrest  (Rassen  v.  Lucas,  R.  &  M.  26).  Where 
the  pit.  appeared  before  the  deft.,  a  magistrate,  to  answer  the  complaint  of 
A.,  for  unlawfully  selling  his  dog,  and  the  deft,  advised  the  pit.  to  settle  the 
matter,  by  paying  a  sum  of  money,  which  the  pit.  declined ;  the  deft,  then 
said  he  would  convict  the  pit.  in  a  penalty  under  the  Trespass  Act, 
[  *485  ]  in  which  case  he  would  go  *to  prison,'  the  pit.  said  he  would  ap- 
peal ;  the  cleft,  then  said,  "Take  this  man  out,  and  see  if  you  can 
settle  the  matter,  and,  if  not,  bring  him  in  again,  as  I  must  proceed  to  com- 
mit him  under  the  Act ;"  the  pit.  went  out  with  the  constable  and  settled  the 
matter;  held,  an  assault  and  false  imprisonment,  for  which  trespass  would 
lie,  and  which,  ns  no  conviction  had  been  drawn  up,  the  cleft,  could  not  justify 
(Bridget!  v.  Cozney,  1  M.  &  R.  211). 

Proof  of  Notice  of  Action — Officers  of  the  Excise  and  Customs.']  By 
the  statute  28  Geo.  III.  c.  37,  s.  25,  "No  writ,  &c.,  shall  be  sued  out 
against  any  officer  of  the  customs  or  excise,  or  persons  acting  under  them, 
for  any  thing  clone  in  the  execution  of  any  act  of  parliament  relating  to  the 
revenues,  until  one  calendar  month  after  notice  in  writing  shall  have  been 
delivered  to  such  person,  or  left  at  their  usual  place  of  abode,  by  the  attorney 
or  agent  of  the  person  suing;  in  which  notice  shall  be  clearly  and  explicitly 
contained,  the  cause  of  action,  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  person  or 
persons  in  whose  name  such  action  is  intended  to  be  brought,  and  the  name 
and  place  of  abode  of  the  said  attorney  or  agent,  and  that  he  shall  have  a 
fee  of  20s.  for  serving  notice,  &c."  Sect.  27  :  "And  the  pit.  shall  not  givi; 
evidence  of  any  cause  of  action  not  contained  in  such  notice."  The  statute 
now  in  operation  for  the  protection  of  officers  of  excise  is  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c. 
53,  ss.  114,  119,  and  of  customs,  is  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  ss.  103,107.  In 
all  cases  where  notice  of  action  is  required  it  is  now  sufficient  to  give  one 
calendar  month's  notice  before  action  commenced  (5  &  6  Viet.  c.  97,  s.  4). 
A  prockien  amy  of  an  infant,  though  not  the  one  named  in  the  record,  may 
give  notice  of  action  (De  Gondouin  v.  Lewis,  11  Ad.  &  E.  117). 

As  to  the  persons  who  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  act,  it  has  been 
held  that  an  extra  man,  though  not  appointed  by  the  board  of  excise,  is  entitled 
to  it,  as  one  acting  under  an  excise  officer,  if  he  be  sent  to  search,  though  no 
regular  officer  be  present  (2  Sm.  220.)  And  an  excise  officer  is  entitled  to 
notice,  if  acting  bona  fide  in  the  supposed  execution  of  his  office,  though  ho 
has  done  an  act  not  warranted  by  his  official  capacity,  such  as  assaulting  an 
innocent  person  whom  he  suspected  to  be  a  smuggler  (Daniel  v.  Watson,  5 
T.  R.  1).  The  rule  seems  to  be,  that  persons  acting  bona  fidennd  honestly, 
in  the  belief  that  they  are  doing  so  in  execution  of  the  powers  conferred  upon 
them,  are  within  the  protection  of  the  act,  although,  in  fact,  they  may  have 
mistaken  the  extent  of  their  power,  and  have  exceeded  it,  or  failed  to 
comply  with  the  directions  of  the  statute  (see  Smith  v.  Shaw,  10  B.  &  C. 
284). 

A  constable  who  seized  a  person  by  direction  of  a  custom-house,  officer. 
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who  had  himself  no  power  to  seize,  was  held  not  to  be  within  the  protection 
of  the  act  relating  to  customs  (Norton  v.  Miller,  2  Chit  Rep.  140).     The 

•it  of  the  notice  is^that  the  deft,  may  know  where  to  find  the  pit.,  in 
order  to  tender  him  amends,  on  receipt  of  the  notice  (Williams  v.  Rurgesa, 
3  Taunt.  129,  per  Lawrence,  J.).  Where  the  deft,  entered  the  plt.'s  house 
under  a  warrant  to  apprehend  a  person  who  was  not  there;  he  is  entitled  to 
notice,  if  he  believed  bona  fide  that  he  was  pursuing  the  warrant,  although 
the  jury  in  fnct  negatived  the  reasonable  ground  for  the  belief  that  such 
party  was  there  (Cook  v.  Clark,  10  Ring.  19 ;  Wedge  v.  Rerkeley,  6  Ad.  &  E. 
663).  So,  where  the  party  bona  fide  believed  that  the  Ruilding  Act  enabled 
him  to  heighten  a  party  wall  (Wells  v.  Ody,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  128) ;  and  it 
matters  not  that  no  part  of  the  act  done,  is  within  the  authority  of  the  statute 
(Rallingcr  v.  Ferris,  1  M.  &  W.  630).  If  o  private  party  apprehend  a 
former  tenant  for  lopping  trees  under  a  supposed  custom,  and  give 
him  •into  custody  for  a  malicious  trespass,  if  he  lonajule  believed  [  *488  ] 
that  he  acted  under  the  statute,  he  is  entitled  to  notice  (Rushey  v. 
Sides,  9  R.  &  C.  806;  Reed  v.  Cowmeadow,  6  R.  As  C.  861;  Smith  v. 
Hooper,  9  Q.  R.  1005;  Horn  v.  Thornborough,  18  Law  J.,  Hxch.  349). 
If  h  •  intended  to  act  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  he  is  entitled  to  no'.ice  (Cox 
v.  Reid,  18  Law  J.,  Q.  R.  216).  The  question  of  bona  fitlrt  is  for  the  jury 
(Wedge  v.  Rerkely,  tupra). 

Rut  the  party  must  have  reasonable  ground  for  believing  himself  to  be 
within  the  statute  (Cnnn  v.  Clipperton,  10  Ad.  Ac  E.  582  ;  Cook  v.  Leonard, 
0  R.  Af  C.  351 ).  A  statute  authorized  certain  commissioners  to  appoint 
constables,  watchmen,  dec.,  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  and  provided  that  no 
action  should  IK*  commenced  for  any  thing  done  or  to  be  done  by  virtue 
thereof,  without  giving  a  month's  notice  to  the  clerk  of  the  commissioners  of 
the  cause  of  action.  Held,  th.it  thin  section  extended  (o  acts  done  by  con- 
stables and  watchmen,  and  that  proof  of  their  acting  as  such  was  prima 
facie  evidence  of  their  lieing  eniitled  t-»  the  protection  of  the  act  without 
oilier  proof  of  their  appointment,  and  that  where  the  watchmen  had  reason* 
able  ground  of  suspicion  that  fi-lony  hnd  been  committed  by  the  ph.,  and 
went  to  the  ph.'*  house  to  nppretv  nd  him  tor  such  felony,  but  beat  him,  and 
used  more  violence  thnn  \va«i  nece»<ary,  they  were  protected  by  the  section 
requiring  notice  (Ruder  v.  Ford,  1  C.  A:  M.  60 1).  Tho  reasonableness  of 
suspicion  is  n  question  for  the  jury  (Wedge  v.  llcrkeley,  tuprti).  If  the  deft. 
bona  fule,  but  erroneously,  thinks  that  he  fills  nn  office  which  entitles  him 
to  notice,  this  alone  will  not  entitle  him  to  it  (Lids!cr  v.  R  irrow,  9  Ad.  A: 
H.  054).  Nor  is  an  officer  entitled  to  notice:  if  he  act  under  colour  of  his 
office  only,  or  to  discharge,  a  grudge  (Wedge  v.  Rerkeley,  supra).  Where 
n  statute  authorized  a  constable  to  arrest  on  the  information  of  another,  and 
the  deft.,  ins:eod  of  merely  informing  the  olfirer,  directed  him  to  arrest  the. 
pit.:  held,  that  he  ncted  us  principal,  although  h<*  may  hnve  acted  bona 
fule  (Hopkins  v.  Crowe,  4  Ad.  «.V  E.  774;  5  T.  R.  1  ;  Tidd,  IV.  29,  notes 
(n)  iiml  (h)  ).  As  to  West  India  Dock,  and  other  acts,  s<e  Tidd,  Pr.  8, 
29,  Arc. 

A  notice  in  die  form  of  declaration  is  pood  (1  M'Clc.  A:  Yo.  400).  And 
notice  of  action  against  a  toll-keeper  for  demanding  and  taking  toll  for  and 
in  resp*»ct  of  certain  imttcrs  and  things  particularly  mentioned  and  exempted 
from  the  payment  of  toll,  in  and  bv  a  certain  act  of  parliament,  is  too  uncer- 
tain and  b'id  (2  ('hit.  Rep.  579).  And  see  furllier,  as  to  the  form  of  tho 
notice,  ante,  |>.  200. 

A  notice  of  action  to  a  constable  stated  the  cause  of  action  to  be  for  tres- 
pass and  false  imprisonment,  by  arresting  and  imprisoning  the  pit.  at  St. 
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Asaph,  in  the  county  of  Flint,  on  Tuesday,  the  30ih  day  of  January  last,  on 
a  charge  of  felony,  and  taking  him  thence  in  custody  to  Denbigh,  in  the 
county  of  Eenbigh,  and  for  detaining  him  in  custody  upon  such  charge  for 
twelve  hours,  or  thereabouts,  and  also  for  causing  him  to  be  taken  before 
certain  justices  of  the  peace  on  the  30th  day  of  the  said  month  of  January, 
on  the  said  charge  of  ft-lony :  held  to  be  sufficiently  specific  as  to  time  and 
place  (Jones  v.  Nicholls,  13  M.  &  W.  361).  Where  the  notice  complained 
that  the  defts.  had,  on  the  27th  of  May,  caused  the  pit.  to  be  apprehended 
and  detained  in  custody  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  the 
space  of  three  hours  then  next  following,  and  having  afterwards  caused  him 
to  be  committed  to  the  Compter  in  the  city  of  London,  and  to  be  there  im- 
prisoned for  a  further  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  twelve  hours  then  next  fol- 
lowing :  held  bad,  for  not  showing  the  date  of  the  imprisonment  in  the 
Compter  (Breese  v.  Jordein,  '2  Gal.  &  Dav.  720  n.). 

*A  notice  of  action  to  a  magistrate  under  the  24  Geo.  II.,  c.  44, 
[  *497  ]    s.  1,  must  specify  the  place  at  which  the   act  complained  of  oc- 
curred.    It  is  not  enough  that  it  names  the  day  (Martin  v.  Upcher, 
3   Q.  B.   663).     Thn  omission  is  not  cured   by  the  magistrate  pleading  a 
tender  of  amends  under  s.  2   (Ib.)     See  further  ante,  p.  267. 

A  separate  notice  to  each  of  several  persons  intended  to  be  sued  in  tres- 
pass has  been  deemed  sufficient  to  found  a  joint  action  against  all  of  them 
for  things  done  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  parliament,  although  none  of  the 
other  persons  who  were  afterwards  joined  in  the  action  were  named  in  the 
notice  to  either  of  them  (2  Pri.  126  ;  5  Pri.  168).  But  where  one  person 
acted  HS  clerk  to  two  public  bodies,  and  a  notice  of  action  required  by  statute 
was  given,  addressed  to  him  as  clerk  to  one  body,  the  cause  of  action  arising 
under  the  authority  of  the  other  body,  it  was  held  insufficient  (1  Taunt.  383). 
The  month  begins  the  day  on  which  the  notice  is  served  (3  T.  R.  623); 
and  ihe  action  must  be  brought  within  three  months  (lunar)  6  T.  R.  227  ;  1 
Bing.  307),  after  the  cause  of  it  accrued;  so  that  the  notice  must  be  served 
one  calendar  month  at  least  before  the  expiration  of  three  lunar  months  from 
the  time  of  the  cause  of  action.  Sec  further,  as  to  form  of  notice,  "  JUSTICE 
OF  PKACK,  &c."  As  to  proof  of  service,  &c.,  of  notice,  see  ante,  p.  264  ; 
post,  "  SKCONDAKY  EVIDENCE."  As  to  proof  of  commencement  of  action, 
see  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  260). 

These  enactments  are  not  confined  to  actions  of  tort ;  therefore,  if  the  pit. 
waive  the  tort,  and  sue  for  money  hud  and  received,  to  recover  back  money 
improperly  exacted,  as  for  toll  under  a  local  act,  the  collector  is  entitled  to 
notice  (Walerhotisc  v.  Keen,  4  B.  &  C.  200;  Kent  v.  Great  Western  Rail- 
way Company,  3  B.  &  C.  714;  Kennelt  and  Avon  Canal  Company  v.  Great 
Western  Railway  Company,  7  Q.  B.  824  ;  Carpue  v.  London  and  Brighton 
Railway  Company,  5  Q.  B.  747).  But  where  the  statute  required  notice 
before  suit  for  any  "act  done"  under  it,  a  similar  action  was  held  to  lie  to 
recover  back  an  overcharge  made  by  tax  collectors  without  previous  notice 
(Umphelby  v.  M'Lean,  1  B.  &  Ad.  42).  Where  parish  officers  (under  pro- 
tection of  a  similar  clause  in  a  local  act)  are  sued  on  contracts  made  by 
them,  they  are  not  entitled  to  notice  (Fletcher  v.  Greenwood,  4  Dowl.  P.  C. 
166). 

W  here  a  local  lighting  act  enabled  the  commissioners  to  appoint  constables, 
and  required  notice  of  action  against  a  person  doing  anything  in  pursuance 
of  the  act:  held  that  a  constable  so  appointed  had  no  protection  beyond  other 
constables,  and  that  notice  was  not  necessary  (Shatwell  v.  Hall,  10  M.  & 
W.  523  ;  see  Eliot  v.  Allen,  1  C.  B.  37).  Where  tolls  of  a  market  were 
established  by  a  statute,  which  required  fourteen  days'  notice  of  action  for 
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anything  done  or  omitted  to  be  done,  in  pursuance  of  the  act:  held  that  no 
notice  was  necessary  before  an  action  brought  for  defrauding  the  owner  of 
the  market  of  toll,  by  selling  tollable  goods  near  to  it  (Bridgland  v.  Shapter, 
Rose.  Ev.  574). 

The  pit.  having  brought  trespass  for  being  taken  into  custody  under  the 
Malicious  Trespass  Act,  upon  a  charge  of  doing  malicious  trespass  to  a 
house,  of  which  he  was  himself  tenant,  by  order  of  the  deft.,  who  was  attor- 
ney to  the  mortgagee  of  the  house,  and  upon  the  point  being  taken  that  there 
was  no  notice  of  action,  pursuant  to  sect.  41,  the  judge  asked  the  jury 
whether  the  deft,  acted  Aona  jWr,or  only  colouraWy  in  giving  pit.  in  charge: 
held  a  misdirection,  as  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  asked  whether  the  deft, 
was  servant  of,  or  had  authority  from  the  mortgagee  to  do  the  act  complained 
of,  or  reasonably  believed  him  to  have  been  placed  in  either  of  these  post- 
tions  (Kinc  v.  Evershed,  16  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  271). 

•Where  the  declaration  charged  the  dcA.  as  surveyor  appoint-  [  '488  ] 
ed  under  the  5  At  6  Will.  IV.  c.  50,  with  creating  a  nuisance,  and 
alleged  a  breach  of  duty  in  not  removing  it,  it  was  held  that  the  deft,  was 
entitled  to  notice  of  action,  under  the  109th  section  of  that  act,  as  he  was 
charged  with  a  wrongful  act  done  by  him  in  his  official  capacity  (Davis  v. 
Curling,  8  Q.  B.  296 ;  15  Law  J.,  N.  8.,  Q.  B.  56).  The  members  of  a 
board  for  repair  of  the  highways  in  the  parish  of  B.,  having  resolved  that  the 
surveyor  should  be  directed  to  open  lite  locus  in  quo  to  the  public,  on  the 
suggestion  that  there  was  an  ancient  right  of  way  over  it,  the  surveyor  did, 
in  pursuance  of  such  resolution,  remove  a  gate  obstructing  such  supposed 
right  of  footway.  An  action  of  trespass  being  brought  against  the  members 
of  the  board,  and  the  surveyor;  held  that  they  worn  entitled  to  notice  of 
action,  it  being  admitted  that  the  act  was  done  oondfu/e  (Smith  v.  Hopper, 
16  Law  J.  93,  Q.  B.). 

By  an  act  for  regulating  the  relief  and  employment  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish  of  A.,  and  for  other  local  purpose*,  it  was  enacted  that  no  action  shall 
bo  commenced  agninst  any  person  fur  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  that 
act,  until  after  21  days'  notice,  Ate.  In  trespass  againct  parish  officers 
appointed  under  the  net,  for  imprisoning  the  pit.  in  iho  workhouse,  upon  a 
suspicion  that  he  was  in  a  dangerous  stn'e  of  insanity  :  held,  that  the  defb. 
not  having  pursued  the  course  pointed  out  by  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  40,  with  regard 
to  pauper  lunniics,  and,  therefore,  not  being  protected  by  that  act,  were 
not  entitled  to  notice  of  action  under  the  local  ltct  (Wiot  v.  Allen,  1«C.  B. 
30). 

Tar  Ojficrrt.]  By  43  Geo.  III.  c.  09,  s.  70,  consolidating  the  tax  acts 
and  commissions  of  taxes,  are  protected,  and  "  no  writ,  Ate.,  shall  be  sued 
out,  Arc.,  against  any  person  or  persons  for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of 
that  act,  or  any  act,  for  granting  duties  to  be  assessed  of  that  act,  until  one 
calendar  month  m*xt  after  notice  in  writing  shall  have  been  delivered  to,  or 
left  at  the  usual  place  of  abode  of  such  person  or  persons,  by  the  attorney 
or  agent  for  the  intended  pit.  or  pits.,  in  which  notice  shall  be  clearly  and 
completely  contained  the  cause  and  causes  of  action,  tin-  name  nnd  place  or 
places  of  abode  of  the  intended  pit.  Are .,  nnd  %_f  his  or  their  attorney  or  agent, 
anil  no  evidence  shall  be  given  on  the  trial  of  such  action  or  suit  of  any 
cause  or  causes  of  action,  other  than  such  ns  is  or  are  contained  in  such 
notice."  The  notice  required  in  this  case  extends  only  to  officers  empower- 
ed to  levy  taxes  by  virtue  of  the  act,  and,  therefore,  a  sheriff  who  levies 
arrears  of  taxes  under  48  Geo.  III.  c.  141,  No.  5,  par.  2,  is  not  entitled  to 
notice  of  an  action  to  be  brought  against  him  for  anything  done  under  the 

VOL.  II.  3J 
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provisions  of  that  act  (Copland  v.  Powell,  1  Bing.  369).  It  is  not  necessary 
to  give  a  notice  of  action  in  this  act,  where  assumpsit  is  intended  to  be  brought 
for  money  had  and  received  to  recover  the  account  of  an  excessive  charge 
made  by  defts.  as  collectors,  on  a  distress  for  arrears  of  taxes  (1  B.  &  A. 
42).  But  a  toll-collector  is  entitled  to  a  notice  of  action  for  a  recovery  of 
more  toll  than  he  had  a  right  to  (4  B.  &  U.  200). 

Constables.']  Constables  are  not  entitled  to  notice  of  action  in  general, 
but  special  constables  are  (1  &  2  Will.  IV.  c.  41,  s.  19);  county  and  district 
constables  (2  &  3  Viet.  c.  93,  s.  8);  so  the  metropolitan  police;  see  "CON- 
STABLE." 

Proof  of  Demand  of  Warrant.]  Where  the  action  is  brought' against,  a 
constable  or  peace-officer,  a  demand  of  a  perusal,  and  copy  of  the  justice's 
warrant,  must  be  made  on  him,  if  he  was  acting  *under  a  warrant ; 
[  *489  ]  as,  by  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  6,  it  is  enacted,  that  "  no  action  shall 
be  brought  ngainst  any  constable,  headborongh,  or  other  officer, 
or  against  any  person  acting  by  his  order,  and  in  his  aid,  for  anything  done 
in  obedience  to  any  warrant  umier  the  hand  or  seal  of  any  justice  of  the 
peace,  until  demand  has  been  made,  or  left  ^t  the  usual  place  of  his  abode, 
by  the  party  or  his  attorney,  in  writing,  signed  by  tho  party  demanding  the 
same,  of  the  perusal  and  copy  of  such  warrant,  and  the  same  has  been 
refused  or  neglected  for  six  days  alter  such  demand."  And,  in  case  the 
constable,  or  &c.,  comply  with  the  demand,  the  justice  of  the  peace  must  be 
made  a  co-deft.;  the  constable,  or  other  officer,  by  producing  and  proving 
such  warrant  at  the  trial,  shall  have  a  verdict,  notwithstanding  any  defect  of 
jurisdiction  in  the  justice  of  the  peace  ;  if  such  action  be  brought  jointly, 
and  the  warrant  be  produced,  the  jury  shall  find  for  the  constable;  and,  if 
the  verdict  be  against  the  justice  of  the  peace,  the  pit.  shall  recover  all  his 
costs  from  him."  The  object  of  the  clause  was,  "  to  substitute  the  justice  of 
peace  by  whom  the  warrant  was  granted,  and  who  was  supposed  to  be 
cognizant  of  the  legality  of  it,  in  lieu  of  the  officer,  who  was  merely  an  instru- 
ment to  execute  it,  and  who  was  probably  ignorant  of  the  grounds  on  which 
it  issued"  (per  Lawrence  J.,  Jones  v.  Vaughan,  5  East,  4'17).  But,  unless 
the  officer  act  in  obedience  to  the  warrant,  he  is  not  protected  by  this  clause 
of  the  statute  ;  and,  if  the  justice  of  the  pence  is  not  liable,  the  officer  is  not 
within  its  protection  (3  Burr.  1708;  1  HI.  R.  555;  B.  N.  P.  24  a ;  Bell  v. 
Oakley,  2  M.  &  S.  260  ;  3  Esp.  220;  Milton  v.  Green,  5  East,  233;  Pur- 
ton  v.  Williams,  2  B.  &  A.  333). 

Where  there  is  no  remedy  against  the  justice,  no  demand  of  a  copy  is 
necessary  (Cotton  v.  K  ad  well,  2  Nov.  &  M.  399).  Thus,  where  an  officer 
apprehends  a  different  person  from  him  described  in  the  warrant,  he  is  not 
protected  (Money  v.  Leach,  3  Burr.  1742);  although  the  party  apprehended 
is  the  party  against  whom  the  warrant  ought  to  have  issued  (lioye  v.  Bush, 
1  Man.  &  G.  775).  So,  where  a  constable  who  had  a  warrant  to  search 
for  stolen  cotton  look  a  pin  and  sieve,  which  were  claimed  by  the  party  ob- 
taining the  warrant,  but  which  were  not  mentioned  in  it,  nor  likely  to  afford 
evidence  of  identity  of  the  cotton,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the 
protection  of  the  statute  (Crozier  v.  Cundy,  6  B.  &  C.  232).  So,  if  he  exe- 
cute the  warrant  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magis'rate  granting  it  (Milton 
v.  Green,  5  East,  333);  or  if  he  enter  the  house,  and  break  the  windows,  in 
executing  a  warrant  of  distress  (Bell  v.  O..kley,  2  M.  &  S.  259);  but,  if  he 
act  in  obedience  to  the  warrant,  be  is  pro  ectei!,  though  the  justice  of  the 
peace  have  no  jurisdiction,  or  thu  warrant  be  illegal,  or  an  absolute  nullity 
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(Price  v.  Messenger,  2  B.  &  P.  162;  2  Wils.  291);  unless,  indeed,  it  were 

i<tiUij  and  flagrantly  so  (2  Sinrk.  815,  n.  (a);  see  also  Whitley  v. 

I:     •  rts,  M'Cle.  &  Yo.  107 ;  also,  Bell  v.  Oakley,  2  M.  &  S.  259).     And, 

jury  find  it  to  bo  the  most  convenient,  it  is  no  ground  of  action  that 

J  the  pit.  to  gaol  by  a  circuitous  route  (Atkins  v.  Kilby,  11 

Ad.  At  B.  777). 

Where  the  deft.,  a  constable,  justified  under  a  magistrate's  warrant  of 
commitment,  the  warrant  was  objected  to  for  erroneously  reciting  that  the 
pit.  was  then  present  to  hear  the  complaint  in  another  county,  and  that,  on 
the  indorsement  of  it  for  execution  by  ano'hcr  magistrate  in  the  county 
where  the  pli.  was,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  handwriting  of  the  committing 
magistrate  hnd  been  proved  according  to  24  Gco.  II.  c.  55.  s.  1 :  held,  that 
these  objections,  if  tenable  only  showed  "  defect  of  jurisdiction,*'  but  did  not 
deprive  the  constable  of  the  protection  given  by  the  warrant  under 
24  CL  ...  II.  c.  44,  s.  6  •( Atkins  v.  Kilby,  ntpra).  Where  the  [  *490  ] 
copy  of  the  warrant  and  perusal  of  the  original  were  demanded, 
the  deft,  gave  a  copy,  but  could  not  grant  a  prrusal  of  the  original,  because 
it  was  in  the  pnswuion  of  the  gaoler,  and  the  pit.  imde  BO  objection  to  its 
non-production:  held,  that  he  hnd  dispen*-d  with  it  (|b.). 

It  has  been  held,  that  a  constable,  who  imprisons  a  person  on  suspicion 
of  felony,  without  any  reasonable  grounds,  of  his  own  authority,  without 
any  warrant  or  charge  from  any  other  person,  is  within  the  statute  (21  Jac. 
1);  and  that,  if  a  private  person  act  in  such  case  in  aid  of  the  constable,  and 
upon  his  command,  he  also  is  within  the  statute ;  bur,  if  ho  is  a  prime  mover, 
which  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  act  as  principal  in  the  transaction,  he 
is  not ;  and  it  has  been  held  tint  tbw  words,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  meant  to 
ensure  him  the  benefit  of  this  statute,  in  all  ca»*s  where  he  was  acting  under 
colour  of  his  office,  and  intending  to  art  in  thn  character  of  a  constable 
(Anight  v.  Oe,  2  Stark.  445 ;  li»nd  v.  Ku«t,  2  C.  A:  P.  342).  A  coostabl* 
who  acts  without  a  warrant,  and  not  in  obedience,  but  in  the  regular  and 
ordinary  discharge  of  hi*  duly,  in  within  the  Hilt  section  of  this  statute  (1  B. 
At  A.  227 ;  Williams  v.  Pauton,  3  II.  &  A.  333).  A  gaoler,  who  receives 
and  detains  a  prisoner,  under  the  w.irrant  of  a  magistrate,  i«  entitled  to  the 
protection  of  the  statute  (Hull  v.  Newman,  How,  U7).  But,  where  a  con- 
stable, the  kecj>er  of  a  prinon,  receives  and  detains  one  apprehended  and 
charged  in  bin  custody  under  n  warrant,  he  is  liable,  it'  the  officer  to  whom 
the  warrant  \vns  directed  has  executed  ngninnt  a  wrong  person,  though  the 
prison-keeper  have  no  mean*  of  ascertaining  the  identity  of  the  individual 
named  therein  (Aaron  v.  Alexander,  3  Camp.  35). 

If  a  constable  execute  a  warrant  of  a  judge,  of  the  King's  Bench,  not 
directed  to  him  by  name,  out  of  his  own  district,  no  demand  need  be  made. 
of  |N-rusal  and  copy  of  the  warrant  ((ihdwell  v.  Blake,  1  C.  M.  A:  It.  636). 

Churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor,  acting  under  a  warrant  of  din- 
tress  for  a  poor's  rate,  are  within  the.  description  of  officer*  who  an?  protected 
in  actions  under  this  clause  of  the  gtnf.r.u  (H  irj"  r  v.  Carr,  7  T.  It.  27 1  ;  B. 
N.P.  24). 

But  where  overseers  distrained  for  a  poor's  rule,  and  wild  within  four  days 
goods  in  custody  of  the-  bailiffs  of  a  landlord,  under  a  distress  for  rent.it  was 
was  held,  n  an  action  by  the  landlord  ngninst  the  overseers,  th.it  no  demand 
if  n  copy  of  the  warrant  was  necessary,  for  the  warrant  could  not  authorize. 
m»:h  sale  (Whitley  v.  Roberts,  M'Cle.  At  Yo.  107  ;  Kay  v.  (Jowcr,  7  Bing. 
3  12).  A  demand  is  necessary  before  an  action  can  be  commenced  against 
overseers  for  the  surplus  arising  from  a  distress  for  poor's  rate  under  '^7  Gco. 
II.  c.  20,  a.  2,  and  a  pica  of  tender  which  is  found  not  to  cover  the  plt.'s 
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demand,  will  not  cure  the  objection  (Simpson  v.  Rowth,  2  B.  &  C.  682).  A 
constable  who  assists  n  parish  officer  in  levying  a  distress  for  poor-rates 
under  a  warrant  of  magistrates  directed  to  such  officers,  is  not  liable  to  an 
action  of  trespass  although  a  demand  was  duly  made  upon  such  constable 
in  pursuance  of  the  statute  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  6,  Clark  v.  Davey,  4  Moo. 
465).  In  actions  against  overseers  and  constables  no  demand  of  perusal 
and  copy  of  warrant  is  necessary  if  no  action  would  have  lain  against  the 
party  issuing  the  warrant  (Sturch  v.  Clark,  1  Nev.  &  M.  071).  Under  a 
warrant  against  the  goods  of  A.,  the  deft.,  an  overseer,  took  goods  already 
in  the  hands  of  the  bailiff  of  A.'s  landlord,  as  a  distress  for  rent :  held,  that 
the  deft,  was  not  protected  by  the  6th  section  of  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  (Kay  v. 
Grover,  7  Bing.  312). 

The  act  does  not  extend  to  a  warrant  granted  by  a  judge  of  the 
[  *491  ]  *King's  Bench  (Glad  well  v.  Blake,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  636).  If  "the 
warrant  be  to  seize  "  stolen  goods,"  and  the  officer  seize  goods 
which  turn  out  not  to  have  boon  stolen,  he  is  still  within  the  protection  of  the 
statute  (Price  v.  Messenger,  2  B.  &  P.  158).  If  a  constable  take  the  goods 
of  B.  under  a  warrant  to  take  the  goods  of  A.  no  demand  of  a  copy  of  the 
warrant  need  be  made  under  sect.  6,  as  the  constable  must  act  most  strictly 
in  obedience  to  his  warrant  (Pariton  v.  Williams,  3  B.  &  A.  330), 

A  constable  executing  the  warrant  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  sued  in 
trespass  without  the  magistrate,  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  proof  of  such  war- 
rant, having  first  complied  with  the  plt.'s  demand  of  a  perusal  and  copy  of 
the  warrant  before  the  action  brought,  though  not  within  six  days  after  such 
demand  as  the  act  directs  (Jones  v.  Vaughan,  5  East,  445). 

In  an  action  by  A.  against  B.,  ;.i  constable,  for  false  imprisonment,  B.  can- 
not defend  himself  under  a  magistrate's  warrant  against  C.,  although  A.  was 
charged  with  felony  before  the  magistrate,  and  was  the  person  against  whom 
the  warrant  was  intended  to  issue  (Hoye  v.  Bush,  1  Man.  &  G.  775 ;  Saun- 
derson  v.  Baker,  2  Bt.  R.  83:3;  Wall  v.  Hill,  1  Bulst.  149;  Coote  v.  Segh- 
worth,  Moo.  457  ;  see  Reeves  v.  Slater,  7  B.  &  C.  486 ;  Cole  v.  Henderson, 
6  T.  R.  234;  Shadwell  v.  Clifson,  8  East,  328).  A  demand  of  a  perusal 
and  copy  of  the  warrant  is  in  such  case  unnecessary  (Hoye  v.  P>us\},sitpra). 
Constables  acting  without  warrants  are  not  within  the  statute  (Postlethwaite. 
v.  Gibson,  3  Esp.  220).  A  constable  who  delivers  a  copy  of  his  warrant  to 
the  party  aggrieved  cannot  thereby  discharge  himself,  unless  the  party  has 
thereby  a  right  of  action  (supposing  the  warrant  illegal)  against  the  magis- 
trate under  whom  he  acts  (Sly  v.  Stevenson,  2  C.  &  P.  464). 

Where  magistrates  without  authority  order  the  suspension  of  the  execution 
of  a  distress  warrant  duly  issued,  and  the  officer  afterwards  execute  such 
warrant,  he  is  entitled  bcibre  action  brought  for  the  taking  under  such  war- 
rant, to  a  demand  and  perusal  of  the  warrant  (Barrens  v.  Luscornbe,  3  Ad. 
&  E.  589). 

Under  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  a  demand  of  the  perusal  and  copy  of  the  warrant 
under  which  a  constable  has  acted,  which  is  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the 
plt.'s  attorney,  is  sufficient,  although  it  has  been  left  at  the  constable's  place 
of  abode  bv  a  person  other  than  the  attorney  (Clark  v.  Woods,  3  New  Sess. 
Cas.  213, -*17  Law  J.,  M.  C.  189,  Exch.). 

Where,  previous  to  such  demand  being  made,  the  pit.  has  by  other  means 
obtained  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  that  does  not  excuse  the  constable  from  com- 
plying with  the  demand,  if  he  seek  to  avail  himself  of  the  protection  given 
by  that  statute  (Jb.). 

The  mere  fact  of  the  justices  who  issued  the  warrant  being  sued  jointly 
with  the  constable  does  not  entitle  the  latter  to  a  verdict,  the  last  clause  of 
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the  24  Goo.  II.  c.  44,  8.  6,  only  applying  to  notions  brought  after  the  demand 
of  the  perusal  and  copy  of  the  warrant  has  been  complied  with  by  the  con- 
si  able  (Ib,). 

What  Cases  \cithin  the  Statute.']  Parish  officers  sued  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  for  the  poor,  are  not  within  it  (Blanchard  v.  Bramble,  3  M.  &  S. 
131).  Commissioners  of  the  court  of  requests  having  power  to  commit  for 
contempt,  are  not  within  the  43  Geo.  HI.  c.  85,  Mackey  v.  Gooden,  1  Dowl. 
P.  C.  463).  The  act  extends  only  to  actions  of  tort ;  therefore,  where  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received,  was  brought  against  an  officer  who  had 
(I  money  on  a  conviction  which  had  been  quashed,  it  was  held  that  a 
demand  of  a  copy  of  the  warrant  was  not  necessary  (R.  N.  P.  24 ;  but  tee 
Watcrhouse  v.  Kecne,  4  B.  &  C.  200).  Replevin  is  not  within  the  statute 
(Fletcher  v.  Wilkins,  6  Bast,  293). 

The  demand  of  perusal,  and  copy  of  the  warrant,  must  be  made  in  writing, 
either  on  the  person,  or  by  leaving  the  demand  at  his  usual  place  of  abode, 
by  himself  or  his  attorney  (supra). 

The  demand  may  be  proved  by  a  duplicate  original,  without  a  notice  to 
produce  (Jory  v.  Orchard,  2  B.  dt  P.  30),  to  which  the  signature  of  the  plt.'s 
attorney  is  sufficient  (Ib.).  If  the  deft*,  arc  not  charged  in  the  declamtioa 
as  officers,  the  pit.  need  not  in  the  first  instance  prove  a  demand  of  the  copy 
of  the  warrant.  If  the  defts.  mean  to  justify  under  the  warrant  that  proof 
lies  upon  them,  and  when  they  come  to  that  part  of  the  case  the  pit.  must 
prove  a  demand  (Price  v.  Messenger,  3  Bsp.  00).  Where  the  warrant  was 
in  the  hands  of  the  gaolers,  and  the  agent  of  the  pit.  made  no  objection  to 
the  copy  when  tendered,  it  was  held  that  the  perusal  *of  the  ori- 
ginal was  dispensed  with  (Atkins  v.  Kilby,  11  Ad.  &  K.  777).  In  [  *402  ] 
trespass  the  dVft.  juMifted  under  a  distress  for  poor-rate,  and  the 
question  was  one  of  parorhiality  or  not,  the  deft,  after  admitting  *  demand 
of  a  copy,  was  held  entitled  to  begin  (Burrel  v.  Nicholson,  1  Moo.  At  R. 
304).  The  demand  need  not  specify  the  time  within  which  it  should  bo 
complied  with,  and  if  it  do  it  will  not  vitiate  the  demand  (Collins  v.  Row,  5 
M.  &  W.  194).  The  demand  required  the  perusal  and  copy  to  be  given 
within  three  days  :  held,  that  this  was  a  sufficient  uYmand  to  entitle  the  party 
to  sue,  although  the  statute  says  that  no  action  should  be  brought  until  the 
perusal  and  copy  shall  have  been  refused  for  six  day*  after  demand  (Ib.). 
Where  goods  were  taken  by  constables  under  a  warrant  of  distress,  granted 
by  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  K.,  directed  "To  the  constables 
of  the  Lower  Half  Hundred  of  C.  and  G.  in  the  County  of  K."  which  warrant 
recited  that  the  pit.  (whose  good*  were  distrained),  of  the  parish  of  G.  in  the 
said  county,  was  baltotted  for  the  militia  of  the  said  county,  and  having  re- 
fused  to  serve,  &c.,  was  convicted  in  a  certain  penalty,  for  levying  which 
the  warrant  was  granted.  If  it  turn  out  that  the.  warrant  was  executed 
within  a  certain  part  of  the  parish  of  G.  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Cinque 
Ports,  and  not  within  the  county  of  Kent,  the  constables  arc  not  within 
the  protection  of  the  statute  24  Geo.  II.  c.  44,  s.  0,  and  may  be  sued  in 
trespass  without  the  magistrate  being  joined  as  a  dert.  (Milton  v.  Green,  5 
East,  233). 

As  it  may  be  material  to  ascertain  tl»c  precise  day  on  which  the  demand 
of  warrant  was  made,  a  note  should  be  made  on  the  duplicate  as  to  the  day 
it  was  served;  and  the  writ  should  be  produced  in  court,  to  show  that  the 
action  was  not  sued  out  till  after  the  six  days.  If  the  demand  is  made  in 
time,  and  the  constable  neglect  to  comply  with  it  till  aAer  the  expiration  of 
the  six  days,  he  may  still  comply,  by  delivering  a  copy,  Ace.,  at  any  time 
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before  action  brought,  but  not  after  (Jones  v.  Vaughan,  5  East,  447).  When 
the  pit.  has  received  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  he  must  ascertain  whether  the 
constable  is,  by  the  warrant,  eniitled  to  the  protection  of  the  8;h  section  of 
the  above  act,  as,  if  he  is  not,  the  action  should  have  been  against  the  justice 
of  the  peace  (ante,  p.  267). 

^Evidence  for  Defendant. 

This  must  necessarily  vary,  from  the  nature  of  the  defence  intended  to  be 
set  up.  He  must  be  prepared  to  substantiate  it  fully.  As  to  proof  of  his 
being  a  public  officer,  infra. 

A  fact  may  be  presumed  from  the  regular  course  of  a  public  officer;  thus, 
where  it  appeared  that  the  custom-house  would  not  permit  an  entry  to  be 
made  unless  there  hnd  been  an  indorsement  on  a  license,  the  license  having 
been  lost,  it  was  held  that  the  indorsement  might  be  presumed  from  this 
entry  (Butler  v.  Allnutt,  1  Stark.  222).  The  fact  of  a  public  officer  acting 
in  an  official  capacity  as  a  justice  of  the  peace,  constable,  &c.,  is  prima  facie 
evidence  that  he  is  duly  appointed,  and  has  competent  authority,  though  the 
appointment  be  in  wriiing  (Berryman  v.  Wise,  4T.  R.  366 ;  Doe  v.  Hadden, 
3  Doug.  310;  Butler  v.  Ford,  1  C.  &  M.  662).  Proof  that  a  person  has 
acted  as  public  officer  on  one  occasion  before  the  one  in  question,  is  evidence 
to  go  the  jury  that  he  is  such  officer  (Reg.  v.  Murphy,  8  C.  &  P.  297).  So, 
where  the  constable  has  been  appointed  by  commissioners  under  a  local  act 
(Butler  v.  Ford,  1  C.  &  M.  662);  even  between  third  parlies,  and  in  his  own 
favour  (Ib.).  So,  of  a  surrogate  (R.  v.  Verelat,  3  Camp.  432).  So,  of  a 
vestry  clerk  (M'Gahey  v.  Alston,  2  M.  &  W.  206).  So,  evidence 
[  *493  ]  that  parties  *acted  as  commissioners  in  1828,  is  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury,  that  they  were  commissioners  in  1827,  to  prove  entries 
made  by  them  (Doe  v.  Young,  15  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  9).  A  constable 
having  reasonable  cause  to  suspect  that  a  felony  has  been  committed,  is 
justified  in  arresting  the  party  suspected,  though  it  afterwards  appear  that  no 
felony  has  been  committed  (Beckwith  v.  Philby,  6  B.  &  C.  635;  Davis  v. 
Russell,  5  Bing.  354).  Not  so  in  the  misdemeanors  unless  he  has  a  warrant 
(Fox  v.  Gaunt,  3  B.  &Ad.  798);  and  he  is  not  justified  in  any  case  in  hand- 
cuffing a  prisoner  unless  it  be  necessary  to  prevent  an  escape,  or  an  escape 
be  attempted  (Wright  v.  Court,  4  B.  &  C.  596). 

The  office  of  public  registered  officer  of  a  banking  co-partnership  not 
being  an  annual  office,  a  person  once  appointed  to  an  office  is  presumed  to 
continue  in  it  until  the  contrary  be  shown  ;  and,  therefore,  a  return  made  to 
the  stamp  office  in  1841,  verified  by  affidavit,  slating  a  person  to  be  a  public 
officer  of  the  company,  was  held  to  be  evidence  of  his  being  so  in  1842 
(Steward  (public  officer)  v.  Dunn,.  12  M.  &  W.  655;  see  Bosanquet  v. 
Woodford,  5  Q.  B.  310  ;  Prescott  v.  Battery,  1  C.  B.  41). 

A  bailiff  may  justify  an  act  under  any  warrant  at  the  time  ho  did  it 
(Groenveet  v.  Burwell,  1  Ld.  Raym.  454) ;  and  a  traverse  that  he  did  it  by 
virtue  of  that  warrant  is  bad  (Ib.).  But,  if  a  constable  commit  a  man  for 
the  breach  of  the  peace  in  his  presence,  when  there  was  no  breach  of  the 
peace,  that  may  be  traversed;  for  he  is  not  a  judge,  nor  does  he  act  by  ju- 
dicial authority,  though  he  has  power  to  commit,  for  he  does  not  commit  for 
punishment,  but  for  safe  custody  (Ib.;  1  Salk.  397).  To  justify  a  consta- 
ble in  apprehending  a  party  without  warrant  for  an  affray,  it  is  essential  that 
the  party  should  have  been  engaged  in  the  affray,  and  that  the  constable 
should  have  view  of  the  affray  while  the  party  was  so  engaged  in  it,  and 
that  the  affray  was  still  continuing  at  the  time  of  the  apprehension  (Cook  v. 
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Netherco'e,  6  C.  &  P.  741).  If  a  constable  is  endeavouring  lo  prevent  a 
h  of  the  peace,  and  any  person  stand  in  his  way  with  intent  lo  hinder 
him  from  so  doing,  the  former  is  justified  in  taking  such  person  into  custody, 
but  not  in  giving  him  a-  blow  (Levy  v.  Edwards,  1  C.  &  P.  40;  see  ante, 
pp.  13,  *J3,  30);  and  a  constable  may  be  justified  in  removing  a  person 
from  a  church  for  disturbing  a  congregation  in  time  of  divine  service, 
although  no  part  of  such  service  was  actually  going  on  at  the  time ;  yet 
he  has  no  right  to  detain  such  person  in  custody  afterwards,  for  the  pur. 
pose  of  taking  him  before  a  magistrate  (Williams  v.  Glenister,  2  B.  &  C. 
699). 

A  constable  cannot  execute  a  warrant  out  of  his  particular  district,  even 
though  it  be  directed  to  A.,  constable  of  H.,  to  C.,  and  all  other  officers  of 
the  peace  in  the  county  of  D.  (Rlatcher  v.  Kemp,  1  II.  Bl.  15,  n.).  If  it  be 
directed  to  a  constable  by  name,  he  may  execute  it  any  where  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate;  but  if  it  be  delivered  to  him  by  his  name  of 
••  he  can  execute  it  only  in  the  parish,  Ate.,  of  which  he  is  constable. 
Therefore,  where  a  warrant  for  levying  a  rate  was  directed  "to  A.  B.,  to 
the  constables  of  the  pariah  of  W.,  and  to  all  others  hi*  majesty's  officers 
whom  these  may  concern,"  and  a  constable  of  W.,  in  attempting  to  execute 
it  in  the  parish  of  I).,  was  assaulted :  In  Id,  that  the  assault  was  justifiable 
(R.  v.  Weir,  1  B.  At  C.  '299).  A  constable  cannot  execute  a  warrant  to 
search  for  property  concealed  by  a  bankrupt  (Sly  v.  Stevenson,  2  C.  At  P. 
464).  A  cons'able  who  is  conveying  a  party  to  prison  under  a  magistrate's 
order  under  49  Goo.  Ill,  P.  68,  for  non-payment  of  a  certain  sum, 
under  an  order  of  filiation  and  maintenance,  *is  not  bound  to  dis-  [  *494  ] 
charge  bis  prisoner  on  payment  of  that  sum  (Atkins  v.  Kilby,  11 
Ad.  A*  E,  777). 

Watchmen  and  beadles  have  authority  at  common  law  to  arrest  and  detain 
for  examination  persons  walking  in  lite  streets  at  night,  whom  there  is  rea- 
sonable ground  to  suspect  of  felony,  although  there  i«  no  proof  of  a  felony 
having  boon  committed  (Lawrence  v.  I  ledger,  J*  Taunt.  14  ;  and  see  Theo- 
bald v.  Crickmorc,  1  B.  &  A.  '."J7  .  Watchmen  mny  imprison  any  person 
who  encourages  prisoners  in  their  custody  to  mtiat  (White  v.  Edmunds,  Pea. 
89).  But  not  for  using  loud  words  in  ih«-  street  (Hardy  v.  Humphrey,  1 
Esp.  '294).  If  a  party  be  turning  towards  a  wnll  in  the  street  at  night  for  a 
particular  occasion,  a  watchman  is  not  justified  in  collaring  in  order  to  pro* 
vent  his  doing  so  (Booth  v.  Hunley,  2  C.  A:  P.  '23$).  A  peace-officer  may 
justify  taking  a  person  ituo  custody  charged  with  a  felony,  though  no  felony 
was  committed  (Hohbs  v.  Branscomb,  3  Camp.  420).  A  jMitrol  employed 
and  paid  to  take  up  disorderly  persons,  who  is  not  a  constable  sworn  into 
the  office,  is  not  a  peace-officer  (Cliff  v.  Littlemore,  5  Esp.  39). 

A  police-constable  is  not  justified  under  slat.  10  Gco.  IV.  c.  44,  s.  7,  in 
laying  hold  of,  pushing  along  the  highway,  and  ord  Ting  to  be  off*,  a  person 
found  by  him  converging  in  a  crowd  with  another,  merely  because  the  |ierson 
with  whom  he  happened  to  be  conversing  is  known  to  bo  a  reputed  thief 
(S  ocken  v.  Carter,  4  C.  &  P.  477). 

A  collector  of  customs  appointed  by  the  commissioners  under  stat.  3  Ac  4 
Will.  IV.  c.  51,  s.  6,  to  collect  duties  on  articles  coining  into  the  kingdom, 
and  on  payment  sijin  bills  of  entry  (which,  by  sect.  Ifc^  are  a  warrant  for 
delivi  ry  of  such  articles  to  the  party  paying)  is  not  a  mere  servant  of  the 
commissioners,  but  a  substantive  and  immediate  officer  of  the  crown,  and 
his  functions  as  collector  are  ministerial,  therefore  he  is  liable  in  an  action 
for  nonfeasancc  in  the  exercise  of  his  office,  as  for  refusing  to  sign  such  bill 
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of  entry  without  payment  of  an  excessive  duty  (Barry  v.  Arnaud,  10  Ad. 
&  E.  646). 

Excise  officers  went  with  a  search  warrant,  and  at  the  desire  of  the  party 
gave  it  him  to  peruse,  when  he  refused  to  return  it:  held,  that  they  had  a 
right  to  take  it  from  him,  and  even  to  coerce  his  person  to  obtain  possession 
of  it,  provided  they  used  no  more  violence  than  was  necessary  (R.  v.  Mil- 
ton, 3C.  &  P.  31). 

As  to  proof  of  judgment,  writ,  or  warrant,  see  those  titles. 

Costs.]  A  judge  has  no  power  under  3  &  4  Will.  c.  42,  s.  32,  to  certify 
to  deprive  a  police-officer  of  his  costs,  who  is  a  deft,  in  an  action,  and 
obtains  a  verdict,  as  that  statute  does  not  repeal  sect.  41  of  the  Police  Act 
(10  Geo.  IV.  c.  44),  which  gives  police-officers  their  costs,  as  between 
attorney  and  client  absolutely  (Humphrey  v.  Woodhouse,  1  Bing.  N.  C. 
506). 


OFFICE  COPY,  see  "RECORD."— OFFICER,  PARISH,  Ch.  Contr.— 
OPINION  OF  WITNESSES,  see  "WITNESS."— OPPRESSION,  ante, 
Vol.  I.  "  DURESS."— ORDER,  see  "  DECREE,"  "  RULE  OF  COURT."— OUS- 
TER, ante,  Vol.  1.,  p.  990.— OUTLAWRY,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  6.— OVER/ 
SEERS,  ante,  "OFFICERS;"  and  aide,  Vol.  I.,  p.  107.— PARISH  BOOKS, 
post,  "  PUBLIC  DOCUMENTS." — PARISHIONER,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  805,  post, 
"  WITNESS." 


[  *495  ]  *PARLIAMENT,  JOURNALS,  AND  ACTS  OF. 

COPIES  of  the  journals  of  parliament  are  evidence  (R.  v.  Gordon  (Lord 
George),  2  Doug.  590;  see  Mortimer  v.  M'Callan,  6  M.  &  W.  67). 

Entries  in  the  journals  of  the  Lords  or  Commons  are  evidence  of  their 
proceedings.  Thus,  an  entry  in  the  journals  of  the  House  of  Lords,  stating 
the  reversal  of  a  judgment  below,  is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  reversal  (Jones 
v.  Randall,  Cowp.  17).  And  an  address  from  the  House  of  Lords  to  the 
kinw,  and  the  king's  answer  thereto,  have  been  proved  by  an  entry  in  their 
journals;  and  it  was  also  held  to  be  evidence  of  an  averment  in  an  informa- 
tion, that  certain  differences  had  arisen  between  the  kings  of  England  and 
Spain,  the  matter  to  be  proved  being  merely  one  of  state  (Franklin's  case, 
17  How.  St.  Tri.  637;  Rex  v.  Holt,  5  T.  R.  445).  But  the  resolutions  of 
either  house,  with  a  view  to  ulterior  proceedings,  though  entered  in  the  journals 
of  the  parliament,  will  not  be  evidence  of  the  truth  of  all  facts  therein  stated; 
as,  where  a  party  was  charged  with  having  committed  perjury  on  the  trial 
of  persons  concerned  in  the  popish  plot,  the  existence  of  such  plot  could  not 
be  proved  by  its  having  been  asserted  in  the  resolutions  (Oates's  case,  10  St. 
Tr.  1165).  The  cour'  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  order  and  course  of 
proceedings  in  parliament  (Lake  v.  King,  1  Saund.  131).  So,  of  the  privi- 
leores  of  the  House  of  Commons  (Stockdale  v.  Hansard,  9  Ad.  &  E.  1); 
and  the  journals  are  evidence  without  any  stamp  (Jones  v.  Randall,  Lofft. 
383). 

Entries  in  the  journals  of  either  house  are  to  be  proved  by  examined 
copies;  the  printed  journals  alone,  were  not,  however,  evidence  (Lord  Mel- 
ville's case,  How.  St.  Tr.  683).  But  now  if  printed  by  the  printers  to  the 
crown,  or  to  their  house,  they  are  (8  &  9  Viet.  c.  113,  s.  3;  ante,Vo\.  I., 
p.  53). 
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The  description  of  an  act  of  parliament,  as  "  an  act  passed  in  the  second 
and  third  years  of  the  reign,"  dec.,  is  bad,  it  should  be"  in  the  session  holden 
in  the  second  and  third  year,"  Ace.  (R.  v.  Biers,  1  Ad.  &  E.  327).  The 
printed  statute-book  is  evidence  of  a  public  statute,  not  as  an  authentic  copy 
of  the  record  itself,  but  as  hints  of  that  which  is  supposed  to  be  lodged  in 
every  man's  mind  already  (Gilb.  Ev.  10). 

A  private  act  was  usually  proved  by  a  copy  examined  with  the  parliament 
roll  (B.  N.  P.  225).  But  when  there  is  a  clause  "that  it  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  be  a  public  act,  and  shall  be  judicially  taken  notice  of,  without 
being  specially  pleaded,"  it  requires  no  proof  that  it  was  examined  with  the 
parliament  rolls,  or  that  it  was  printed  by  the  king's  printer,  though  it  may 
not  have  the  effect  of  a  public  act  (Woodward  v.  Cotton,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  44). 
It  is  sufficiently  proved  for  all  legal  purposes  by  production  of  a  copy  pur- 
chased at  the  office  of  the  king's  printer  (Beaumont  v.  Mountain,  10  Bing. 
404).  It  is  enacted  by  8  At  9  Viet.  c.  113,  s.  3,  that  all  copies  of  private 
and  local  and  personal  acts  of  parliament,  not  public  acts,  if  purporting  to 
be  printed  by  the  queen's  printers,  and  all  copies  of  the  journals  of  either 
bouse  of  parliament,  and  of  royal  proclamations,  purporting  to  be  printed 
by  the  printers  to  the  crown,  or  by  the  printers  to  either  house  of  parlia- 
ment, or  by  any  or  either  of  them,  shall  be  admitted  as  evidence  thereof 
'by  all  courts,  judges,  justices,  and  others,  without  any  proof  being  given 
that  such  copies  were  so  printed.  By  the  41  Goo.  III.  c.  90,  s.  9,  the 
copy  of  the  statutes  of  the  kingdom  of  Ireland,  made  by  the  parliament 
of  the  same,  printed  by  the  king's  printer,  shall  be  received  •• 
conclusive  'evidence  of  the  statutes  rnacted  by  the  parliament  of  [  '490  ] 
Ireland  prior  to  the  union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  in  any 
court  of  civil  or  criminal  jurisdiction  of  Grrat  Briiian.  Long  user  may 
serve  to  explain  an  ambiguous  act  of  parliament  (Stewart  v.  Lawtou,  1  Bing. 
877). 

It  has  been  said,  that  no  judge  could  venture  to  direct  a  jury  that  they 
could  affirm  the  granting  of  an  act  of  parliament  within  the  last  250  years, 
on  an  important  subject  of  general  interest,  of  which  no  vestige  can  be  found 
on  the  parliament  roll  or  other  record*,  or  in  the  history  of  the  country; 
"and  the  court  accordingly  refused  to  presumu  any  act  sanctioning  a  mode 
of  nominating  by  the  crown  to  a  deanery,  which  was  shown  to  have  begun 
in  the  sixteenth  century,  and  to  have  continued  without  interruption  for  the 
last  250  years"  (R.  v/St.  Peter's  Chapter,  Exeter,  12  Ad.  61  E.  512). 

In  a  claim  of  peerage,  where  there  is  no  patent  of  creation,  or  enrolment 
of  such  patent,  and  the  contemporaneous  lords'  journals  are  not  in  existence, 
an  old  manuscript  book,  purporting  to  bo  copied  from  the  journals  by  an 
officer  whose  duty  it  was  to  prepare  lists  of  |)cers  present  and  absent,  will 
be  received  as  evidence  of  a  peer's  silting  in  |wirliaincnt  (Slane  Peerage  case, 
5  Cl.  &  Fin.  23).  Upon  n  claim  to  a  Scotch  |>eerage,  where  no  patent  of 
on  an. 'ii  can  be  found,  but  it  appears  from  the  records  of  the  parliament  that 
the  ancestors  from  whom  the*  dignity  is  alleged  to  have  descended  sat  in 
parliament,  an  original  instrument  purporting  to  be  under  the  great  seal  of 
Scotland,  and  produced  from  the  repository  of  the  \v -ir  of  entail  of  the 
family  estates  was  received  as  evidence  of  the  creation  of  such  peer,  with  a 
limitation  to  him  and  his  heirs  male,  as  therein  staled  (I luut ley  lYrraye  case, 
ib.  349). 

The  FJcct  of.]  Allegations  of  fact  in  a  public  statute  are  not  conclusive, 
therefore  u  place  named  as  a  borough  or  cor|>orution  in  the  muniripnl  cor- 
poration act  may  be  shown  not  to  be  one  (R.  v.  Greene,  0  Ad.  &  E.  548). 
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The  preamble  of  a  public  geneial  act,  reciting  the  existence  of  certain  out- 
rages, is  evidence  to  prove  that  fact,  on  the  ground  that  in  judgment  of  law 
every  subject  is  privy  to  the  making  of  it  (R.  v.  Sutton,  8  M.  &  Sel.  532). 
But  a  private  act,  though  it  contain  a  clause  requiring  it  to  be  judicially 
noticed  as  a  public  act,  is  not  evidence  at  all  against  strangers,  cither  of 
notice  or  of  any  of  the  facts  recited  (BaMard  v.  Way,  1  M.  &  W.  520 ; 
Brett  v.  Beales,  Moo.  &  M.  421;  Taylor  v.  Parry,  1  "Man.  &  G.  604).  It 
may,  however,  be  admissible  as  evidence  of  reputation  (Carnarvon  v.  Ville- 
bois,  13  M.  &  W.  313). 


PAROL  EVIDENCE. 

When  of  a  Secondary  Nature,  p.  496. — When  Inadmissible  to  contradict 
Writings,  p.  498. — When  Admissible  to  vary  the  Date,  fyc.,  p.  501. — 
To  prove  Fraud,  tj-c.,  p.  502. —  To  prove  Usages  and  Customs,  p.  503. — 
To  discharge  a  Contract.,  p.  508. —  To  explain  a  latent  Am'/iguity,  p. 
509. —  To  prove  Collateral  Matters,  p.  514. — Extrinsic  Fact,  514. 


When  Secondary.'}  Written  evidence  is  considered  of  a  higher  nature 
than  parol  testimony,  being  more  accurate  than  the  memory  of  witnesses, 
and  more  certain  than  their  veracity  or  interpretation.  If,  ihere- 
[  *497  ]  fore,  a  contract  has  been  reduced  to  writing,  that  writing  *must  be 
produced,  as  the  best  evidence  to  prove  it  (Bremen  v.  Palmer,  3  Esp. 
213  ;  Fenn  v.  Griffith,  6  Bing.  533).  If,  when  produced,  it  be  not  properly 
stamped,  parol  testimony  cannot  be  received,  unless  to  show  that  the  con- 
tents have  been  admitted  by  the  party  (Slatterfie  v.  Poole,  6  M.  &  W.  614). 
But  a  mere  unaccepted  proposal,  private  minute,  unauthorized  entry,  or  ex- 
ecutory memorandum,  not  signed  by  the  parties,  will  not  prevent  the  recep- 
tion of  parol  evidence  (Doe  v.  Cartwright,  3  B.  &  A.  326;  and  see  Hawkins 
v.  Ware,  3  B.  &  C.  698  ;  5  D.  &  R.  512);  and,  where  a  society  entered 
in  their  book  a  resolution  with  regard  to  the  employment  of  a  secretary,  and 
the  pit.  afterwards  engaged  with  them  as  such  upon  the  terms  specified  in 
the  book  which  was  kept  by  him :  held,  in  an  action  by  him  for  work  and 
labour,  that  he  was  bound  to  produce  the  book  containing  the  resolution 
(Whitford  v.  Tutin,  10  Bing.  396);  and  a  vendee  may  give  evidence  of  war- 
ranty, although  a  note  of  the  sale,  and  receipt  of  the  money  contained  no 
notice  of  any  warranty  (Allen  v.  Pink,  4  M.  &  W.  140).  So  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  of  a  memorandum  of  the  terms  of  a  lease,  not  signed  by  the 
lessor,  but  only  by  the  wife  of  the  lessee  (R.  v.  St.  Martin's,  Leicester,  2 
Ad.  &  E.  210).  So,  where  it  appeared  that  at  the  time  of  the  hiring  of  a 
servant,  she  and  the  master  went  to  a  third  parly,  who,  by  their  direction 
then  entered  the  terms  of  the  hiring  in  writing,  which  was  not  signed  by 
either:  held,  parol  evidence  admissible  (R.  v.  Wrangle,  ib.  514). 

A  joint-stock  company,  of  which  the  pit.'  and  deft,  were  both  directors, 
occupied  a  house  belonging  to  the  pit.  Plt.'s  solicitor  prepared  a  draft  lease, 
which  was  submitted  to  the  solicitors  of  the  company,  and  by  them  approved 
and  returned,  and  at  a  subsequent  meeting  of  the  directors  a  resolution  was 
passed,  empowering  the  solicitors  to  sign  the  agreement  on  behalf  of  the 
company,  which  was  never  done.  In  debt,  for  use,  &c.,  the  pit.  offered  the 
draft  in  evidence,  not  as  an  agreement  binding  per  se  (it  having  neither  date, 
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stamp,  nor  signature^,  but  to  show  that  tha  occupation  was  to  be  by  the 
other  directors,  ezc/usirc  of  himself;  held,  inadmissible  for  want  of  a  stamp, 
as  it  could  only  be  rrlied  on  as  proof  of  the  special  agreement;  the  plt.'s 
position  precluding  him  from  maintaining  an  action  against  a  co-director 
upon  an  implied  contract  (Chndwick  v.  Clark,  1  C.  B.  700). 

Where  it  was  agreed,  in  writing,  that  A.  for  certain  considerations,  should 
have  the  produce  of  Borehnm  meadow ;  it  was  held,  that  he  could  not  prove 
that  it  was  at  the  same  time  agreed  by  parol,  that  he  should  have  at  the 
same  time  both  Pulcroft  and  Boreham  meadow  (Meres  v.  Ansell,  U  Wils. 
375;  see  Hope  v.  Atkins,  1  Pri.  143). 

So,  where  a  verbal  contract  is  made  for  the  sale  of  goods,  and  it  is  put 
into  writing  afterwards  by  the  vendor's  agent,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 
hi*  recollection,  but  not  signed  by  the  vendor,  it  may  be  proved  by  parol 
(Dalison  v.  Stark,  4  Esp.  163).  To  render  the  production  of  the  writing 
necessary,  it  must  appear  to  relate  to  the  question :  thus,  where  the  parol 
evidence  is  offered  to  prove  a  tenancy,  it  is  not  a  valid  objection  that  there 
is  some  written  agreement  relative  to  the  holding,  unless  it  was  made 
between  the  parties  in  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  and  is  still  subsist- 
ing in  force  (Doe  v.  Morris,  12  East,  '.'37  ;  see  Stevens  v.  Penney,  2  Moo. 
1401 

Where  the  plt.'s  witness  proved  in  an  action  of  ejectment  an  acknowledg- 
ment by  the  deft.,  that  he  held  under  T,  and  the  witness  further  stated,  that 
he  had  drawn  an  agreement  for  tin?  premises  between  the  pit.  and 
T.:  held,  that  the  pit.  was  bound  to  'produce  the  writing  (Penn  [  M99  ] 
v.  Griffith,  supra):  and  parol  evidence  of  the  terms  of  •  demise 
is  receivable,  although  the  witness  called  to  prove  them  state  that  the  lessor 
read  them  from  some  paper  in  his  hand  at  the  lime,  but  which  was  not 
shown  to  be  signed  by  the  lessee  (Trewbitt  v.  Lambert,  10  Ad.  &    E. 
470). 

The  party  desirous  of  excluding  such  evidence  may  ask  the  witness  in 
cross-examination,  whether  it  wns  not  in  writing,  and  mny  inquire  the  con- 
ten's  of  thn  writing,  in  order  to  show  thut  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible 
(Curtis  v.  Created,  1  Ad.  At  E.  167). 

JmuImissMc  to  contradict  Writing*.]  If  the  terms  of  a  written  instru- 
ment  are  rot  ambiguous,  no  oth«-r  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  parties 
will  b ;  admitted,  and  consequently  (turul  evidence  will  be  refused,  though 
tending  to  show  the  real  meaning  of  the  (tarties  (Greaves  v.  Ashlin,  3  Camp. 
426);  or  the  usage  of  trade  (6  T.  R.  3JO;  2  Marsh.  141);  or  custom  of 
the  country  (2  B.  At  A.  746);  contrnry  to  the  terms  of  the  written  agree- 
ment (3  Camp.  57  ;  1  Moo.  f>35 ;  1  Taunt.  347  ;  8  Taunt.  92).  Thus,  if  a 
note  be  made  payable  on  a  day  certain,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
prove  it  fwyablc  upon  a  contingency  (Daw  son  v.  Walker,  1  Stark.  361 ; 
Foster  v.  Jolly,  1  C.  M.  At  H.  703j. 

So,  where  a  note  is  made  payable  on  demand,  parol  evidence  that  it  was 
at  the  time  of  making  tlie  note  apn  ed,  that  it  should  not  be  payable  until  a 
certain  event  happened,  is  inadmissible  (MoseU-y  v.  Hanford,  10  B.  At  C. 
729;  Admns  v.  Wordluy,  1  M.  At  W.  374).  It  is  on  infl-xiblc  rule  not  to 
admit  p.irol  evidence  to  contradict  a  written  instrument,  unless  the  consider- 
ation  be  illegal,  Ate.  (see  **  FRAUD").  Therefore,  when;  a  testatrix  gave,  in 
her  lifetime,  to  the  pit.  a  promissory  note,  to  pay  him  or  order,  "  on  demand, 
the  sum  of  1UU/.,  fur  value  received,  and  his  kindness  to  me,"  with  a  verbal 
engagement  on  the  part  of  the  pit.  that  the  no'e  should  not  be  demanded 
until  after  bur  deuih :  held,  in  an  action  upon  the  note,  that  parol  evidence 
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could  not  be  received  to  show  that  it  was  not  given  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation, and  such  a  note  does  not  operate  by  way  of  testamentary  disposition  ; 
nor  is  it  void  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  fraud  on  the  legacy  duty,  that  duty 
never  having  attached  upon  it,  and  there  being  nothing  to  show  that  the 
amount  passed  by  way  of  a  donatio  causa  mortis  (Woodbridge  v.  Spooner, 
3  B.  &  A.  233).  Where  a  bill  of  exchange,  purported  in  the  body  to  be 
drawn  for  "  200,"  but  the  figures  at  the  top  were  245£,  the  stamp  being  for 
the  larger  amount:  held,  first,  that  as  this  was  a  patent  ambiguity,  evidence 
•was  not  admissible  to  show  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  draw 
the  bill  for  the  larger  amount ;  secondly,  that  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  body 
of  the  bill  was  that  for  which  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  drawn  (Sander- 
son v.  Piper,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  425 ;  Coltman,"  J.,  diss.). 

A  bankrupt,  previous  to  his  bankruptcy,  gave  a  bond  to  trustees  for  pay- 
ment of  5000/.,  and  interest,  as  a  provision  for  his  daughter  on  her  marriage ; 
the  trustees  proved  the  amount,  and  a  petition  was  presented  to  expunge  the 
proof,  the  bankrupt  alleging  that  when  the  bond  was  given  it  was  under- 
stood between  him  and  the  obligees,  that  it  was  only  to  be  available  in  the 
event  of  a  certain  speculation  proving  successful :  held,  that  such  parol  evi- 
dence was  not  admissible  to  control  the  absolute  effect  of  the  bond  (Ex  parte 
Morley,  2  D.  &  Ch.  50).  In  an  action  for  not  accepting  lead,  bought  under 
a  written  contract,  by  which  it  "  was  to  be  delivered  in  the  river  Thames;" 
the  deft,  pleaded  that  pit.  was  not  ready  to  deliver  within  a  reasonable  time,  on 
which  issue  was  joined.  The  evidence  was,  that  the  broker  who  made  the 

contract  for  the  pit.  stated  at  *the  time  that  the  goods  were  ready 
[  *499  ]  for  shipment,  that  the  usual  ports  of  shipment  for  London  were 

Gloucester  or  Liverpool,  but  that  the  lead  was  unavoidably 
delayed  in  its  transit  to  Gloucester:  held,  that  the  parol  representation  of 
the  broker,  that  the  lead  was  ready  for  shipment,  was  admissible,  not  to 
vary  the  written  contract,  but  as  one  of  the  data  from  which  the  reasona- 
bleness of  the  time  was  to  be  determined  (Ellis  v.  Thompson,  3  M.  &  W. 
445). 

So,  where  the  conditions  of  a  sale  described  the  trees  by  number  and 
kind,  saying  nothing  of  the  weight,  parol  evidence  that  the  auctioneer  had 
warranted  the  timber  of  a  certain  weight  was  rejected  (Powell  v.  Edmunds, 
12  East,  6;  Shelton  v.  Livius,  2  Cr.  &  J.  411).  But,  where  the  printed 
catalogue  described  a  dressing-case  as  having  silver  fittings,  but  the  auc- 
tioneer, before  the  sale,  stated  that  the  fittings  were  only  plated,  but  did  not 
alter  the  catalogue,  and  the  deft,  became  the  purchaser;  in  an  action  against 
him  for  the  price,  the  declaration  of  the  auctioneer  was  admitted,  there 
being  no  contract  at  all  (Eden  v.  Blake,  13  M.  &  W.  614).  The  legal 
construction  of  instruments  may  not  be  altered  by  parol  testimony;  as, 
where  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  goods  says  nothing  as  to  time  of  deli- 
very, by  the  legal  construction,  the  delivery  must  be  in  a  reasonable  time, 
and  parol  evidence  that  they  were  to  be  taken  away  immediately  is  inadmis- 
sible (Greaves  v.  Ashlin,  3'Camp.  426;  Halliley  v.  Nicholson,  1  Pri.  404). 
Nor  is  it  admissible  to  show  that  the  parties  intended  to  use  a  word,  to  which 
by  statute  a  particular  and  well-known  meaning  is  attached,  in  another  and 
different  sense,  there  being  no  language  in  the  instrument  to  support  such 
interpretation,  as  the  word  "  Michaelmas-day,"  in  a  lease,  or  "  bushel" 
(which  means  Winchester  measure)  in  a  contract  (Doe  v.  Lea,  11  East, 
312;  I  D.  &  R.  507;  4  T.  R.  314;  6  T.  R.  338;  4  Taunt.  102).  Nor 
to  connect  together  two  instruments  which  have  no  immediate  or  necessary 
reference  to  each  other  (11  East,  142;  1  Bing.  9,  196;  1  Ves.  jun.  326). 
Defects  and  blanks  in  the  writing  cannot  be  supplied  by  parol  evidence  (2 
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Stark.  Ev.  998;  3  Bing.  112).  It  is  not  admissible  to  prove  an  agreement, 
that  a  promissory  note  was  not  to  be  paid,  if  a  verdict  were  obtained  in  an 
action  then  pending  between  other  parties,  for  that  would  be  to  contradict  n 
written  contract  by  parol  evidence  (Foster  v.  Gully,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  703). 
•  fleet  of  an  Agreement,  under  seal,  cannot  be  altered  b<y  a  memoran- 
dum not  under  seal  (Wenham  v.  Fowle,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  43'. 

Where  a  written  agreement  was  to  take  goods  on  board  a  ship  "  forth* 
with,"  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  they  were  to  be  tak<*u 
on  board  in  two  days  (Simpson  v.  Henderson,  Moo.  &  M.  300).  An  abso- 
lute- sale  of  a  reversion  cannot  be  qualified  by  evidence  of  a  parol  agroc- 
•,  that  the  accruing  rent  was  to  be  apportioned  (Flinn  v.  Calow,  1  Man. 
&  G.  589).  In  an  action  on  a  written  contract  between  pit.  and  B.,  pit. 
in  iv  show  by  parol  evidence  that  the  contract  was,  in  fact,  though  nut  in 
form,  made  by  B.,  not  on  his  own  account,  but  as  agent  of  deft.  (Wilson  v. 
Hart,  7  Taunt.  295).  But  if  the  agent  sign  in  his  own  name,  ho  cannot 
nlWwards  defeat  an  action  by  proving  that  he  signed  only  as  agent  for 
another  (Mai»oe  v.  Atkinson,  2  M.  As  W.  440;  Jone*  v.  Littledale,  6  Ad.  A 
E.  486).  Mere  words  of  description  in  a  deed  not  operating  by  way  of 
estoppel,  may  be  contradicted  by  parol ;  thus,  the  lessee  of  land  described 
as  meadow,  may  prove  it  to  be  arable,  in  an  action  by  the  lessor,  for 
ploughing  it  up  (Skipwith  v.  Green,  1  Stra.  010);  or  that  land  described 
as  containing  500  acres,  docs  not  in  fact  contain  so  much  (Bac,  Abr.  Pleas, 
T,  11). 

\  written  contract  of  hiring  stated  that  the  pauper  agreed  to 
•serve,  and  lose  no  time  on  our  account,  to  do  our  work  well  and  [  *500  ] 
behave  himself  in  every  respect  as  a  good  servant ;  it  appeared 
that  the  pauper  absented  himself  occasionally  on  holidays  during  the  year ; 
held,  that  the  witness  might  bo  asked  whether  it  was  not  (be  custom  of  per- 
sons employed  in  the  particular  trade,  under  contracts  like  tint  of  the  pau- 
per, to  have  certain  holiday*  in  ihn  year  and  the  Sunday*  to  themselves 
(Reg.  v.  Stoke-upon.Trenl,  5  Q.  B.  303).  By  a  written  "contract  the  pit. 
agreed  to  perform  ut  dcfi.'s  theatre,  and  he  njin^rd  to  engage  her  (or  three 
years,  and  pay  her  a  salary  of  "»/.,  O/.,  and  7/."  per  wn-k  in  those  years 
respectively:  held,  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible,  to  show,  that  accord- 
ing to  the  uniform  usage  of  ih  •  ihcutrical  profession,  tho  pit.  was  to  bo 
paid  only  during  the  theatrical  season ;  that  is,  during  the  timo  when 
the  theatre  was  OJMMI  for  performance  (Grant  v.  Muddo.x,  15  M.  At  W. 
737).  . 

In  ejectment  for  a  forfeiture,  it  appeared  tint  A.,  by  an  agreement  in 
writing,  let  to  B.  a  house,  at  the  rent  of  GO/,  a  year,  to  ba  paid  quarterly, 
ami  B.  was,  within  three  calendar  months,  to  er-ct  a  shop-front,  and  if  not, 
it  was  agreed  that  it  should  be  lawful  lor  A.  or  his  agent,  to  retake  posses- 
sion,  and  the  agreement  should  be  null  and  void.  B.  continued  in  possession, 
and  enlarged  llu  window;  but,  as  th-,-  pit.  contended,  did  not  erect  a  shop- 
front.  After  a  quarter's  rent  became  due,  and  after  tho  expiration  of  three 
months  from  the  date  of  the  agreement,  A.'s  son,  the  father  b  ing  too  ill  to 
attend  to  business,  made  a  demand  of  a  quarter's  rent,  which  B.  olio  red  to 
pay,  if  he  would  indemnify  him  lor  u  sum  which  he  had  paid  as  a  penalty 
to  A.'s  lessor  for  carrying  on  u  trade  in  the  premises,  which  was  refused. 
At  llie  trial,  B.,  the  deft.,  contended  that  he  had  made  a  shop-front  which 
answered  the  purposes  of  his  trade,  and  he  offered  to  show,  that  A.  held  tho 
premises  under  a  lease  from  C.,  which  contained  a  clause  enforcing  a  pen- 
alty upon  the  lessee  if  he  allowed  a  trade  to  be  carried  on  upon  tho  premi- 
ses, from  which  it  was  to  be  inferred,  that  the  word  "shop-front"  in  th •: 
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agreement  was  used  in  a  particular  sense,  but  this  evidence  was  rejected. 
Held,  that  it  was  clearly  inadmissible  to  explain  the  meaning  of  the  word 
shop-front  in  the  agreement  (Doe  v.  Birch,  1  M.  &  W.  402). 

A  written  document,  from  which  a  particular  contract  would  in  ordinary 
cases  be  implied,  may  be  shown  by  parol,  to  have  been  made  under  circum- 
stances which  preclude  such  implication.  Therefore,  where  a  party  to 
whom  money  was  due  from  the  owner  of  goods  sold  by  auction,  agreed 
with  the  owner  before  the  auction,  that  the  goods  which  he  might  purchase, 
should  be  set  against  the  debt,  and  became  purchaser  of  goods,  and  was 
entered  as  such  by  ihe  auctioneer,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  bound  by  the 
printed  conditions  of  sale  which  specified  that  the  purchasers  should  pay  a 
part  of  the  price  fit  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  the  rest  on  delivery  (Barilett 
v.  Purnell,  4  Ad.  &  E.  792).  Parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  explain  the 
following  document :  "  Diet,  of  practice,  80/.  per  annum  for  five  years, 
commencing  Michaelmas  1828;  GO/,  per  annum  for  the  rest  of  Mr.  Lee's 
life,  if  he  survive  the  five  years,  payable  in  either  case  quarterly,  Mr.  Lee 
to  separate  the  practices,  K.  B.  and  C.  P."  (Sweet  v.  Lee,  4  Sco.  N.  R.  77); 
but  that  as  it  was  an  agreement  not  to  be  performed  within  a  year,  and  as 
no  consideration  was  stated  on  the  face  of  it,  it  was  within  the  Statjte  of 
Frauds  (lb.).  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  an  understanding 
between  the  parties  that  the  rent  should  commence  from  a  later  dav  than 
that  named  in  the  agreement  under  which  the  deft,  occupied  the  premises 
(Henson  v.  Cooper,  3  Sco.  N.  R.  48).  Where  *premises  were 
[  *501  ]  demised  to  B.  and  C.  jointly,  evidence  that  it  was  intended  that 
B.  should  be  the  sole  tenant,  and  C.  merely  a  surety,  was  rejected 
(R.  &  Great  Watering,  3  Nev.  &  M.  47). 

Parol  proof  was  received  that  pit.  had  made  certain  admissions  on  his 
examination  before  commissioners  of  bankrupts,  although  the  written  exami- 
nation produced  by  the  deft.'s  witness  contained  no  such  admissions  (Row- 
land v.  Ashby,  Ry.  &  M.  231);  so  parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  addi- 
tional statements  made  by  the  examined  to  those  contained  in  the  written 
examination  taken  by  a  magistrate  on  a  criminal  charge  (Venefra  v.  John- 
son, 1  Moo.  &  R.  316).  . 

Where  the  parties  to  a  charter-party  afterwards  agreed  by  parol  for  the 
use  of  the  ship  for  a  time,  before  the  charter-party  attached,  parol  evidence 
was  received  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  this  latter  agreement  (White  v. 
Parkin,  12  East,  578).  And  where  a  similar  instrument  provided  that  the 
cargo  should  be  put  on  board  plt.'s  ship  at  deft.'s  expense,  and,  upon  refusal 
to  do  so  by  deft.'s  agent,  the  captain  employed  men  to* do  it:  held,  that  pit. 
might  recover  the  expenses  in  an  action  on  an  implied  contract  to  repay 
them  (Fletcher  v.  Gillospie,  3  Bing.  635).  Where  a  landlord  entered  into 
a  parol  agreement  with  the  pit.  to  pay  2()/.  towards  repairs,  in  consideration 
that  he  would  become  tenant,  and  the  pit.  became  tenant,  and  did  the  repairs : 
held,  that  pit.  could  recover  on  an  account  stated,  though  the  lease  contained 
no  such  agreement  (Seago  v.  Deane,  4  Bing.  459). 

The  deft,  became  tenant  to  the  pit.  of  a  farm  from  year  to  year  by  parol, 
but  afterwards  signed  an  agreement  con!aining  certain  stipulations  as  to  the 
mode  of  tillage.  In  an  action  for  breaches  of  those  stipulations,  the  agree- 
ment on  being  produced,  contained  on  erasure  in  the  term  of  years  men- 
tioned in  the  habendum,  which  was  altered  from  seven  to  fourteen  years  : 
held,  that  the  agreement  might  be  received  in  evidence  without  any  explana- 
tion of  the  erasure,  the  term  of  years  being  immaterial  to  the  parol  contract 
between  the  parties  to  hold  from  year  to  year,  subject  only  to  the  terms  of 
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ih<*  agreement  as  to  the  cultivation  of  the  land  (Falraouih  v.  Roberts,  9  M. 
,V  W.  469). 

Where  a  party  has  entered  into  a  written  contract,  which  stated  him  to  be 
the  owner,  evidence  is  not  admissible,  in  an  action  upon  the  contract  by  his 
principal,  to  >how  that  he  was  agent,  not  owner  (Humble  v.  Hunter,  12  Jur. 
17  Law  J.  350,  Q.  B.). 

The  deft,  ordered  goods  by  letter,  which  did  not  mention  any  time  for 

payment:  the  pit.  sent  the  goods  with  an  invoice:  held  that  parol  evidence 

was  admissible  to  show  that  the  goods  were  supplied  on  credit,  the  letter  not 

_'  a  valid  contract  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (Locked  v.  Nicklin,  2 

i.  Up.  93). 

By  a  written  ngrcemrnt  the  pit.  undertook  to  do  work  for  the  deft,  on  the 

houses  in    "  South-street  and   Soul  hampton-st  reel.**      It  appeared  that  at 

ill--  date  of  the  agreement  the  deft,  had  land  and  houses  in  South-street,  but 

hud  nothing  in  Southampton-street :  held,  that  (he  agree ment  being  unnm- 

OUH,  evidence  was  not  admissible  to  »how  that  the  word  "and'*  WM 

itrd  l»y  a  mifttnke,  nnd  thnl  it  was  a  misdirection  to  leave  it  to  tho  jury 

to  say  whut  was  the  intention  of  the  patties  (Hitchins  v.  Croc  in,  &  C.  B. 

515). 

Evidence  of  usage  is  admi«sible  to  explain  an  ambiguous  grant,  and  the 
construction  of  such  a  jirant  i-  (br  the.  jury,  and  not  fur  the  judge  (Doe  d. 
Kinylakc  v.  Bt  vi-s,  18  Law  J.  029,  C.  P.). 

In  an  action  against  the  doA.  for  not  accepting  linseed,  bought  by  him  of 
the  pit.  under  a  contract,  which  stipulated  that  fourteen  days  were  to  bo 
allowed  for  tho  delivery  of  the  linseed  from  the  lime  of  the  ship  being  ready 
to  discharge:  held,  that  the  contract,  not  bring  ambiguous  in  its  terms,  the 
judge  was  right  in  rejecting  evidence  of  its  meaning  (Soli  lie  bos  v.  Kemp,  18 
Law  J.  96,  hxrh.). 

Although  a  contract  may  not  be  capable  of  being  performed  within  a  year, 
yet  n n  agree irent  between  the  contractor  and  another  person  to  share  in  tin- 
profits  of  the  undertaking  in  not  *urh  nn  agreement  u»  by  I  lie.  4th  section  of 
the*  Statute  of  Frmuls  tVM»  Car.  II.  c.  3)  i«  n  quired  to  be  in  writing,  but  may 
be  proved  by  jwirol  evidence  V.M  Kay  v.  Uuth<  r.ord,  13  Jur.  21,  I'ri.  C.). 

When  admissive  to  ran/  tht  Da/e,  ij-c.]  A  do*  d  does  not  take  efiect  from 
the  date.  Parol  evidence  is  admitted,  to  prove  u  de«-d  delivered  on  a  diiJJ-n  nl 
day  from  that  on  wlwh  it  prolesscs  to  have  been  (Steel  v.  Mart,  4  B.  At  C 
272  ;  6  D.  &  K.  32«). 

So,  to  prove  a  consideration,  if  averred  where  none  is  mentioned  in  the 
deed  (Mildmay's  case,  1  Hep.  170  a;  Peacock  v.  Monk,  1  Ves.  128).  To 
prove  an  additional  consideration,  not  contrary  to  the  deed;  as,  for  instance, 
marriage (Ib. ;  \Vilkesv.  Ik-anumf,  l)y.  140«;  Ttill  v.Pitrlcll,  Moo.  A:  .M.47J  ; 
Clifford  v.  Tyrrell,  0  Jur.  9'J1,  Cli  ).  So,  where  n  conveyance  to  husband 
nnd  wile  and  their  li-  irs,  us  joint  tenants,  stated  the  consideration  to  be 
•»20ti/.  now  in  hand,  duly  paid  by  husbtind  ami  wife,"  evidence  won 
ndmtltcd  to  show  tint  the  money  belonged  to  tho  wile  only,  so  as  to  defeat 
the  claim  of  (he  husband's  assignees  (Doe  v.  Stutham,  7  I).  At  K.  141). 

In  an  action  by  pnyie.  against  maker  of. a  promissory  note,  the  de.ii.  may 
show  that  there  WHS  no  consideration,  or  that  it  has  lulled  (Abbo:t  v.  Ken- 
dricks,  1  M:m.  At  G.  791  ;  4  Jt»r.  1113). 

So,  in  a  settlement  caw,  where  the  deed  stated  the  consideration  of  the 
pinvliuM'  to  be  2^/.,  to  prove  it  in  fact  30/.  (Ilex  v.  Scammonden,  3  T.  K. 
474).  So,  when?  the  consideration  was  stutfd  to  be  30/.,  it  may  bo  shown 
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to  be  less  (R.  v.  Mattingly,  2  T.  R.  12;  see  Doe  v.  Ford,  3  Ad.  &  E.  649); 

so  that  *money,  stated  in  a  deed  of  apprenticeship  to  have  been 
[  *502  ]  paid  by  J.  M.,  was  in  fact  parish  money  (R.  v.  Llangunner,  3  B. 

&  Ad.  616).  A  parish  may  show  a  settlement  by  renting  a  tene- 
ment in  parish  B.,  though  the  lease  describes  it  as  in  parish  A.  (R.  v.  Wick- 
ham,  2  Ad.  &  E.  517).  These  latter  cases  went  on  the  ground  that,  as  the 
parish  officers  were  not  parties  to  the  deed,  they  were  not  estopped  by  it 
(Ib.).  Appellants  against  an  order  of  removal,  proved  that  J.  J.,  the  father 
of  the  pauper's  wife,  having  several  children,  agreed  with  them,  that  part  of 
certain  land,  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee,  should  be  allotted  to  each  child: 
in  pursuance  thereof,  on  the  marriage  of  the  pauper,  in  1808,  a  portion  of 
the  land  was  allotted  to  him,  upon  which  he  built  a  house,  and  resided  upon 
it  for  sixteen  years,  and  then  sold  the  whole  for  60/.  to  a  party  who  held  it 
ever  since  ;  the  respondents  then  produced  a  conveyance  to  the  pauper  of 
the  land  in  question,  in  1815,  by  S.  J.,  the  eldest  son,  and  heir  at  law  of  J. 
J.,  reciting  that  the  pauper  had  agreed  to  purchase  the  above  parcel  of  land 
of  S.  J.  and  had  paid  him  two  guineas  for  the  same,  but  no  conveyance; 
thereof  had  yet  been  made;  and  then  expressed,  that  in  consideration  of  that 
sum  J.  S.  bargained  and  sold:  held,  that  the  appellants  were  not  estopped 
by  the  recital  of  this  deed  from  giving  parol  evidence  that  the  consideration 
stated  in  the  deed  was  never  paid,  or  intended  to  be  paid ;  and  that  the  deed 
was  made  for  the  purpose  of  confirming  the  pauper's  title  to  the  land  allotted 
to  him,  in  virtue  of  the  above-mentioned  parol  agreement  (R.  v.  Cheadle,  3 
B.  &  Ad.  833). 

The  lessee  of  land  described  as  meadow  may  prove  it  to  be  arable,  in  an 
action  by  the  lessor  for  ploughing  it  up,  it  being  mere  description,  and  not 
operating  by  way  of  estoppel;  or  he  may  prove  that  land  describing  as 
containing  500  acres,  does  not,  in  fact,  contain  so  many  (Shipwith  v.  Green, 
1  Stra.  610). 

Whatever  is  wanting  to  show  the  consideration,  and  from  whom  it  moves, 
may  be  supplied  by  evidence  dehors  the  deed,  where  such  evidence  does  not 
contradict  it  (Hartopp  v.  Hartopp,  17  Vcs.  jun.  192). 

Admissible  to  prove  Fraud,  Error,  or  Illegality.']  The  terms  of  a  written 
undertaking  cannot  be  varied,  unless  there  is  fraud  (Hills  v.  Warner,  1 
Dowl.  680).  Where  fraud  is  imputed,  any  consideration,  however  contrary 
to  the  instrument,  may  be  proved  (B.  N.  P.  173;  Parton  v.  Popham,  9  East, 
421).  In  order  to  set  aside  a  will  for  fraud,  what  passed  at  the  signing, 
and  what  the  testator  said,  may  be  proved  by  parol  (Doc  v.  Allen,  8  T.  R. 
147).  The  party  charged  with  fraud  may  not  prove  any  other  consideration 
than  that  stated  (Clarkson  v.  Han  way,  3  P.  Wms.  203). 

Every  matter  which  in  law  avoids  a  written  instrument  whether  fraud, 
illegality,  want  of  stamp,  &c.,  may  be  proved  by  parol,  however  contradic- 
tory to  its  tenor,  if  the  pleadings  raising  the  question  be  adapted  to  such  evi- 
dence. So,  where  a  conveyance  of  land  was  expressed  to  be  for  the  consi- 
deration of  30/.,  yet,  in  order  to  avoid  the  settlement  of  a  pauper,  it  may  be 
shown  that  the  purchase-money  did  not,  in  fact,  amount  to  201.  (R.  v.  Mat- 
tingley,  2  T.  R.  12  ;  see  Doe  v.'  Ford,  3  Ad.  &  E.  649).  Evidence  is  some- 
times admissible  to  show  a  mistake  in  writing ;  thus,  a  contract  usurious  on 
the  face  of  it,  may  be  explained  by  showing  it  was  made  so  by  a  clerical  error 
(Anon.  1  Free.  K.  B.  253 ;  Booth  v.  Cookc,  ib.  264).  So,  a  house  misde- 
scribed  in  a  lease  as  No.  38,  may  be  shown  to  be  in  truth  No.  35  (Hutchins 
v.  Scott,  2  M.  &  W.  816,  per  cur.).  But  where  a  verdict  and  judgment 
were  given  in  evidence  to  prove  a  public  way,  the  court  would  not  admit 
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proof  that  the  verdict  was  entered  'erroneously  by  the  mistake  of  the  officer 
(Reed  v.  Jackson,  1  East,  355). 

No  weight  is  to  be  given  to  parol  evidence  which  is  contrary  to  the  obvi- 
ous construction  of  written  documents,  confirmed  by  the  acts  of  the  parties, 
and  their  acquiescence;  although  hardly  any  length  of  time  would  bar  them 
•gainst  fraud,  if  proved  (Alt  wood  v.  Smalc,  0  Cl.  &  Fin.  2 


AdmiuiUe  to  prove  Usage*  and  Customs]  A  custom  affecting  a  contract 
has  been  proved  by  parol  testimony,  in  order  to  aid  the  construction  of  the 
instrument,  on  the  ground  that  the  parties  contracted  subject  to  the  operation 
of  the  custom  ;  as,  if  a  ship  be  warranted  to  depart  with  convoy,  the  usage 
of  merchants  is  admitted  to  show  that  this  meant  convoy  from  usual  place 
of  rendezvous  (Lalhullier's  case,  2  Solk.  443). 

So,  where  a  ship  was  chartered  to  take  coals  to  Algiers,  and  the  charter- 
party  stipulated,  that  the  ship  should  be  unloaded,  weather  permitting,  at  a 
certain  rate  per  <hrm,  to  reckon  from  the  time  of  the  vessel  being  ready  to 
unload,  and  "  in  turn  to  deliver"  In  an  action  by  the  owners  against  the 
charterers  (or  an  alleged  detention,  the  deft*,  proved  at  the  trial,  that  the 
coals  were  for  the  use  of  the  French  marine,  who  made  special  regulation* 
with  all  their  contractors  with  reference  to  "  the  turn  to  deliver,"  according 
to  which  the  delivery  was  "in  turn,"  and  that  these  regulations  formed  part 
of  those  of  the  port  :  held,  that  the  dcAs.  had  a  right  to  prove  that  the  con. 
tract  was  entered  into,  with  reference  to  the  known  recognised  UM  of  the 
words,  "  in  turn  to  deliver"  among  persons  conversant  in  the  trade,  and  that 
a  question  put  by  the  deft.,  whether  there  was  any  general  understood  mean* 
ing  of  these  words  among  shippers  and  merchant*  entering  into  charter* 
parlies  with  respect  to  the  commerce  than  under  investigation,  was  unobjection- 
able (Robertson  v.  Jackson,  2  C.  B.  41'.').  But  where  a  ship-broker  engaged 
with  a  ship-owner  to  have  a  full  cargo  for  the  ship,  the  rates  of  freight  for 
which  would  average  40*.  per  ton,  and  at  least  nine  cabin  passengers  ;  the 
contract  was  fulfilled  as  to  the  cabin  passengers,  but  the  average  rate  of 
freight  fur  goods  amounted  to  32*.  only  per  ton  ;  he  shipped  on  board,  how. 
ever,  several  steerage  passengers,  whose  passage-money,  after  deduction  for 
diet,  &c.,  when  added  to  the  freight  of  the  cargo,  property  so  called,  mado 
jhe  average  earnings  of  the  whole  ship  per  ton  amount  to  more  than  40*.  : 
held,  that  as  this  was  an  unusual  contract,  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  show 
that  the  terms  "cargo,"  and  *•  freight,"  used  with  reference  to  the  voyage  on 
which  llie  ship  was  engaged  would,  by  the  general  usage  and  course  of  the 
trade,  be  considered  to  comprise  steerage  passengers,  and  the  net  profit  arising 
from  their  passage-  money  (Lewis  v.  Marshall,  7  Man.  &  G.  7'J'.»). 

By  charter-party  it  was  covenanted,  th.it  the  owner  should  take  on  board 
a  cargo  of  mahogany  at  II.,  and  carry  the  same  thence  to  N.,  and  theru 
make  a  true  delivery  of  the  cargo  agreeably  to  bills  of  lading,  and  the 
freighter  covenanted  to  pay  freight  for  tlm  santc  on  such  true  delivery,  at 
the.  rate  of  3/.  8$.  per  ton  of  400  puperficiul  feet  freight  measurement.  In 
an  action  for  non-payment  of  freight,  deft,  pleaded  —  1st,  that  by  the  usage 
of  the  Honduras  t  rude,  an  amount  for  the  freight  of  the  cargo  called  a  freight 
measurement  should  be  produced  to  the  freighter  by  the  owner  or  master,  on 
receiving  the  cargo  before  the  freight  is  payable,  which  was  not  done;  Judly, 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  deft,  to  deliver  a  freight  ui"as  -j  rumen  t  of  the  cargo, 
and  that  he  had  not  done  so.  Demurrer  :  held,  both  pleas  bid,  as 
such  supposed  condition  precedent  'could  not  be  added  to  the  [  *504  J 
charter-party,  and  us  the  usage  might  have  been  admitted  in  evidence 
at  the  trial,  to  explain  the,  terms  on  which  such  measurement  was  to  be  nndc 
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(Gibbon  v.  Young,  2  Moo.  224).  In  an  action  upon  a  charier-party  for 
freight  upon  goods  at  B.  for  L.,  stating  that  cotton  was  to  be  "  calculated  at 
fifty  cubic  feet  per  ton ;"  held,  that  deft,  might  show  an  usage  in  the  trade, 
that  the  measurement  was  to  be  calculated  when  the  cotton  was  taken  from 
a  screw  at  B.,  though  it  appeared  that  it  afterwards  expanded  considerably 
before  it  was  shipped,  and  again  when  it  was  unloaded  at  the  port  of  delivery  ; 
and  also,  that  the  pit.  might  show  that  he  refused  to  receive  the  cotton  accord- 
ing to  such  measurement,  and  that  he  measured  it  when  on  board,  and  deliv- 
ered an  account  of  such  measurement  to  the  shippers  (Bottomley  v.  Forbes, 
5  Bing.  N.  C.  121). 

If  a  word  has  acquired  a  particular  meaning  in  a  certain  trade,  that  mean- 
ing will  be  applied  to  it  in  construing  a  written  contract  respecting  the  trade, 
but  it  must  be  distinctly  proved  that  the  word  has  acquired  that  particular 
meaning  (Taylor  v.  Briggs,  2  C.  &  P.  525).  On  a  written  agreement  for 
the  hire  of  a  vessel  to  be  made  ready  to  take  on  board  "  forthwith,"  evidence 
is  inadmissible  to  show  that  the  parties  agreed  that  the  vessel  should  be  ready 
in  two  days;  but  evidence  of  the  known  circumstances  of  the  vessel  is  re- 
ceivable to  show  how  soon  she  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  ready 
(Simpson  v.  Henderson,  Moo.  &  M.  300). 

So,  parol  evidence  to  explain  the  meaning  of  days  in  a  bill  of  lading  is 
admissible  (Cochran  v.  Retberg,  3  Esp.  121).  So,  to  explain  the  term 
"  privilege,"  in  a  contract  between  ship-owner  and  captain  (Birch  v.  Depeys- 
ter,  4  Camp.  315).  So,  to  show  the  meaning  of  "mess  pork,  of  S.  and 
Co."  (Powell  v.  Horton,  3  Sen.  110).  So,  to  explain  the  meaning  of  the 
\vordlevcl\n  a  mining  lease  (Clayton  v.  Gregson,5  Ad.  &  E.  302).  So,  the 
clerk  in  an  office  in  which  an  account  was  kept,  was  permitted  to  explain  a 
particular  item  (Hood  v.  Reeves,  3  C.  &  P.  532).  So,  that  18  pockets  of 
hops  at  1005.,  expressed  in  a  sold  note,  meant  the  price  per  cwt.  (Spicer  v. 
Cooper,  1  Gal.  &  Dav.  52;  5  Jur.  1036).  So,  to  show  that  the  gulf  of 
Finland  is  considered  by  mariners  to  be  within  the  Baltic;  (Uhde  v.  Walters, 
3  Camp.  16);  or  the  Mauritius  to  be  an  East  India  Island  (Robertson  v. 
Money,  R.  &  M.  75).  Where  an  insurer  was  told  that  the  ship  would  sail 
from  St.  Domingo  in  October,  he  may  show  that  this  was  understood  among 
merchants  to  mean  between  the  25th  and  end  of  October  (Chaurand  v.  An- 
gerstcin,Pea.  43).  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  meaning  of  tiie 
words  "across  the  country,"  in  a  racing  wager  (Evans  v.  Pratt,  3  Man.  & 
G.  759).  Where  the  captain  of  a  ship  agreed  to  convey  a  boat  of  certain 
dimensions  for  the  pit.,  evidence  was  admitted  on  behalf  of  the  captain  to 
show  that  the  practice  was  to  remove  the  deck  of  such  boats,  when  put  on 
board  (Haynes  v.  Holliday,  7  Bing.  587). 

So,  apparent  variances  between  bought  and  sold  notes  may  be  reconciled 
by  the  evidence  of  brokers  (Bold  v.  Rayner,  1  M.  &  W.  343  ;  Spicer  v. 
Cooper,  1  Gal.  &  Dav.  52;  5  Jur.  1036). 

The  dcft.'s  traveller  entered  and  signed  in  the  plt.'s  order  book  a  contract 

in  the  following  terms:  "Of  E.  G.  thirty-nine  pockets  Sussex  hops,  Spring- 

ett's  ;  five  pockets  Kenwards,  785.  Springett's  to  wait  orders."     In  an  action 

for  non-delivery  of  thirty-nine  pockets  :  held,  that  parol   evidence  of  the 

course  of  dealing  between  the  parties  was  not  admissible  to  show  that  the 

sale  was  at  a  credit  of  six  months  (Ford  v.  Yates,  2  Sco.  N.  R.  645  ;  2 

Man.  &  *G.  549).     And  where  instructions  were  given  by  a  principal  residing 

out  of  England  to  his  factor  to  sell  corn,  evidence  of  a  custom  iti 

[  *505  ]   the  *London  market,  to  sell  in  the  factor's  own  name,  is  admissible 

to  explain  the  instructions  (Johnson  v.  Usborn,  11  Ad.  &  E.  549). 

The  cases  go  no  farther  than  to  permit  the  explanation  of  words  used  in  a 
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sense  different  from  their  ordinary  meaning,  or  the  addition  of  known  terms, 
not  inconsistent  with  the  written  contract  (Trueman  v.  Loader,  11  Ad.  Ac  E. 
569,  per  cur.).  It  has  been  doubted  whether  the  practice  of  admitting  parol 
evidence  has  not  been  carried  to  inconvenient  length  (Anderson  v.  Pitcher, 
2  B.  &  P.  168).  The  plain  words  of  an  instrument  cannot  be  contradicted 
by  the  usage  of  trade ;  therefore,  where  a  policy  of  insurance  was  "  on  the 
ship,  until  moored  at  anchor  twenty-four  hours,  and  on  the  goods,  until  dis- 
charged and  safely  landed,*1  evidence  of  a  usage,  that  the  risk  on  the  goods 
as  well  as  the  ship  expired  in  twenty-four  hours  after  the  mooring,  was  in- 
admissible (Parkinson  v.  Collier,  Park,  Ins.  416).  So,  in  an  action  on  war- 
ranty of  "  prime  singed  bacon,'*  a  practice  of  the  trade  to  receive  bacon  in 
some  degree  tainted  is  inadmissible  (Yates  v.  Pym,  6  Taunt.  446).  Where 
the  contract  was  for  the  delivery  of  "  ware  potatoes,*1  it  appeared  that  the 
term  "  ware**  applied  equally  to  all  kinds  of  potatoes,  and  meant  the  best  or 
largest  of  any  kind  :  held,  that  evidence  to  show  that  a  particular  sort,  called 
"  Regent's  Ware,*'  was  intended,  was  inadmissible  (Smith  v.  Jeflereys,  15 
M.  &  W.  561).  In  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  tallow  by  the  dell,  in  the  name 
of  a  broker,  who  was  his  known  representative,  the  deft,  was  not  allowed  to 
show  a  custom  of  trade  upon  such  a  contract,  to  look  lo  the  broker  for  its 
completion  (Trueman  v.  Loder,  supra).  Pnrol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
explain  the  meaning  of  tho  words  "  more  or  less'*  in  a  mercantile  contract. 
xmblt,  (Cross  v.  Eglin,  2  B.  A:  Ad.  106).  How  far  such  a  contract,  reduced 
to  writing  and  signed  by  the  parties,  which  is  silent  on  a  particular  point, 
may  have  that  silence  supplied  by  evidence  of  the  general  course  and  usage 
of  the  trade  to  which  it  relates,  is  a  quentinn  which  it  would  be  difficult  to 
answer  with  correctness  and  precision  (Whit inker  r.  Mason,  2  B.  <St  C.  360, 
per  Tindal,  C.  J.).  A  stockbroker  having  an  order  to  purchase  shams  in  a 
foreign  railway,  bought  a  letter  of  allotment.  There  were  no  shares  in  the 
market,  and  the  practice  of  the  Stock  Exchange  was  to  buy  and  sell  letters 
of  allotment  as  shares  in  that  railway.  In  an  action  fur  the  value  and 
broker's  commission  :  held,  that  the  jury  were  properly  directed  to  consider 
whether  the  order  was  to  buy  that  which  was  sold  in  the  market  as  shares, 
or  wait  until  the  actual  shares  were  procurable  (Mitchell  v.  Mewhall,  15  Law 
J.,  N.  S.,  Exch.  21M ;  Lamtw-rt  v.  Heath,  ib.  ^97). 

Usage  of  trade  in  a  general  and  prevailing  course  of  business,  and  wit- 
nesses  who  arc  called  to  prove  it  should  call  their  minds  to  revolve  over 
instances  which  occurred  to  them  of  its  having  Ix-on  acted  upon  (Hall  v. 
Benson,  7  C.  &  I*.  911).  It  cannot  be  supported  by  evidence  of  opinions 
merely  (Cunningham  v.  Fonblanquc,  6  C.  At  P.  44). 

Evidence  of  the  usage  of  trade  is  admissible  to  show  the  meaning  of  am- 
biguous words  in  a  pucker's  receipt  for  goods  (Bowman  v.  Horsey,  2  Moo. 
A:  K.  85). 

Parol  evidence  to  explain  nn  imperfectly-worded  written  contract,  even 
where  some  parts  of  it  are  difficult  to  bo  understood  alone,  is  not  admissible, 
even  although  the  chief  question  in  the  cause  is  the  nature  of  the  contract 
which  has  been  rendered  doubtful  by  partial  and  incomplete  alterations,  and 
which,  therefore,  seems  to  require  to  be  supplied  and  jwrfected  by  some  such 
additional  words  as  the  evidence  rejected  would  have  furnished  ;  and  although 
it  contains  dubious  words,  involving  it  in  uncertainty  as  to  whether  it  pur- 
ports to  be  a  sale  of  particular  merchandise,  to  arrive  by  a  certain 
*  vessel,  or  of  such  merchandise  generally,  whenever  the  contract-  [  *500  ] 
iug  party  should  receive  sufficient  to  supply  the  purchaser  with  the 
quantity  (Halliley  v.  Nicholson,  1  Pri.  404). 

If  one  construction  of  a  charter-party  be  much  in  favour  of  one  of  the 
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parties,  and  an  opposite  construction  be  equally  in  favour  of  the  other,  the 
evidence  of  the  broker  through  whom  it  was  entered  into,  as  to  what  was 
said  at  the  time  of  the  execution,  is  of  too  dangerous  a  nature  to  be  much 
relied  upon  (Taylor  v.  Briggs,  2  C.  &  P.  5-'5).  Evidence  of  usage  was  ad- 
mitted to  prove  that  a  master  had  the  privilege  of  taking  out  a  few  articles 
for  private  trade,  in  explanation  of  a  charter-party  which  gave  the  shipper 
the  exclusive  use  of  the  ship  and  cabin,  the  master  not  being  allowed  to  take 
any  passengers  (Donaldson  v.  Forster,  Ab.  Sh.  222). 

Where  the  pit.  relies  upon  a  mercantile  custom  to  support  his  claim  for 
commission  to  a  certain  amount,  deft,  may,  without  special  plea,  produce 
evidence  to  show  that  under  certain  circumstances  the  custom  is  to  pay  but 
half  that  amount,  the  evidence  being  offered  to  show  that  the  contingent  re- 
duction was  part  of  the  original  contract,  and  not  that  it  was  a  subsequent 
alteration,  so  as  to  create  a  new  contract  (Broad  v.  Aylmer,  5  Nev.  &  M. 
413). 

On  an  application  to  a  creditor  to  enter  into  a  composition,  he  was  re- 
quested to  write  down  what  he  was  willing  to  do;  he  afterwards  wrote,  "I 
hereby  agree  on  payment  of  10s.  in  the  pound  to  give  a  full  discharge:" 
held,  that  evidence  of  the  conversation  wilh  the  creditor  was  admissible  to 
show  the  purpose  for  which  the  writing  was  given  (Reay  v.  Richardson,  2 
C.  M.  &  R.  422). 

Customary  rights,  as  of  a  heriot,  though  not  expressed  in  the  lease,  may 
be  shown  by  parol  (White  v.  Snycr,  Palm.  211) ;  or  that  the  lessee  is  entitled 
to  an  away-going  crop,  though  not  mentioned  in  the  instrument  (Wiggles- 
worth  v.  Dallison,  1  Doug.  201  ;  Senior  v.  Armitage,  Holt,  N.  P.  197)";  but 
neither  is  proof  of  the  usage  of  merchants  to  contradict  the  plain  words  of 
the  policy  (Parkinson  v.  Collier,  Park,  Ins.  416);  nor  is  a  customary  right 
to  be  proved,  if  excluded  by  the  express  terms,  or  necessary  implication  of 
the  covenant  (Webb  v.  Plummer,  2  B.  &  A.  746 ;  Roberts  v.  Barker,  1  C. 
&  M.  808 ;  Clarke  v.  Royston,  13  M.  &  W.  752).  But  the  custom  is  still 
admissible,  though  the  terms  of  the  holding  are  inconsistent  with  it,  when  it 
only  relates  to  the  period  of  quitting  (Holding  v.  Pigott,  7  Bing.  475).  And 
an  express  stipulation  respecting  the  quitting  may  not  suffice  to  exclude  the 
custom;  thus,  where  the  custom  was  for  the  tenant  to  be  paid  for  the  last 
year's  ploughing  and  sowing,  and  to  leave  the  manure,  if  the  landlord  would 
buy  it,  and  the  lease  provided  that  the  tenant  should  spend  more  manure 
than  the  custom  required,  leaving  the  rest  to  be  paid  for  by  the  landlord  at 
the  end  of  the  term  :  held,  that  the  tenant  was  still  entitled  to  be  paid  for  the 
last  year's  ploughing  ;md  sowing  under  the  custom  (Mutton  v.  Warren,  1  M. 
&  W.  466).  But  where  the  terms  of  the  agreement  as  to  leaving  manure 
are  inconsistent  with  the.  custom,  the  latter  cannot  be  imported  into  it  (Clarke 
v.  Royton,  13  M.  &  W.  750).  A  contract  lor  the  sale  of  cider  may  be 
explained  by  local  usage  to  mean  apple-juice  before  it  has  been  made  into 
cider  in  its  usual  form  (Sluddy  v.  Sanders,  5  B.  &  C.  628).  On  the  lease 
of  a  rabbit-warren,  evidence  of  the  custom  of  the  country  was  admitted  to 
show  that  the  word  "  thousand"  means  1200  when  applied  to  rabbits  (Smith 
v.  Wilson,  3  B.  &  Ad.  728). 

Where  house-agents  were  employed  to  sell  houses  upon  the  terms  that 

their  commission  should  be  payable  upon  the  treaty  being  concluded  :  held, 

that  they  could  not  recover  their  commission,  until  *a  contract  had 

[  *507  ]  been  entered  into  binding  upon  both  parties,  and  that  therefore  they 

were  not  entitled  to  recover  it  when  they  had  introduced  a  purchaser 

who  agreed  to  the  vendor's  terms,  no  contract  in  writing  to  satisfy  the  Statute 

of  Frauds  having  been  entered  into  between  them  :  held,  also,  that  the  terms 
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of  iho  contract  were  unambiguous;  and  that  no  parol  evidence  of  custom 
could  be  received  (Cotton  v.  Swann,  11  Law  T.  63,  Q.  B.). 

A  contract  in  writing  for  the  hire  of  a  clerk,  by  which  the  salary  is  to  be 
paid  nt  the  following  rates:  viz.,  for  the  first  year  £ — ,  and  £ —  for  the 
second  and  subsequent  years,  is  a  contract  for  a  yearly  hiring,  and  the  salary 
cannot  be  recovered  for  any  proportionate  part  of  a  year.  Such  contract  is 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  parol  evidence,  altering  the  times  of  pay. 
ment  of  the  salary,  is,  therefore,  not  receivable  (Giraud  v.  Richmond,  10 
Jur.  360).  A  custom,  with  regard  to  the  holidays  of  a  hired  servant,  may 
b«  explained  by  parol,  though  not  introduced  into  the  written  contract  (R.  v. 
Stokc-on.Trcnt,  5  Q.  B.  303). 

"Months"  denote  nt  law  lunar  months,  unless  there  is  admissible  evidence 
of  an  intention  in  the  parties  using  the  word  to  denote  calendar  months.  It 
is  a  question  for  the  judge  whether  the  context  or  ihe  surrounding  circum- 
stances at  ihe  time  the  instrument  was  made  show  I  hat  calendar  months  were 
intended  ;  but  evidence  that  by  the  usage  of  a  particular  trade,  business,  or 
place,  calendar  months  were  intended,  is  for  the  jury. 

In  an  action  by  an  auctioneer  on  a  contract  lor  payment  of  commission 
upon  the  sale  of  an  estate,  if  the  sale  should  be  within  two  months  afler  an 
auction :  held,  that  evidence  of  the  conduct  of  the  paries  to  tho  contract 
would  not  alone  withdraw  the  construction  of  th«  word  "  months"  from  the 
judge;  but  that  evidence  of  the  word  "months,"  meaning  in  the  trade  of 
auctioneers  calendar  months,  was  to  be  left  to  the  jury  (Simpson  v.  Mar  get- 
son,  12  Jur.  155,  Ch.;  17  Law  J.  82,  Q  B.). 

In  the  construction  of  ancient  deed*,  chasttrt,  ij-c.,  the  continued  and  im- 
memorial usage  under  them  may  be  shown  by  pon»l  testimony  (2  Inst.  282; 
Rex  v.  Varlo,  Cowp.  244 ;  Chad  v.  Tilted,  2  B.  &  A.  406 ;  3  Atk.  576 ; 
Wilhnell  v.  Gartham,  6  T.  R.  308 ;  Stammers  v.  Dixon,  7  Ki«t,  200).  Thus 
in  a  crown  grant  of"  tithes,"  contemporaneous  leases,  proceedings  in  cau«c», 
and  parol  testimony,  may  be  resorted  to  in  order  to  show  the  species  of  lithe* 
intended  to  be  conveyed  (Lucton  School  (Governors  of)  v.  Scarlett,  2  Y.  Ac 
J.  330).  Where  a  private  deed  of  1656  gave  the  nomination  of  a  curate  to 
41  inhabitants,"  evidence  of  a  usage*  showing  it  to  mean  all  housekeeper*,  was 
admitted  (Attorney-General  v.  Parker,  3  Alk.  576).  So,  where  the  same 
word  was  used  in  a  charter  of  Ivlw.  VI.,  similar  evidence  was  admitted  to 
show  that  its  inhabitants  paid  church-rates  and  |K»r-rntes  (R.  v.  Davie,  6 
Ad.  &  E.  374).  There  seems  to  be  no  difference  in  this  respect  between 
charters  and  private  deed*  (Wtthnell  v.  Gartham,  supra).  The  words  '*  three 
acres  of  meadow"  may  be  confined  by  long  usage  to  tl»e  prima  toniura 
(Stammers  v.  Dixon,  supra).  And,  though  the  word*  therein  be  general, 
they  are  to  be  construed  according  to  the  manner  in  which  the  thing  has 
been  always  possessed  and  used  (Wild  v.  Hornby,  7  East,  199);  but  evi- 
dence of  usage  will  not  be  received  to  overturn  the  clear  words  of  a  charter 
(Rex  v.  Vnrlo,  Cowp.  248).  And,  in  th«;  construction  of  modern  deeds,  evi- 
dence of  the  acts  of  the  parties  is  not  admitted  to  »how  their  understanding 
of  the  instrument  (Clifion  v.  Walmcsley,  5  T.  It.  564 ;  Iggulden  v.  May,  0 
Ves.  333;  2  N.  R.  449;  6  Ves.  238).  Long  user  may  serve  to 
explain  an  ambiguous  *act  of  parliament  (Stewart  v.  Lawton,  1  [  *508  ] 
1  Bing.  377).  A  statement  by  a  judge  to  a  jury  that  in  his  opinion 
a  usage  has  been  proved,  is  not  u  misdirection  (Bottomlcy  v.  Forbes,  5  Bing. 
N.C.  121). 

Aflmissi'i/e  to  dixluirge  a  icriltcn  Contract.]    An  executory  agreement  in 
writing,  not  under  seal,  may,  before  breach,  be  discharged  by  subsequent 
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parol  agreement  (Milton  (Lord)  v.  Ednorth,  6  B.  &  C.  587) ;  but  after  breach 
it  cannot,  unless  by  deed,  or  accord  and  satisfaction  (B.  N.  P.  152 ;  Wil- 
loughby  v.  Backhouse,  2  B.  &  C.  824);  or  by  proof  of  a  valid  agreement, 
substituting  a  new  cause  of  action  for  the  old  (Case  v.  Barber,  T.  Raym.  450). 
Where  the  deft,  agreed,  by  a  written  contract,  to  purchase  of  pits,  certain 
goods,  to  be  delivered  at  fixed  times,  and,  after  a  delivery  of  part,  requested 
the  pits,  not  to  deliver  the  residue,  to  which  they  assented,  this  was  to  be 
understood  only  as  a  parol  dispensation  of  the  performance  of  the  original 
contract  in  respect  to  the  times  of  delivery,  and  was  not  affected  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  ;  the  deft,  was  held  liable  for  not  accepting  the  residue 
within  a  reasonable  time  afterwards  (Cuff  v.  Penn,  1  M.  &  S.  21 ;  Warren 
v.  Stagg,  cited  in  Littler  v.  Holland,  3  T.  R.  591).  These  cases  have  now 
been  overruled  by  Stead  v.  Dawber,  10  Ad.  &  E.  57).  There  the  declara- 
tion stated  that  pit.  agreed  to  buy,  and  deft,  to  sell  goods,  to  be  delivered  "on 
the  20th  to  the  22nd  instant,  to  be  paid  for  by  acceptance  three  months  from 
delivery,  and  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  22nd,  pit.,  at  request  of  deft., 
gave  time  for  the  delivery  to  the  24th.  Breach,  that  deft.,  though  requested 
(to  wit,  on  the  24th)  to  deliver,  had  not  on  the  24th,  or  at  any  other  time, 
delivered.  Pica,  that  the  giving  of  time  was  part  of  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  goods  at  the  price  of  about  10/.,  and  that  there  was  no  part  acceptance  or 
earnest,  or  note  or  memorandum  in  writing.  Replication,  that  the  giving  of 
time  was  not  part  of  the  contract,  &c.  It  appeared  there  was  a  written  con- 
tract for  the  delivery  on  the  20th  to  the  22nd,  but  the  22nd  falling  on  Sun- 
day, pit.,  at  deft.'s  request,  verbally  agreed  to  enlarge  the  time  to  the  23rd 
or  24th.  It  was  understood  that  the  enlargement  of  the  time  would  postpone 
the  delivery  of  the  three  months'  acceptance :  held,  that  deft,  was  entitled  to 
the  verdict,  the  enlargement  of  the  time  having  materially  varied,  the  con- 
tract substituting  for  it  a  new  contract  on  a  similar  consideration,  and  not 
being  merely  a  dispensation  from  performance  on  a  particular  day.  So,  in 
Marshall  v.  Lynn,  6  M.  &  W.  109,  it  was  held  that,  where  a  contract  for 
the  bargain  and  sale  of  goods  is  made,  stating  a  time  for  the  delivery  of 
them,  an  agreement  to  substitute  another  day  for  that  purpose  must,  in  order 
to  be  valid,  be  in  writing  (see  Eden  v.  Blake,  supra).  But  where,  by  agree- 
ment in  writing,  A.  contracted  to  sell  B.  several  lots  of  land,  and  to  make  a 
good  title  to  them,  an3  a  deposit  was  paid.  A  good  title  could  not  be  made 
to  one  of  the  lots,  with  reference  to  which  it  was  verbally  agreed  between 
the  parties  that  the  vendee  should  waive  the  title  to  that  lot.  The  vendor 
delivered  possession  of  the  whole  of  the  lots  to  the  vendee,  which  he  accepted. 
In  an  action  to  recover  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money,  the  declaration 
stated  that  the  pit.  agreed  to  produce  a  good  title  to  all  the  lots  except  one, 
and  that  the  vendee  exonerated  and  discharged  him  from  making  out  a  good 
title  to  that  one,  and  waived  his  right  to  require  the  same:  held,  that  oral 
testimony  was  not  admissible  to  show  the  waiver  of  the  vendee's  right  to  a 
good  title  as  to  that  lot,  inasmuch  as  the  effect  of  such  waiver  was  to  sub- 
stitute a  different  contract  for  the  one  in  writing,  and,  by  the  Statute 
[  *509  ]  of  Frauds,  such  an  agreement  must  be  in  writing  *(Goss  v.  Nugent 
(Lord),  5  B.  &  Ad.  58).  But  the  court  said  it  would  have  been 
otherwise  had  the  contract  not  been  subject  to  the  control  of  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment;  that,  where  a  contract  has  been  reduced  into  writing,  it  is  competent 
to  the  parties,  at  any  time  before  the  breach  of  it,  by  a  new  contract,  not  in 
writing,  either  altogether  to  waive,  dissolve,  or  alter  the  former  agreement, 
or  to  qualify  the  terms  of  it,  and  thus  to  make  a  new  contract,  which  is  to 
be  proved  partly  by  the  written  agreement  and  partly  by  the  subsequent 
verbal  terms  ingrafted  upon  it  (Ib.).  The  day  for  the  completion  of  the 
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purchase  of  an  interest  in  land,  inserted  in  a  written-contract,  cannot  bo 
waived  by  oral  agreement,  and  another  day  substituted  in  its  place  ,Stowcll 
v.  Robinson,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  928). 

Where  A.  contracted  to  purchase  the  good-will,  die.,  of  a  public  house, 
and  on  the  back  of  the  agreement  was  the  following  memorandum,  written 
and  signed  by  C.  after  the  execution  of  the  agreement  by  A.  and  B.  :  **  I 
hereby  undertake  that  my  daughter,  B.,  shall  perform  all  the  covenants  and 
conditions  named  in  the  annexed  agreement,  and  hold  and  consider  myself 
responsible  for  her."  The  whole  was  described  by  the  witness  as  having 
been  one  entire  transaction.  In  an  action  against  C.  to  recover  back  the 
deposit  on  the  purchase  going  off*  on  the  default  of  the  vendor  :  held,  that 
the  agreement  and  indorsement  might  be  looked  at  together,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  out  a  consideration  for  the  deft.'s  promise  (Coldham  v.  Showier, 
3  C.  B.  312).  Where  A.  entered  the  service  of  B.,  under  the  following 
written  agreement:  "  I  agree  to  receive  you  as  clerk  in  my  establishment, 
in  consideration  of  your  paying  me  a  premium  of  3UO/.,  and  to  pay  you  a 
salary  at  the  following  rates:  viz.,  for  the  first  years  70/.,  for  the  second 
ML,  for  the  third  100?.,  and  150/.  for  the  fifth  and  following  yean  that  you 
may  remain  in  my  employment  :"  held,  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  required 
this  agreement  to  be  in  writing;  and  as  there  was  a  precise  stipulation  for 
yearly  payments,  evidence  was  not  admissible  to  show  that,  at  or  after  the 
lime  the  letter  containing  it  was  sent  by  B.  to  A.,  it  was  verbally  agreed 
that  the  salary  should  be  paid  quarterly,  and  that  the  fact  of  the  payments 
having  usually  been  made  quarterly  did  not  vary  the  rights  of  the  parties 
under  the  agreement  (Giraud  v.  Richmond,  2  C.  B.  83>t).  It  may  be  put 
down,  as  a  general  rule,  that  all  matter*  relating  to  the  subject  and  object  of 
the  devise,  such  as  that  it  was  or  was  not  in  the  possession  of  the  testator, 
the  mode  of  acquiring  it,  the  local  situation,  and  the  distribution  of  the  pro- 
perty,  are  admissible  to  aid  in  ascertaining  what  i*  meant  by  the  words  used 
in  the  will  (Doe  v.  Martin,  4  B.  &  Ad.  785,  per  Parkc,  J.).* 


Admissible  to  rip'.ain  latent  An^'ifuitt/.]  An  ambiguity  apparent  on  the 
face  of  the  instrument,  is  termed  am'-iguUut  patens,  and  no  parol  evidence 
is  admitted  to  explain  it  ;  but  an  anibtguitat  latent,  which  arises  upon  the 
application  of  the  instrument,  is  raised  by  the  introduction  of  parol  evidence, 
and  may  be  explained  by  evidence  of  the  same  description.  Thus  upon  a 
demise  of  the  manor  of  A.,  if  it  appear  that  the  party  had  two  manors  of 
that  name  (Mires  v.  Ansel),  3  NVils.  276),  or  upon  a  bequest  to  my  cousin 
T.  S.,  if  I  have  two  cousins  of  that  name  (Jones  v.  Newman,  1  Bl.  R.  50), 
evidence  may  be  adduced  to  show  which  of  the  two  the  testator  intended 
(Doe  v.  Chichester,  4  Dow,  93;  Doe  v.  Morgan,  1  C.  At  M.  235);  and 
whether  parcel  or  not  of  th-j  thing  demised  is  always  a  subject  of  parol  cvi- 
dence  (Doe  v.  Burt,  1  T.  K.  701  ;  2  Stark.  5US  ;  IJeaumont  v.  Field,  1  B. 
&  A.  247). 

So,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  person  or  thing  intended, 
where  the  description  is  true  in  part,  bat  not  in  every  *paricular, 
if  there  be  enough  on  the  face  of  the  will  to  justify  ihe  application  [  *510  ] 
of  the  evidence  (Miller  v.  Travers,  8  Bing.  243,  per  cur.).     Thus, 
where  a  testator  devised  all  his  farm  called  "Troqin-s  farm:"  held,  that  it 
might  be  shown  of  what  parcels  the  farm  consisted  (G->odtitle  v.  Southern,  1 
M.  At  S.  299).     So,  in  a  written  demise  of  premises  and  a  yard,  evidence 
was  admitted  to  rebut  the  presumption  that  a  ceHar  under  the  yard  was  also 
intended  to  pass  (Doe  v.  Burt,  1  T.  R.  701);  and  on  a  written  o^r'-emcnt 
to  convey  "all  those  brick  works  in  the  possession  of  A.  B.,"  evidence  was 
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received  of  what  passed  on  making  the  agreement,  to  show  \vhat  brick  works 
were  intended  to  pass  (Paddock  v.  Fradley,  1  Cr.  &  J.  90);  and  the  condi- 
tions of  sale  distributed  at  the  time  of  the  auction,  there  being  probable  evi- 
dence that  these  conditions  of  sale  were  seen  by  the  plt.'s  agent  at  the  sale, 
were  received  as  evidence  against,  him  to  show  what  was  the  reputed  parcel 
of  the  premises  conveyed  to  him  by  deed  (Murley  v.  M'Derrnott,  8  Ad.  & 
E.  138).  Where  a  deed  purported  to  grant  all  the  coal-mines  in  the  lands 
in  the  occupation  of  widow  K.  and  son,  and  the  grantor  had  not  at  that  time 
any  lands  in  such  occupation,  and  the  deed  was  founded  upon  a  contract  of 
sale  executed  some  months  before,  to  which  the  grantor's  land-steward  was 
the  subscribing  witness:  held,  that  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  latent 
ambiguiiy  in  the  deed  letters  written  by  the  latter  to  the  grantees  respecting 
the  sale  of  them  by  the  grantor  of  the  coal-mine  in  the  deed,  and  purporting 
to  be  wiitten  by  his  directions,  were  admissible  evidence,  without  showing 
an  express  authority  from  the  grantor  to  write  them  (Beaumont  v.  Field, 
supra;  and  see  Doe  v.  Miller,  ib.  699). 

Where  a  deed  purported  to  convey  a  messuage  with  the  appurtenances 
purchased  at  an  auction,  it  was  held  that  neither  the  conditions  of  sale  at  the 
auction  signed  by  the  purchaser,  nor  his  own  declarations  as  to  the  extent 
of  his  purchase,  were  admissible  in  evidence  to  show  that  a  garden  which 
had  been  usually  enjoyed  with  the  messuages,  was  expressly  excepted  from 
•the  sale  (Doe  v.  Webster,  12  Ad.  &  E.  442). 

If  a  testator  devise  all  his  messuages,  &c.,  situate  in  one  of  two  ham- 
lets, by  name,  which  he  purchased  of  a  particular  individual,  extrin- 
sic evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  he  intended  all  the  lands  which 
he  had  purchased  of  that  person  (Doe  v.  Lylford,  4  M.  &  S.  550). 
A.  having  two  separate  closes  in  D.,  all  in  the  occupation  of  B.,  devises  to 
C.  the  closes  in  D.  in  the  occupation  of  B.,  C.  cannot  entitle  himself  to  both 
closes  by  showing  that  A.  supposed  the  property  occupied  by  B.  consisted  of 
one  close  (Richardson  v.  Watson,  4  B.  &  Ad.  787).  Devisee  of  all  testa- 
tor's freehold  and  real  estates  in  the  county  of  L.,  and  city  of  L.  Testator 
had  no  estate  in  the  county  of  L.,  but  a  small  one  in  the  city,  inadequate  to 
meet  the  charges  in  the  will,  and  estates  in  the  county  of  C.,  not  mentioned 
in  the  will :  held,  that  the  devisee  could  not  be  allowed  to  show  by  parol 
evidence  that  the  estates  in  the  county  of  C.  were  devised  to  him  in  the 
draft  of  the  will ;  that  the  draft  was  sent  to  a  conveyancer,  to  make  certain 
alterations  not  affecting  the  estates  in  the  county  of  C. ;  that  by  mistake  he 
erased  the  words  in  the  county  of  C. ;  and  that  testator,  after  keeping  the 
altered  will  by  him  for  some  time,  executed  it  without  adverting  to  the  alter- 
ation as  to  the  county  of  C.  (Miller  v.  Traverse,  8  Bing.  244). 

Qucere,  if  the  court  in  deriding  whether  a  will  is  a  good  execution  of  a 
power  can  look  at  the  state  of  the  testator's  property  at  the  time  of  making 
his  will,  as  a  guide  to  his  intention.  Evidence  of  the  testator's  property  was 
let  in  to  show  that,  by  a  gift  of  a  sum  in  long  annuities,  she  meant 
[  *511  ]  a  gross  sum  not  an  equivalent  annuity  (Fonnereau  v.  Poyntz,  1 
Bro.  C.  C.  472).  Where  a  testator  gives  stock  standing*  in  his 
name,  but  has  none,  it  being  in  the  name  of  trustees,  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  the  mistake  (Ilewson  v.  Reed,  5  Madd.  451).  Parol 
evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  the  inadequacy  of  the  personal  estate  of 
the  testatrix  to  satisfy  the  purposes  of  the  will,  but  with  regard  to  real  estate 
it  would  be  admissible  for  that  purpose,  if  an  intention  to  pay  really  appeared 
on  will  (Jones  v.  Currie,  1  Svvanst.  66).  It  is  admissible  to  show  that  the 
instrument  is  not  the  will  of  the  testator  as  to  a  particular  estate,  but  not  for 
the  purpose  of  setting  up  the  disappointed  intention  of  the  testator  (Newburgh 
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v.  N'ewb'irgh,  3  Mndd.  304).     It  is  not  admissible  to  show  the  intent  of  the 
testator  in  cancelling  a  will  (Burtenshaw  v.  Gilbert,  Cowp.  53). 

Before  F.  made  his  will  J.  had  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  an  estate  at 
M.,  ol'which  possession  was  given,  but  no  conveyance  executed ;  J.  then  died 
-tate  leaving  F.  his  heir-at-law  and  sole  next  of  kin ;  F.  then  made  his 
will,  and  afterwards  the  estate  was  conveyed  to  him.  In  ejectment  by  F.'s 
heir-nt-law  against  the  devisee  under  such  will  for  the  devised  estate  :  bold, 
that  the  pit.  might  give  pnrol  evidence  that  J.  purchased  the  property  at  M., 
as  agent  for  F.  the  testator,  although  J.  had  contracted  in  writing  for  the 
purchase  in  his  own  name  (Marston  v.  Marsion,  8  Ad.  &  E.  14). 

A  blank  left  for  the  Christian  name  only  (Price  v.  Page,  4  Vet.  680),  or 
if  a  person  be  described  by  the  Christian  and  surname  only,  and  no  (tereon  of 
that  name  claims  (Beaumont  v.  Fell,  1  P.  Wins.  141 ;  Careless  v.  Careless, 
1  Mer.  3d4),  parol  testimony  of  the  intention  is  admissble  to  supply  the  omis- 
sion and  correct  the  mistake. 

In  the  case  of  a  legacy  to  the  testator's  "  heir,"  it  cannot  bo  shown  that 
the  testator  was  in  the  habit  of  calling  a  person  his  heir  who  was  not  so 
(Monsey  v.  Blamire,  4  Rus«.  384).  And  where  it  can  be  collected  from  the 
will  itself,  who  was  intended,  parol  evidence  will  not  be  admitted  to  show 
that  there  are  several  to  whom  the  party  mentioned  as  devisee  applies  (Doe  v. 
Wcstlake,  4  B.  &  A.  57). 

And  where  the  grantor  had  no  lands  agreeing  with  the  description  in  the 
deed,  the  lands  intended  to  be  conveyed  may  be  shown  by  the  contract  of 
sale,  or  by  tetters  written  between  the  parties  and  their  agents  (Beaumont  v. 
Field,  1  B.  At  Ad.  247).  Where  the  devise  was  to  S.  H.,  second  son  of  T. 
H.,  he  being  in  fact  the  third  son,  evidence  of  the  stale  of  the  testator's  family 
and  other  circumstances  was  admitted  to  show  whether  the  testator  had  mis- 
taken the  nam«»  or  description  (Doe  v.  Huihwaite,  3  B.  dt  A.  63 2  ;  but  ace 
Doe  v.  Allen,  12  Ad.  At  E.  451).  Where  the  testator  devised  lands  to  his 
niece,  with  remainder  to  her  three  daughters,  Mary,  Elizabeth,  and  Ann;  at 
the  time  of  making  the  will,  the  niece  had  two  legitimate  daughters,  Mary 
and  Ann,  living,  and  one  illegitimate  named  Elizabeth  :  held,  that  extrinsic 
evidence  was  admissible  to  rebut  the  claim  of  Elizabeth  by  showing  ihnt  tho 
niece  formerly  had  a  legitimate  daughter  named  Elizabeth,  who  died  some 
years  before  tin-  date  of  the  will,  and  thnt  the.  testator  did  not  know  of  her 
death, or  of  the  birth  of  her  illegitimate  daughter  (Doc  v.  Benyon,  12  Ad.  Ac 
E.431  ;  Doe  v.  Needs,  2  M.  At  W.  140).  Where  the  testator  devised  a  house 
to  Jno.  Gord,  the  son  of  Geo.  Gord,  another  to  Geo.  Gord,  the  son  of  Geo. 
Gord,  and  a  third  to  Geo.  Gord,  the  son  of  Gord  ;  held,  that  proof  of  the  dec- 
larations of  the  testator  showing  ihnt  he  means  George,  the  son'of  George 
Gord,  was  admissible  (Doe  v.  Needs,  ib.).  Collateral  circumstances  relat- 
ing to  the  ages  of  *lhc  several  devisees,  and  to  their  being  married 
and  unmarried,  ore  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  ascer-  [  *512  ] 
taiuing  the  true  construction  of  the  will  (Lowe  v.  Huiningtower 
(LorJ),  4  Russ.  53'^).  Parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  the  name 
of  A.  was- inserted  in  a  will  by  mistake  for  the  name  of  B.  (Thomas  v. 
Thomas,  6  T.  R.  671). 

If  a  devise  be  to  A.,  by  name,  with  a  description  not  applicable  to  him,  but 
shown  by  parol  evidence  to  be  applicable  to  B.,  so  that  it  is  uncertain  which 
was  intended,  the  devise  is  void,  and  the  heir-at-law  shall  take,  and  no  parol 
evidence  can  be  admitted  to  show  that  previous  to  the  making  of  his  will  the 
testator  declared  his  intention  of  leaving  the  premises  to  A.  (Ib-). 

A.  devised  nn  estate  to  M.  W.,  his  brother,  and  S.  W.,  his  brother's  son  ;  A. 
had  three  brothers,  each  of  whom  had  u  son  of  the  name  of  S.  living  at  tho 
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time  of  testator's  death  :  held,  that  proof  of  (his  fact  did  not  raise  any  latent 
ambiguity  in  the  will  so  as  to  let  in  parol  evidence  of  the  declarations  of  the 
testator  as  to  who  was  intended,  it  being  clear  that  the  person  entitled  was 
S.,  the  son  of  M.  (Doe  v.  Westlake,  4  B.  &  A.  57). 

Under  a  bequest  by  an  unmarried  man,  "  to  my  children,  the  sum  of 
pounds  sterling,  5000  each,"  parol  evidence  was  allowed  to  show  who  the 
testator  considered  in  the  character  of  children,  and  they  having  obtained  a 
name  by  reputation,  were  admitted  to  take  as  a  class,  though  illegitimate, 
and  not  named  in  the  will  (Breachcroft  v.  Breachcroft,  1  Madd.  430). 

So,  where  a  fine  was  levied  of  twelve  messuages  in  Chelsea,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  cognizor  had  more  than  twelve  messuages  in  Chelsea,  parol 
evidence  was  admitted  to  show  which  messuages  in  particular  the  cognizor 
intended  to  pass  (Doe  v.  Wilford,  1  R.  &  M.  88 ;  8  D.  &  R.  549) ;  but, 
where  a  subject  exists,  which  satisfies  the  terms  of  the  will,  and  to  which 
they  are  perfectly  applicable,  there  is  no  latent  ambiguity ;  and  no  evidence 
can  be  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  applying  the  terms  to  a  different  object 
(2  Stark.  Ev.  1026);  as,  where  the  testator  devised  "  his  estate  at  Ashton," 
parol  evidence  was  not  admitted  to  show  that  he  was  ascustomed  to  call  all 
his  maternal  estate  his  "  Ashton  estate,"  their  being  an  estate  in  the  parish 
of  Ashton,  which  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  devise  (Doe  v.  Oxenden,  3 
Taunt.  147  ;  4  Dow,  65,  in  error  ;  see  also,  Carruther  v.  Sheddon,  6  Taunt. 
14).  Where  words  have  acquired  a  precise  and  technical  meaning,  no  other 
meaning  can  be  applied  to  them  (Lane  v.  Stanhope,  6  T.  R.  352).  The 
latent  ambiguity  is  always  created  by  extrinsic  facts  ;  and,  therefore,  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  upon  a  devise,  "to  one  of  the  sons  of  J.  S."  (2  P. 
Wms.  137  ;  2  Vent.  624,  625  ;  6  Rep.  68  b) ;  or,  where  a  blank  is  left  for 
the  devisee's  name  (Baylis  v.  Attorney-General,  2  Atk.  329)  ;  to  show  who 
was  intended.  Yet,  where  a  devise  was  to  Mrs  C.,  the  chancellor  referred  it 
to  the  master  to  receive  evidence  who  was  intended  (Abbot  v.  Massie,  3  Ves, 
148).  Where  a  blank  was  left  for  Christian  name  only,  parol  evidence  was 
admitted  to  prove  the  individual  intended  (Price  v.  Page,  4  Ves.  680). 

Parol  evidence  of  the  testator's  declarations  can  only  be  received  to  show 
what  his  intentions  were  when  made  at  or  about  the  time  of  executing  his 
will  (Whittaker  v.  Tatham,  7  Bing.  628 ;  but  see  Clayncll  v.  Lawthwith, 
2  Ves.  jun.  465).  Where  the  testator  had  two  nephews  of  the  same  name, 
to  one  of  whom  he  bequeathed  a  legacy,  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  of 
the  declarations  of  the  testator  contemporaneously  with  the  making  of  the 
will  was  admissible,  to  explain  the  ambiguity  as  to  which  of  them  was  in- 
tended (Doe  v.  Morgan,  1  C.  &  M.  235).  Devise  to  J.  A.,  the  grandson  of 
my  brother,  in  fee,  *charged  with  1001.  to  each  and  every  of  the 
[  *513  ]  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  said  J.  A.;  after  it  had  been  shown  that 
the  brother  of  the  testatrix  had  two  grandsons  named  J.  A.,  the 
one  with  several  brothers  and  sisters,  the  other  with  only  two  brothers  and 
one  sister :  held,  that  evidence  was  admissible  of  a  declaration  by  the  testa- 
trix some  months  after  making  her  will,  that  she  had  devised  the  property 
in  question  to  the  said  J.  A.  who  had  only  two  brothers  and  one  sister  (Doe 
v.  Allen,  2  Ad.  &  E.  451).  Declarations  made  by  the  widow  before  the 
time  of  making  her  own  will,  that  A.'s  son  would  have  the  estate  after  her 
death,  are  admissible  evidence  that  A.'s  possession  was  not  in  his  own  right, 
and  the  declarations  in  the  will  are  inadmissible  to  show  that  the  property 
had  descended  to  the  testatrix  (Doe  v.  Harborough,  1  Nev.  &  M.  422). 
Parol  evidence  of  declarations  made  by  a  testator,  having  a  tendency  to  dis- 
affirm the  disposition  of  his  real  property  in  a  will  previously  executed  by 
him,  is  not  admissible  to  invalidate  such  will  (Provis  v.  Reed,  3  Moo.  &  P. 
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4);  nor  can  parol  evidence  be  admitted  to  show  that  the  previous  declara- 
tions of  the  devisor  were  in  contradiction  to  the  will  (Thomas  v.  Thomas,  6 
T.  R.  671).  A  book  in  the  testator's  handwriting,  not  attested,  so  as  to  pass 
real  estate,  expressed  to  be  the  book  referred  to  in  his  will,  is  not  admissible 
in  explanation  or  aid  of  the  will,  though  proved  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
(Wilkinson  v.  Adam,  12  Pri.  471).  A  pedigree  made  by  a  testator's  direc- 
tion, and  found  amongst  his  papers,  was  not  admitted  to  explain  his  will, 
which  was  equivocal,  but  not  unintelligible  (Crossley  v.  Clare,  3  Swanst 
320).  The  testatrix  bequeathed  a  legacy  to  A.,  which  she  declared  should 
be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  all  claims  which  A.  then  had,  or  might  have, 
upon  the  estate  after  her  decase.  At  the  time  of  making  the  will  A. 
had  a  claim  upon  the  testatrix  for  a  legacy  under  the  will  of  J.  S.  Held, 
that  parol  evidence  was  not  admissible  to  show  that  this  was  the  only  claim 
which  A.  had  ever  had  upon  the  testatrix,  and,  consequently,  that  A.  was 
not  compellable  to  elect  between  the  benefit  of  the  will  of  J.  S.  and  that  of 
the  testatrix  (Dixon  v.  Samson,  1  Jur.  495):  held,  that,  upon  a  question 
whether  a  will  had  been  revoked  by  the  testator's  marriage  and  the  birth  of 
a  child,  prior  wills  of  the  testator  were  admissible  in  evidence,  as  were  also 
his  declarations  previous  to  his  will,  relating  to  the  dower  of  a  future  wife 
(Mars ton  v.  Fox,  8  Ad.  Ac  E.  14);  and  such  evidence  may  be  given  of 
questions  asked  by  the  testator  at  the  time  of  executing  his  will,  whether  the 
contents  were  the  same  as  those  of  a  former  will,  to  which  he  was  answered 
in  the  affirmative,  in  order  to  set  aside  the  latter  will  on  the  ground  of  fraud 
(Do«  v.  Allen,  8  T.  B.  147). 

It  seems  to  be  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Phillips  that  parol  testimony  would  be 
received  to  supply  a  blank  of  the  quantity  of  goods  to  be  delivered,  in  an 
agreement  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (1  Ph.  Ev.  521).  Serf  quart , 
whether  such  an  instrument  is  a  contract  at  all.  And  where,  in  a  bishop's 
register,  a  blank  was  left  for  the  patron's  name,  it  was  held  that  this  might 
be  supplied  by  parol  evidence  (Meath  (Bishop  of)  v.  Hclfteld  (Lord),  1  Wils. 
215).  In  cases  of  latent  ambiguity,  the  actions  of  the  parties  previous  to, 
and  contemporaneous  with,  but  not  subsequent  to  lite  agreement,  are  admis- 
sible to  explain  it,  by  directing  its  application;  as,  if  a  bargain  be  made  for 
wheat,  without  stating  the  quality,  evidence  of  former  dealings  for  a  par- 
ticular quality  would  perhaps  be  received  (1  Powell,  372,  3«4  ;  2  Powell, 
41  ;  3  Chit.  Com.  L.  113).  A  demise  offered  in  evidence  was  a  printed 
blank  form,  filled  up  and  altered  for  use :  held,  that  the  court  might  look  at 
the  parts  struck  out,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  intent  of  the  parties  in  what 
remained  (Strickland  v.  Maxwell,  2  C.  A:  M.  539).  Where  there  is  no 
latent  ambiguity,  even  *prior  letters  of  the  (uirtics  cannot  be  re-  r  ,..  .  •• 
ceived  to  alter  the  sense  of  the  agreement  (4  B.  &  C.  187  ;  6  D.  *• 
A:  R.  329);  held,  that  the  following  guarantee  was  sufficiently  ambiguous 
to  admit  of  evidence  to  show  that  th  •  advance  was  not  a  past  one,  bat  was  made 
simultaneously  with  the  execution  of  the  guarantee,  and  that  no  amendment 
of  the  declaration  was  necessary.  "  In  consideration  of  your  having  this 
day  advanced  to  our  client,  Mr.  V.  D.,  750/.,  secured  by  his  warrant  of 
attorney,  payable  on,  Ate.,  the  22nd  of  August  next,  we  hereby  jointly  and 
severally  undertake  to  pay  the  same  on  default,  Arc.,  dated  20th  June, 
1840."  The  declaration  stated,  that  in  consideration  that  the  pit.  would  on 
the  22nd  of  June,  1840,  lend  to  one  V.  D.  750/.,  on  the  security  of  a  war- 
rant of  attorney,  payable  on  the  22nd  of  August  then  next,  and  would  for- 
bear and  give  time  to  V.  L).  until  the  2 2nd  of  August,  the  defl.  promised, 
Ate.  (Goldshede  v.  Swan,  1  Ex.  R.  154).  So,  parol  evidence  was  admitted 
to  explain  the-  meaning  of  the  words  "  in  consideration  of  your  being  in 
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advance"  (Haigh  v.  Brooks,  10  Ad.  &  E.  309;  and  see  Butcher  v.  Stewart, 
11  M.&  W.  857). 

Admissible  to  prove  collateral  Matters.[  There  are  some  cases  where 
parol  evidence  seems  admissible  to  prove  collateral  or  additional  stipulations; 
as,  if  the  additional  terms  constitute  in  part  a  new  agreement,  incorporating 
the  former  written  terms,  or  continuing  the  former  contract  (3  Stark.  Ev. 
1007;  1  M.  &S.  21). 

Where  the  parties  to  an  indenture  of  charter-parfy  afterwards  agreed  by 
parol  for  the  use  of  the  ship  at  a  period  before  the  bankruptcy  attached, 
parol  evidence  was  held  admissible  in  assumpsit  on  this  .latter  agreement 
(White  v.  Parkin,  12  East,  578).  By  charter-party  a  cargo  was  to  be  put 
on  board  plt.'s  ship  at  deft.'s  expense.  The  captain  employed  men  for  the 
purpose  on  a  refusal  by  the  deft.'s  agent :  held,  that  deft,  was  liable  on  the 
implied  contract  to  repay  the  expenses  (Fletcher  v.  Gillespie,  3  Bing.  635). 
Where  a  landlord  agreed  by  parol  to  pay  20/.  towards  repairs,  in  considera- 
tion that  pit.  would  become  tenant,  and  pit.  became  tenant,  and  did  the  repairs, 
which  the  landlord  then  promised  to  repay:  held,  that  pit.  could  recover  on 
an  account  stated,  although  there  was  no  such  agreement  in  the  lease  (Seago 
v.  Dean,  4  Bing.  459). 

It  has  been  held  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  legacy 
was  not  intended  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  (see  3  P.  Wms.  353;  2  Vent.  593). 
Where  the  whole  matter  passes  in  parol,  all  that  passes  may  sometimes  be 
taken  together  as  forming  parcel  of  the  contract ;  but,  if  the  contract  be  in 
the  end  reduced  to  writing,  nothing  which  is  not  found  in  the  writing  can  be 
considered  part  of  the  contract.  A  matter  antecedent  to,  and  dchors  the 
writing,  may,  in  some  cases,  be  received  in  evidence,  as  showing  the  induce- 
ment to  the  contract,  as  a  representation  of  the  quality  of  the  thing  sold. 
But  the  buyer  is  not  at  liberty  to  show  such  a  representation,  unless  he  can 
show  that  the  seller,  by  fraud,  prevented  his  discovering  a  fault  which  the 
seller  knew  (2  B.  &  C.  634  ;  3  B.  &  C.  623 ;  4  D.  &  R.  60). 

Admissible  to  prove  an  extrinsic  Fact.]  Where  the  narrative  of  an  ex- 
trinsic fact  has  been  committed  to  writing,  such  fact  is  susceptible  of  proof 
by  parol  evidence.  Therefore  payment  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence, 
although  a  stamped  receipt,  may  have  passed  (Rambert  v.  Cohen,  4  Esp. 
213).  So,  what  one  says  admitting  a  debt,  is  evidence,  although  the  pro- 
mise to  pay  be  in  writing  (Singleton  v.  Barrett,  2  Cr.  &  J.  369) ;  and  where 
a  witness  stated  that  he  had  verbally  required  the  deft,  to  deliver  up  the  pro- 
perty, and  at  the  *same  time  served  upon  him  a  written  notice  to 
[  *515  ]  that  effect,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  produce  such 
notice  (Smith  v.  Young,  1  Camp.  439);  and  on  a  question  of  set- 
tlement under  13  &  14  Car.  II.,  parol  evidence  of  the  occupation  of  land  was 
admitted,  although  there  was  a  written  demise  (R.  v.  Holy  Trinity  (Inha- 
bitants of),  7  B.  &  C.  611) ;  but  in  such  case  the  amount  of  the  rent  and 
terms  of  the  tenancy  must  be  proved  by  written  instrument  (Strother  v. 
Barr,  5  Bing.  136  :  R.  v.  Merthyr  Tidvil,  I  B.  &  Ad.  29);  and  the  fact  of 
partnership  can  be  proved  by  acts  of  the  parlies,  although  there  exist  a  deed 
(Alderson  v.  Clay,  1  Stark.  405).  Parol  admissions  are  evidence  against 
those  making  them  although  they  form  the  subject  of  a  written  instrument 
(Slattcrie  v.  Pooley,  6  M.  &  W.  664  ;  Newall  v.  Holt,  ib.  662  ;  see  "  AD- 
MISSIONS"). But  see  Bloxam  v.  Elslie,  R.  &  M.  187,  where  Abbott,  C.  J., 
refused  to  allow  a  witness  to  prove  a  partnership  by  admissions  of  one  of 
the  parties  to  the  deed  creating  it ;  and  the  fact  of  marriage  may  be  proved 
by  persons  who  were  present  and  witnessed  tho  ceremony,  or  even  by  gene- 
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ml  reputation,  without  production  of  ihc  entry  in  the  parish  book  (Evans  v. 
Morgan,  2  Cr.  &  J.  454 ;  see  "  CRIM.  Cox.").  An  inscription  on  a  monu- 
ment, or  writing  on  a  wall,  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence  (Mortimer  v. 
M'Callan,  6  M.  &  W.  63).  And  inscriptions,  Ace.,  displayed  on  banners  at 
public  meetings,  may  be  so  proved  (R.  v.  Hunt,  3  B.  &  Ad.  566).  80  My 
also  the  resolutions  entered  into  thereat,  although  they  may  have  been  read 
from  a  written  or  printed  paper  (Ib.  569). 
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Form  of,  p.  516. — Amendment  of,  p.  517. — Tjfed  of,  p.  517. — Breaches  of 
Covenant,  p.  521.— Proof  of,  p.  5*1.— Set-off",  p.  522. 

Form  of]  Particulars  of  demand  need  only  be  certain  to  a  common 
intent ;  therefore,  where  a  particular  stated  that  a  pit.  claimed  for  work  and 
labour  under  an  agreement:  held,  that  he  might  recover  for  extras  (Lork* 
v.  Rees,  1  Jur.  593).  It  will  not  prevent  a  pit.  from  giving  evidence  on  a 
sjiecial  count  in  his  declaration  that  he  has  not  included  that  part  of  his 
claim  in  his  particular  of  demand,  as  a  particular  is  only  necessary  to  ex- 
plain the  common  counts  (Day  v.  Da  vies,  5  C.  &  P.  340).  The  pit.  declared 
on  a  bill  of  exchange,  with  a  count  on  an  account  slated.  In  his  particulars 
he  omitted  to  state  that  ho  intended  to  rely  on  all  the  counts.  Held,  that  on 
failure  of  proof  of  the  first  count,  he  could  not  rely  upon  the  second  (Sig- 
gi-rs  v.  Nicholls,  3  Jur.  341).  But  where  the  declaration  contained  two 
counts,  each  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  particulars  stated  the  action  to  bo 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  first  count,  with 
interest,  and  that  the  pits,  mould  rely  ujon  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  dr. 
deration  for  the  recovery  thereof:  held,  sufficient  to  entitle  the  pit,  to  proceed 
on  the  second  count  (Hay  v.  Fisher,  '2  M.  &  W.  722).  The  pit.  sued  on  a 
breach  of  warranty  on  a  sale  of  wheat.  The  declaration  contained  a  second 
count,  which  stated  a  warranty  thut  the  wheat  would  grow,  and  a  breach 
that  it  would  not,  and  that  the  pit.  was  deprived  of  great  gains.  The  decla- 
ration contained  counts  fur  money  had  and  received  and  an  account  stated. 
The  particulars  were  for  the.  price  of  the  wheat,  but  were  expressly  limited 
to  the  ihftebitalus  coun's.  Held,  that  this  did  not  prevent  the  pit.  from  giv- 
ing  evidence  of  what  the  value  of  the  crops  might  have  been,  *with 
a  view  to  his  damages  on  the  first  count  (Page  v.  Parry,  8  C.  6c  [  *516  ] 
P.  769).  Where  the  particulars  slated  the  plt.'s  uVmand  to  be  for 
a  special  contract,  but  his  counsel  in  opening  stated  lie  could  not  prove  such 
special  contract:  held,  that  the  particulars  shall  iiol  have  such  a  narrow  and 
conclusive  operation  as  to  prevent  htm  from  resorting  to  un  implied  one 
(Kirkman  v.  Jarvis,  3  Jur.  G05). 

A.,  u  broker,  introduced  a  merchant  nnd  shipowner  to  each  other,  to  treat 
for  a  charter-party,  through  B.,  another  broker.  In  an  action  by  A.  for  his 
commission,  the  particulars  of  demand  were  for  commission  due  to  the  pit. 
for  procuring  a  charter-party  for  a  vessel  called  the  W.:  held,  sufficient 
(Burnett  v.  Bouch,  9  C.  &  P.  6JO).  In  actions  by  engineers,  &c.,  em- 
ployed in  constructing  railways,  the  particulars  must  be  as  8|>ecific  as  pot* 
sib.e ;  a  mere  statement  of  aggregate  sums  for  tavern  bills,  &c.,  will  not 
suffice  (Pritchard  v.  Nelson,  10  M.  At  W.  772). 

With  every  declaration,  if  delivered,  or  with  the  notice  of  declaration,  if 
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filed,  containing  counts  in  indebitatus  assumpsit,  or  debt  on  simple  contract, 
the  pit.  shall  deliver  full  particulars  of  demand  under  these  counts,  where 
such  particulars  can  be  comprised  within  three  folios  ;  and  where  the  same 
cannot  be  comprised  within  three  folios,  he  shall  deliver  such  a  statement  of 
the  nature  of  his  claim,  and  the  amount  of  the  sum  or  balance  which  he 
claims  to  be  due,  as  may  be  comprised  within  that  number  of  folios,  and  to 
secure  the  delivery  of  particulars  in  all  such  cases ;  it  is  further  ordered, 
that  if  any  declaration  or  notice  shall  be  delivered,  without  such  particulars 
or  such  statement,  as  aforesaid,  and  a  judge  shall  afterwards  order  a  deli- 
very of  particulars,  the  pit.  shall  not  be  allowed  any  costs  in  respect  of  any 
summons  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  order,  or  of  the  particulars  he 
may  afterwards  deliver.  And  that  a  copy  of  the  particulars  of  the  demand, 
and  also  particulars  if  any  of  the  deft.'s  set-off  shall  be  annexed  by  plt.'s 
attorney  to  every  record  at  the  time  it  is  entered  with  the  judge's  marshal 
(R.  G.  T.  T.  1  Will.  IV.).  A  judge's  order  for  the  delivery  of  a  particu- 
lar of  set-oft",  and  in  dei'ault  precluding  deft,  from  giving  evidence  of  it, 
makes  such  evidence  inadmissible  at  the  trial  (Young  v.  Geiger,  18  Law  J. 
43,  C.  P.). 

By  R.  G.  M.  T.  1  Viet.,  "  Payment  shall  not  in  any  case  be  allowed  to 
be  given  in  evidence  in  reduction  of  damages  or  debt,  but  shall  be  pleaded 
in  bar,  and  in  any  case  in  which  the  pit.  in  order  to  avoid  a  plea  of  pay- 
ment, shall  have  given  credit  in  the  particulars  of  his  demand  for  any  sum 
or  sums  of  money,  therein  admitted  to  have  been  paid  to  the  pit.,  it  shall 
not  be  necessary  for  the  deft,  to  plead  the  payment  of  such  sum  or  sums  of 
money.  But  this  rule  is  not  to  apply  to  cases  where  the  pit.,  after  stating 
the  amount  of  his  demand,  states  that  he  seeks  to  recover  a  certain  balance, 
without  giving  credit  for  any  particular  sum  or  sums  (Ib.). 

Where  the  pit.  declares  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  deft,  is  not,  except 
under  very  special  circumstances,  entitled  to  particulars  of  demand  (Brooks 
v.  Farlar,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  291 ;  Day  v.  Davies,  5  C.  &  P.  340 ;  see  Siggers 
v.  Nicholas,  3  Jur.  341 ;  but  see  Gould  v.  Coombes,  1  C.  B.  543).  In  an 
action  on  two  notes  for  50/.  each,  and  100/.  on  an  account  stated,  the  bill  of 
particulars  stated  the  action  to  be  brought  for  the  amount  of  these  notes,  and 
that  the  pit.  would  avail  himself  for  the  recovery  thereof  of  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  declaration;  no  evidence  was  adduced  at  the  trial  to  prove  the 
promissory  notes,  but  a  conversation  with  the  deft,  was  proved,  in  which  he 
acknowledged  owing  the  pit.  the  sum  of  100Z. :  held,  insufficient,  and  that 
the  pit.  was  bound  under  the  above  particulars  to  prove  an  admission  of  an 
account  stated  with  reference  to  the  promissory  *notes  (Roberts  v. 
[  *517  ]  Elsworth,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  456).  It  will  not  prevent  a  pit.  from 
giving  evidence  on  a  special  count  in  his  declaration  that  he  has 
not  included  that  part  of  his  claim  in  his  particular  of  demand,  as  a  particu- 
lar is  only  necessary  to  explain  the  common  counts  (Day  v.  Davies,  5  C.  & 
P.  340).  If  the  declaration  be  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  for  goods  sold, 
and  a  particular  of  demand  be  obtained  under  a  judge's  order,  the  pit.  may 
recover  on  the  bill,  though  it  be  not  mentioned  in  his  particular  of  demand 
(Cowper  v.  Amos,  2  C.  &  P.  267).  The  court  will  not  compel  a  pit.  suing 
lor  the  balance  of  an  account  to  furnish  a  statement  of  moneys  received  by 
him  from  the  deft.  (Penprase  v.  Crease,  1  M.  &  W.  36). 

In  an  action  of  trespass,  where  a  locus  in  quo  was  of  considerable  extent, 
and  related  to  a  right  to  moor  ships,  the  pit.  was  required  to  give  particulars 
of  the  trespass  (Kirwin  v.  Jones,  3  Hodges,  230). 

In  an  action  against  a  marshal  for  escape,  he  is  entitled  to  a  particular  of 
the  cause  of  action  for  which  the  pit.  sued  (Webster  v.  Jones,  7  D.  &  R. 
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774 ;  Davis  v.  Chapman,  6  Ad.  &  E.  676).  In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a 
warranty  of  a  horse,  the  pit.  need  not  give  particulars  of  the  unsoundncs* 
complained  of  (Rylie  v.  Stephens,  6  M.  At  W.  813);  nor  need  the  pit.  suing 
for  breach  of  an  agreement  and  assigning  by  way  of  special  damage  that 
he  has  incurred  certain  expenses,  furnish  particulars  of  such  special  damagu 
(Retallick  v.  Hawkes,  1  M.  Ac  W.  573);  nor,  in  case,  need  he  deliver  a 
particular  of  his  claim,  when,  from  the  mode  of  alleging  it  in  the  declara- 
tion, there  is  no  ambiguity  as  to  the  transaction  in  respect  of  which  the  action 
is  brought  (Stannard  v.  Ullithorne,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  326).  A  deft,  who  pleads 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  may  be  compelled  to  furnish  the  particulars  of 
payment  (Phipps  v.  Sotbern,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  208). 

An  order  was  made  for  delivery  of  particulars  of  set-off,  with  dates,  and 
in  default  thereof,  that  the  dell,  should  be  precluded  from  giving  evidence  of 
set-off.  Particulars  were  delivered,  but  without  dates,  subsequently  to  which 
the  pit.  replied,  and  the  cause  came  on  for  trial,  when  the  judge  refused  to 
receive  the  evidence  of  set-off:  held,  that  the  evidence  was  properly  rejected, 
the  order  not  having  been  complied  with,  and  that  the  pit.  hid  not  waived 
the  objection  by  replying  to  the  pica  (Ibbett  v.  Leaver,  4  Dowl.  At  L.  716 ; 
16  M.  At  W.  771). 

A  judge's  order  for  the  delivery  of  particulars  of  set-off,  and  in  default 
precluding  thti  deft,  from  giving  evidence  of  his  set-off,  mnkes  such  evidence 
inadmissible  at  the  trial  (Yojng  v.  Oeiger,  6  C.  B.,  55:2 ;  18  Law  J.  43, 
C.  P.). 

A  particular  of  set-off  for  20/.  12*.  &/.  was  in  the  following  form : — "To 
fitting  up  a  shop  in  A.  street,  with  one  pair  of  glass  doors,  fan-light,  lock, 
bolts,  and  hinges;  to  a  partition  to  ditto  and  moulding  all  complete,  and 
fitting  up  shop  window  with  glass  case  and  linings,  and  sundry  work,  nails," 
Arc.  On  tho  hearing  of  a  reference  of  the  cnusc  before  a  legal  arbitrator, 
the  value  of  all  tho  specified  work  named  in  the  particular  wan  proved  to  be 
worth  U/. ;  but  under  the  words  in  the  particular,  "sundry  work,  nails,  Ace." 
the  arbitrator  (subject  to  tho  opinion  of  this  court)  admitted  evidence  of 
other  work  done  about  the  premises  to  the  amount  of  It)/.  1*. :  held,  that  the 
evidence  was  rightly  received  by  tho  arbitrator;  and  that,  if  the  pit.  wan 
milled  or  taken  by  surprise  by  the  particular,  be  should  huve  asked  for  an 
adjournment  of  the  reference  to  have  enabled  him  to  answer  the  evidence  as 
to  that  claim  (Easlham  v.  Tyler,  2  B.  C.  Rep.  130,  Wightmun. 

In  an  action  of  assumpsit  which  contained  several  demands,  the  deft, 
pleaded,  except  as  to  one,  a  set-oil',  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  The  pit. 
in  order  to  take  tho  case  out  of  the  slat.,  put  in  evidence  the  particulars  of 
set-off,  containing  an  item  "  Paid  to  the  ph.  15/. ;"  held,  that  the  particulars 
were  no  evidence  in  support  of  the  dcft.'s  plea  of  set-oil'  (Burkilt  v.  Blan- 
shard,  3  Exch.  89). 

The  particulars  of  set-off  are  merely  explanatory  of  the  plea  of  set-oil", 
and  the  pit.  by  putting  them  in  evidence  to  prove  his  case,  ex.  gr.  to  rebut 
the  defence  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  does  not  thereby  admit  the  correct- 
ness of  their  contents  (Burkitt  v.  Blanshard,  18  Li\v  J.,  Exch.,  34). 

Amendment  of.]  In  nn  action  for  money  hud  and  received,  the  pit.  hav- 
ing I  ruined  his  particulars  from  an  account  rendered  by  the  deft.,  was  allowed 
oiler  a  suspension  of  proceedings  for  ten  years,  occasioned  by  absence  of 
pit.  beyond  sens,  to  amend  his  particulars,  by  the  insertion  of  fresh  items 
discovered  after  the  deft.'s  account  had  been  rendered  (Staples  v.  Holds- 
worth,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  717). 

In  un  action  for  falsj  representation,  whereby  pit.  was  induced  to  supply 
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a  third  party  with  goods  on  credit,  the  deft,  is  entitled  to  particulars  of 
moneys  paid  by  the  third  party,  in  respect  of  these  goods  (Luck  v.  Handley, 
13  Jur.  962,  C.  P.). 

Effect  of.']  A  bill  of  particulars  of  demand  or  set-off,  under  a  judge's 
order,  precludes  the  party  who  delivers  it  from  giving  evidence  of  any  other 
demand  not  then  stated.  Thus,  on  counts  for  money  had  and  received,  and 
for  houses  sold  by  the  pit.  to  the  deft.,  when  the  bill  of  particulars  contained 
only  the  latter  demand,  evidence  was  not  admitted  of  money  due  from  the 
deft,  for  houses  sold  by  him  as  the  plt.'s  agent  (Holland  v.  Hopkins,  2  B.  & 
P.  243).  Where  the  particulars  contained  only  a  demand  for  a  promissory 
note,  which,  for  want  of  a  stamp,  could  not  be  given  in  evidence,  evidence 
of  its  consideration  was  held  not  within  the  particulars  (Wade  v.  Beasly,  4 
Esp.  7);  and  where  the  particular  stated  that  the  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover o55£.  due  on  the  note  set  forth  in  the  first  count,  with  interest  from, 
&c.,  to  the  day  of  payment,  and  that  pit.,  for  recovery  thereof,  will  avail 
himself  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  declaration,  held,  that  the  note  being 
invalid,  was  not,  by  this  particular,  rnnde  admissible  evidence  of  tlie  account 
stated  (Hedley  v.  Bainbridge,  3  Q.  B.  316;  Roberts  v.  Elsvvorth,  2 
[  *518  ]  Dowl.  N.  S.  456).  *ln  assumpsit,  the  deft,  pleaded,  in  abatement, 
that  the  promises  were  made  jointly  with  another,  and  it  appeared, 
by  the  bill  of  particulars,  that  such  was  the  fact  with  regard  to  some  of  the 
demands,  though  others  were  due  from  the  deft,  alone;  and  Lord  Kenyon 
held  the  pit.  bound  by  his  particular,  and  directed  a  nonsuit,  which  the  court 
refused  to  set  aside  (Colson  v.  Lelly,  1  Esp.  451  ;  1  Ph.  Ev.  181,  n.)  When, 
in  the  parliculars  of  a  set-ofT,  the  deft,  stated  the  subject-matter  to  be  the 
sum  of  34Z.,  "the  amount  of  dividends  upon  a  debt  of  S.  P.  to  the  defr., 
which  said  dividends  arc  directed  to  be  paid,  as  in  the  said  notice  of  set-off 
particularly  mentioned;"  and  tire  notice  of  set-off  was  for  dividends  under  a 
composition-deed  of  assignment  by  a  former  debtor  of  the  deft.,  guaranteed 
by  the  pit.,  and  also  for  money  had  and  received,  and  an  account  stated,  it 
was  held,  that  the  particulars  confined  the  deft,  to  his  demand  on  the  gua- 
rantee (Andrews  v.  Beard,  8  Pri.  213). 

Giving  credit  to  the  opposite  party  in  a  particular,  was  held  not  to  be  an 
admission  that  the  money  was  due  (Miller  v.  Johnson,  2  Esp.  602).  An 
item  of  the  plt.'s  demand  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  particulars  of  the 
deft.'s  set-off,  given  under  a  judge's  order,  is  not  such  nn  cdmission  as  to 
supersede  the  necessity  of  proving  it  (lb.).  The  particulars  are  merely  ex- 
planatory of  the  plea  of  set-off,  and  the  pit.  by  putting  them  in  evidence  to 
rebut  the  defence  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  does  not  thereby  admit  the 
correctness  of  their  contents  (Burkit  v.  Blanchard,  18  Law  J.  34,  Ex. ;  3 
Ex.  89).  You  cannot  resort  to  the  particulars  for  the  purpose  of  explaining 
the  pleading  in  a  cause  (Kilner  v.  Bailey,  5  M.  &  W.  332).  Semble,  that 
on  a  reference  to  contribution,  the  particulars  of  plt.'s  demand  are  not  neces- 
sarily before  the  arbitrator;  therefore,  if  the  deft,  seeks  to  restrict  the  plt.'s 
claim  to  the  amount  of  the  particulars,  he  should  produce  them  (Kenrick  v. 
Phillips,  7  M.  &  W.  415).  Where  the  particulars  of  demand  stated  a  claim 
for  wages,  at  15/.  per  week,  amounting  altogether  to  148/.,  and  gave  credit 
for  payment,  on  account  of  70/.,  the  deft,  put  the  particulars  in  evidence,  as 
showing  a  payment  of  70/.,  and  the  jury  having  found  that  the  pit.  was  only 
entitled  to  wages  at  the  rate  of  7/.  per  week  (which  destroyed  the  balance  of 
781.  claimed  by  the  pit.),  gave  a  verdict  for  the  deft.:  held,  that  the  particu- 
lars were  properly  received  in  evidence  as  an  admission  of  the  payment, 
and  it  not  being  objected  at  the  trial  that  they  would  only  be  used  in  reduc- 
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tion  of  damages,  and  not  in  bar  of  the  action,  that  the  verdict  ought  not  to 
be  disturbed  (Kenyon  v.  Wakes,  2  M.  &  W.  764;  see  Nicholl  v.  Williams, 
ib  756).  If  to  a  declaration  in  the  ordinary  form  in  imlrbitatus  assuinpsit, 
with  particulars  containing  various  causes  of  action,  the  deft,  plead  payment 
into  court,  he  is  not  precluded  by  such  plea  from  contesting  his  liability  in 
respect  of  any  items  beyond  the  amount  paid  into  court,  as  particulars  are 
not  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  declaration  (Booth  v.  Howard,  5  Dowl. 
P.  C.  438).  Where  the  particulars  of  demand  state  that  the  action  was 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  stakes  deposited  in  deft.'s  hands  by  the  pit. 
U.,  and  won  by  the  pit.  of  K. :  held,  the  particular  bound  the  ph.,  and  that 
he  could  not  show  that  he  rescinded  the  bet  before  the  event  (Davenport  v. 
Davies,  1  M.  dr  W.  570). 

In  on  action  for  use  and  occupation  for  recovering  42/.  odd,  the  bilanco 
of  600V.  odd  ;  the  particulars  admitted  the  payment  of  '211.  odd  :  held,  that 
pit.  might  show  that  a  portion  of  the  sum  credited  was  paid  to  her  husband 
in  his  lifetim',  and  that  another  portion  was  paid  so  recently  after 
hi*  d*fMtff  that  it  could  not  be  paid  in  *rcspect  of  the  debt  due  to  [  *519  ] 
her  (Mercy  v.  Galot,  13  Jur.  412,  Ex.).  A  count  for  double  value 
and  another  for  use  and  occupation;  particulars  staled  that  pit.  sought  to 
recover  under  the  second  count  75/.  single  rent  of  the  premises  mentioned  in 
the  first  count ;  payment  of  thut  sum  into  court,  which  pit.  took  out ;  the 
holding  over  and  occupation  were  during  the  same  period  :  held,  that  pit.  might 
recover  on  first  count  (Codings  v.  King«burv,  13  Jur.  93,  Q.  B.). 

The  particulars  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  stated  tint  the 
action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  13/.  6*.  for  money  received  by  tho 
deft,  as  the  treasurer  of  a  club,  for  the  use  of  tho  pit.,  OH  the  drawer  of  tho 
secoii'l  horse  in  the  Derby  stakes,  according  to  tho  rule*  of  the  said  club; 
the  dell,  pleaded  illegality:  held,  that  the  pit.  could  not  recover  tho  13/.  6*.; 
nor  could  he,  under  theso  particular*,  recover  buck  hi*  own  stake  of  '21. 
(IftMring  v.  I  Idlings,  14  M.  At  \V.  711).  IV»»f  thnt  th-  deft,  acknowleged 
that  he  owed  the  ph.  13/.  10j.  will  not  support  particulars  as  to  a  beast  sold 
and  delivered,  ID/.  10*.  (Brecon  v.Smi.h,  1  Ad.  &  E.  4"-i. 

A  declaration  contained  u  count  for  money  lent,  and  for  money  due  on  an 
account  s'alcd;  the  particular*  annexed  to  the  record  alated  that  tho  action 
was  brought  to  recover  4/.  105.  due  from  iho  deft,  to  pit.  on  an  account 
stated,  and  also  4/.  lit*.  due  from  the  deft,  to  tli  •  pit.  on  an  account  stated. 
The  under-cherilT  refused  to  admit  evidence  of  money  lent,  and  nonsuited  tbo 
pit.,  which  the  court  set  aside;  it  appeared  that  the  particular-*  delivered  with 
the  declaration  contained  a  claim  for  money  lent  (Kipper  v.  Walton,  1  Dowl. 
N.  S.  344). 

On  the  (i  her  hnnd,  if  the  particulars  arc  sufficient  information  of  (he  de. 
mrind  or  sct-ofT,  to  guird  the  opposite  party  against  surprise,  inaccuracies, 
not  calculated  to  mislead,  will  not  be  material. 

A  particular  of  demand  is  not  to  be  construed  so  rigidly  as  to  nonsuit  tin 
pit.  for  inaccuracies  which  could  not  mislead  (Harrison  v.  WooJ,  £  Uing. 
371).  Disbursements  ore  therefore  recoverable  under  an  item  for  "  cash 
advanced"  (Ib.).  An  error  in  date  or  other  inaccuracy  will  not  warrant  i 
nonsuit,  unless  the  particular  be  so  primed  as  to  be  reasonably  calculated  to 
mislead  the  deft.  (Ib.).  Though  the  particulars  vary  from  the  evidence  of 
the  pit.,  yet  if  deft,  appear  and  defend,  acid  is  not  misled  by  them,  the  vari- 
ance is  no  ground  for  nonsuiting  the  pit.  (Ureen  v.  Clark,  '2  Dowl.  I*.  C.  18). 
Where  the  declaration  was  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  uso  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  the  bill  of  particulars  was  to  the  use  of  the  ph.:  held,  that  OH 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  dcfts.  were  misled,  the  pit.  was  entitled  to  recover 
VOL.  It.  35 
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(Tucker  v.  Barrow,  7  B.  &  C.  622).  Pits.,  spirit  merchants,  inadvertently 
delivered  a  bill  of  particulars  for  goods  sold  in  their  trade  of  brewers :  held, 
sufficient,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  deft,  had  been  either  surprised  or  misled 
(Lambirth  v.  Boft,  8  Bing.  411).  The  pit.  in  his  declaration  and  particulars 
claimed  credit  for  certain  articles  deposited  with  the  deft.,  which  had  not 
been  returned,  and  of  which  due  care  had  not  been  taken;  under  the  former 
description  in  his  particulars  he  set  out  certain  articles  of  glass,  which,  how- 
ever, turned  out  to  have  been  destroyed  :  held,  that  under  such  particulars 
he  was  not  entitled  to  recover  damages  in  respect  of  those  articles  (Moss  v. 
Smith,  1  Man.  &  G.  228).  The  first  count  was  on  an  undertaking  to  pay 
such  costs,  &c.,  as  the  pit.  (an  attorney)  should  incur  in  an  action  to  be 
brought  by  him  against  G.  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by  the  deft,  only, 
which  was  lying  due,  and  which  the  pit.  had  agreed  to  take  up  for  the  honour 

of  the  deft.  In  the  second  count  the  deft,  declared  as  *indorsee ; 
[  *520  ]  the  third  was  for  money  paid  ;  the  fourth  on  an  account  stated.  On 

the  first  count  deft,  paid  into  court  a  sum  of  money  covering  the 
plt.'s  costs  out  of  pocket.  On  the  second  count  the  issue  was  whether  a  bill 
subsequenlly  given  by  the  deft,  to  the  pit.  was  given  in  satisfaction  of  the 
first,  or  as  a  collateral  security.  The  pit.  first  gave  a  particular  of  demand 
applicable  only  to  the  count  on  the  bill  of  exchange.  The  deft,  obtained  for 
particulars  "of  the  bill  of  costs,  &c."  mentioned  in  the  first  count  of  the  de- 
claration, which  pit.  delivered,  containing  a  copy  of  his  whole  bill  of  costs 
in  the  action  against  G.,  and  also  the  amount  of  the  bill  and  inlerest.  At 
the  trial  the  court  ruled  the  costs  out  of  pocket  only  to  be  recoverable  on  the 
first  count.  Held  that  the  particulars  sufficient  to  enable  the  pit.  to  recover 
the  rest  of  the  bill  of  costs  under  the  account  stated  (Fisher  v.  Wainwright, 
1  M.  &  VV.  480).  The  particulars  were  for  goods  sold  on  the  6th  of  Janu- 
ary; the  evidence  given  at  the  trial  was  of  goods  sold  on  the  28th  of  May. 
A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  pit.  the  court  refused  to  set  it  aside,  all 
other  accounts  between  the  parties  having  been  settled  (Flemming  v.  Crisp, 
5  Dowl.  P.  C.  454).  Use  and  occupation  :  particulars  stated  a  special  con- 
tract of  demise  which  pit.  fails  in  proving,  yet  he  may  recover  on  a  quantum 
meruit,  there  being  no  question  on  the  identity  of  tenancy  (Kirkman  v.  Jarvis, 
7  Dowl.  678). 

Thus,  where  in  assumpsit  the  bill  of  particulars  stated  an  item  of  money 
advanced  under  the  name  of  A.  by  mistake,  instead  of  B.,  the  pit.  was  al- 
lowed to  prove,  that  the  item  was  intended,  and  must  have  been  understood, 
to  refer  to  the  latter  name,  and  the  deft.,  to  set  aside  that  item,  must  make 
affidavit  that  he  had  been  misled  (Day  v.  Bower,  1  Camp.  69,  n. ;  Brown  v. 
Hodgson,  4  Taunt.  198).  So,  in  debt  for  rent,  if  premises  in  A.  be  described 
as  situate  in  B.,  it  is  immaterial,  unless  the  deft,  show  ho  held  other  premises 
of  the  pit.  in  B.  (Davis  v.  Edwards,  3  M.  &  S.  380).  So,  in  ejectment  to 
recover  premises  forfeited  by  the  non-payment  of  rent,  a  variance  between 
the  amount  of  rent  proved  to  be  due,  and  the  amount  demanded  in  the  par- 
ticulars, was  held  immaterial  (3  Bing.  3).  So,  when  the  work  for  which  the 
action  was  brought  was  stated  in  the  particulars  to  have  been  done  in  a 
wrong  month,  the  pit.  gave  evidence  of  work  done  in  the  other  month  (Mil- 
wood  v.  Walter,  2  Taunt.  224)  And,  where  the  particulars  specified  a  bill, 
dated  on  a  certain  day,  for  60/.,  and  the  evidence  was  of  a  bill  for  63/.,  of  a 
different  day,  but  the  same  year  and  month,  Abbott,  J.,  held  the  variance  to 
be  immaterial  (Dunn  v.  Thomas,  Man.  In.  240 ;  Fleming  v.  Crisps,  5  Dowl. 
P.  C.  454).  Upon  counts  against  an  agent,  for  not  accounting  for  goods 
sold,  and  money  had  and  received,  particulars  headed  "  A.  to  B.,  tierces  of 
porter,  &c.,  £  ,"  and  containing  also  items  for  money  had  and  received, 
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were  held  applicable  to  any  of  the  counts  (Hunter  v.  Walsh,  1  Stark.  224). 
And,  where  a  carrier  had  misdelivered  goods  to  the  deft,  which  the  deft., 
had  appropriated  to  his  own  use,  and  the  carrier  had  paid  their  value  to  the 
right  owner,  it  was  held  that  the  carrier  might  recover  on  the  count  for  money 
paid,  although  his  particulars  were  only  "to  seventeen  firkins  of  butler,  567. 
6*."  (Brown  v.  Hodgson,  4  Taunt.  180).  The  pit.  declared  on  three  bills  as 
distinct  causes  of  action,  in  three  several  counts,  but  in  his  particulars  confined 
his  demand  to  the  bill  in  the  first  count :  the  defence  was,  that  the  dells, 
were  not  partners  when  the  bill  was  drawn ;  the  pit.  offered,  in  evidence,  the 
two  other  bills  of  subsequent  date,  but  drawn  at  the  same  time  as  the  first, 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  a  continuing  partnership,  which  were 
rejected  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  included  in  the  *pariicu-  [  *521  ] 
lare,  and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  granted  a  new  trial  (Duncan 
v.  Hill,  5  Moo.  547 ;  2  B.  Ac  B.  662).  The  particular  stated  a  claim  "  for 
services  as  clerk  or  manager,  at  the  rate  of,  &c.:"  held,  that  pit.  could  not 
recover  com  mission  on  a  special  agreement  to  pay  a  percentage  on  business 
brought  by  pit.  as  manager  of  another  firm  (Law  v.  Thompson,  15  M.&  W. 
541).  The  pit.  may  recover  interest,  though  the  particulars  contain  only  a 
demand  upon  a  promissory  note  (Blake  v.  Lawrence,  4  Esp.  147).  And  it 
has  been  ruled,  that  the  ph.  might  recover  more  than  his  particular  demand, 
when  the  deft,  gave  in  evidence  an  account,  from  which  it  appeared  there 
was  a  sum  of  money  due  to  the  pit.  not  included  in  his  particulars  (Hunt  v. 
Watkins,  1  Camp.  08;  see  3  Taunt.  285;  2  B.  &  P.  243;  1  Ph.  Kv.  182  ; 
Fisker  T.  Wainwright,  1  M.  At  W.  486;  per  Parke,  B.).  The  nit.  may  give 
evidence  of  a  demand  contained  in  his  particulars,  though  omitted  in  a  bill 
delivered  before  action  brought  (Short  v.  Edwards,  1  Etp.  374). 

A  second  bill  of  particulars,  not  delivered  under  a  judge*!  order  will  not 
cure  a  defect  in  a  previous  bill  of  particulars;  pit.  will  bo  confined  to  his 
first  (Brown  v.  Watts,  1  Taunt.  353).  On  the  other  hand,  if,  either  before 
or  after  the  delivery  of  particulars  under  a  judge'*  order,  the  pit.  make  a 
demand  of  only  part  of  the  articles  s|wcifie«l,  such  demand  will  not  confine 
his  evidence,  nor  supersede  his  bill  of  particulars  (Short  v.  Edwards,  1 
Esp.  373). 

If  a  pit.  in  his  further  particular  omit  a  credit  given  in  his  first,  both 
should  be  annexed  to  the  record  ;  but  if  the  first  should  be  omitted  pit.  may 
nevertheless  prove  it  for  the  purpose  of  dispensing  with  a  plea  of  trespass 
(Boulton  v.  Pritchard,  4  1).  A:  L.  117). 

In  an  action  by  the  vendee  against  the  vendor  to  recover  back  the  deposit, 
the  conditions  not  being  complied  with,  the  deft,  may  obtain  by  a  judge's 
order  a  particular  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  pit.  seeks  to  recover,  to  which 
the  latter  will  be  confined  at  the  trial  (Squire  v.  Tod,  1  Camp.  203).  In  an 
action  brought  to  recover  back  the  deposit  paid  to  the  auctioneer  upon  the 
sale  of  nn  estate  on  the  ground  of  objections  to  the  title,  the  deft,  is  entitled 
to  particufars  of  the  objections  arising  upon  matters  of  fad,  but  not  of  ob- 
jections in  point  of  law  (Roberts  v.  Rowlands,  3  M.  &  W.  543). 

Breaclits  of  Covenant.]  In  an  ejectment  for  the  forfeiture  of  a  lease,  the 
court  will  compel  the  pit.  to  deliver  a  particular  of  the  breaches  of  covenant 
on  which  he  intends  to  rely  (Doe  v.  Phillip*,  0  T.  R.  5U7).  In  an  action 
for  not  cultivating  land  according  to  the  usual  and  most  approved  system  of 
husbandry,  the  particular  of  breaches  charged  the  removal  of  manure,  the 
sale  of  hay  and  straw,  and  non-cultivation  :  held,  that  under  this  particular 
it  was  not  competent  to  the  pit.  to  give  evidence  of  bad  cultivation  (Doe  v. 
Broad,  2  Sco.  N.  R.  OH5;  2  Man.  &  G.  523).  In  deU  on  bond  for  breaches 
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of  covenant  in  a  lease,  where  breaches  are  not  assigned  in  the  declaration, 
copies  of  the  covenants  alleged  to  be  broken  are  sufficient  particulars  of 
demand  if  there  be  no  plea  of  performance  (Souter  v.  Hitchcock,  3  Dowl. 
P.  C.  724). 

In  an  action  for  breach  of  covenant  by  obstructing  the  tenants  of  pit.  in 
the  enjoyment  of  an  easement,  the  pit.  was  required  to  furnish  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars of  the  obstructions,  the  timts  of  their  occurrence,  the  names  of  the 
tenants  obstructed,  and  the  mode  of  obstruction  (Weldridge  v.  Clarke,  11 
Ir.  Law  R.  689). 

Proof  of ,~\  The  particulars  of  demand  were  formerly  proved  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  judge's  order,  and  of  the  delivery  of  the  bill;  *and 
[  *522  ]  by  proving  the  signature  of  the  party's  attorney,  or  of  his  agent, 
to  the  particulars  (1  Ph.  Ev.  183). 

But  since  the  R.  G.  T.  T.  1  Will.  IV.  it  must  be  annexed  to  the  record ; 
and  where  the  bill  of  particulars  is  so  appended  to  the  record  pursuant  to 
the  above  rule  of  court,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  delivery  of  it  to  the 
deft.  (Macarthy  v.  Smith,  8  Bing.  145).  But  they  are  not  to  be  considered 
as  incorporated  with  the  declaration  (Booth  v.  Howard,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  438). 
Nor  are  they  to  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  proceedings 
in  the  cause  (Kilner  v.  Bailey,  5  M.  &  W.  382).  Where  the  pit.  annexed 
to  the  record  particulars  varying  from  those  delivered  to  the  deft.,  and  there 
being  no  evidence  of  the  particulars  delivered,  got  a  verdict  upon  an  item 
not  included  in  the  particulars  delivered,  the  court  granted  a  new  trial  with- 
out costs,  but'  refused  to  nonsuit  the  pit.,  because  the  deft,  was  not  in  a  posi- 
tion to  raise  the  question  at  the  trial,  and  the  point  was  not  reserved  (Morgan 
v.  Harris,  2  Cr.  &  J.  401). 

The  rule  of  T.  T.  1  Will.  IV.  as  to  annexing  particulars  of  demand  to 
the  declaration,  has  not  altered  the  effect  of  the  payment  of  morey  into 
couit,  so  as  to  make  it  operate  as  an  admission  of  them  (Booth  v.  Howard, 
5  Dowl.  P.  C.  438  ;  Mcagher  v.  Smith,  4  B.  &  Ad.  073). 

Set-off.  As  to  particulars  of  set-off,  sec  2  Arch.  Pr.  8th  ed.  If  not  deli- 
vered with  dates,  in  pursuance  of  a  judge's  order  to  that  effect,  evidence  of 
the  set-off  will  be  excluded  (Swain  v.  Roberts,  1  Moo.  &  R.  452;  but  see 
Payne  v.  Davis,  9  Jur.  734).  Where  the  only  dates  were  from  January, 
1828,  to  January,  1834:  held,  no  compliance  with  the  order  (Swain  v. 
Roberts,  1  Moo.  &  R.  452).  The  assignee  of  an  insolvent,  in  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  insolvent,  the  deft,  relied  on  a  set-off,  and  in 
the  notice  delivered  by  him  he  set  out  a  composition  deed  of  assignment  by 
a  former  credit  of  the  deft,  to  the  insolvent,  of  which  there  was  a  covenant, 
by  the  latter  guaranteeing  to  the  deft,  the  payment  of  a  dividend  agreed  to 
be  paid  on  that  occasion,  which  notice  also  stated,  as  other  grounds  of  set- 
oft',  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated,  but  in  the  particular 
of  the  set-off  the  deft,  staled  the  subject-matter  to  be  a  sum  of  34/.,  "  the 
amount  of  the  two  several  dividends  of  5s.  in  the  pound  upon  a  debt  of  OS/. 
due  from  Simon  Pain  to  the  doft.,  which  said  dividends  are  directed  to  be 
paid  by  the  said  J.  L.  P.,  as  in  the  said  notice  of  set-off  particularly  men- 
tioned:" held,  that  the  particulars  of  such  set-off  confined  the  deft,  to  proof 
of  the  demand  under  the  covenant  in  tlie  deed  of  assignment  as  the  sole 
ground  of  his  defence,  and  precluded  him  from  giving  evidence  of  satisfac- 
tion of  the  demand  of  Pain,  either  by  money  had  and  received,  or  on  an 
account  stated,  according  to  the  notice  of  set-off,  or  by  any  oilier  means 
(Andrews  v.  Bond,  8  Pri.  213,  533).  The  particulars  claimed  "cash,  being 
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the  amount  of  deft.'s  dishonoured  acceptance  and  charges,"  21 /.  6*.,  dated 
August,  1840;  he  gave  evidence  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  10/.,  on  which  nn 
action  had  been  commenced,  dated  June  23,  1840,  and  payable  two  months 
after  date,  indorsed  to  him  by  the  pit. :  held,  that  there  was  no  variance  by 
which  the  pit.  could  have  been  misled  (Parsons  v.  Wilson,  1  Dow!.  N.  S. 
181). 

It  is  no  objection  to  the  use  of  particulars  of  set-off  if  pleaded  in  a  differ- 
ent court  from  that  in  which  the  action  is  brought  if  they  have  not  been  de- 
livered pursuant  to  a  judge's  order  (Lewis  v.  Hilton,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  267). 
In  an  action  for  lottery- tickets  sold,  tlie  particulars  of  the  defi.'s 
set-off*,  mentioning  the  sale  of  *lhe  tickets  to  himself,  were  held  not  [  *523  ] 
to  be  sufficient  proof  of  the  sale;  the  fact  must  be  proved  by  other 
evidence  (Miller  v.  Johnson,  2  Ksp.  602;  Harrington  v.  Mncmoris,  5  Taunt. 
229).  Yet,  the  particulars  of  the  plt.'s  demand,  duly  proved  by  the  deft., 
were  allowed  to  be  evidence  for  the  deft,  to  prove  payments  for  which  the 
pit.  hid  given  the  deft,  credit  (Rymer  v.  Cook,  Moo.  &  M.  "(3,  n. ;  Ken) on 
v.  Wakes,  (2  M.  dt  W.  704). 
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Form  of  Remedy^  and  Partiet  to  Action. 

TIIEKE  is  nothing  particular  relating  to  the  form  of  remedy  for  a  cause  of 
action  arising  to  partners. 

An  act  gave  compensation  for  damage  sustained  by  reason  of  the  sever- 
ing or  dividing  of  lands  by  the  railway,  and  the  jury  were  to  assess  com- 
pensation amongst  other  tilings,  for  or  by  reason  of  the  severing  or  dividing 

(•)  3  U.  S.  Dig.  P.  69 ;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Di2.  p.  474  ;  1  Ana.  Dig.  p.  384  ;  2  Id.  p.  231 ;  3 
Id.  p.  3o3. 
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the  same  from  other  lands ;  and  enacted,  that  where  the  owners  of  lands 
should  in  their  arrangements  with  the  company  have  received  compensation 
for  gates,  bridges,  &c.,  instead  of  the  same  being  erected  by  the  company, 
for  the  facility  of  passing  to  or  from  either  side  of  the  severed  lands,  it 
should  not  be  lawful  for  them  to  cross  the  railway  from  the  lands  so  severed 
and  divided  otherwise  than  by  a  bridge,  and  to  be  erected  by  themselves. 
An  owner  of  lands  severed  claimed  compensation,  on  the  footing  that  there 
was  to  be  a  total  separation  of  the  land,  without  any  communication  being 
made,  and  received  the  amount  assessed  by  a  jury:  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
and  receipt  of  the  money  were  held  to  be  an  arrangement  with  the  company, 
and  that  the  party  had  no  right  afterwards  to  cross  the  railway  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  occupation  of  his  lands,  and  was  in  so  doing  a  trespasser  within 
the  3  &  4  Viet.  c.  97,  s.  16  (Manning  v.  Exeter  Railway  Company,  12  M. 
&  W.  237). 

The  managing  committee  of  an  intended  railway  may  sue  in  case  an 
engineer  for  not  preparing  proper  plans,  &c.,  in  time  to  be  deposited, 
to  enable  them  to  apply  to  parliament  for  an  act  (see  a  form,  Ch.  PI.  by 
Pearson,  606).  So  case  lies  for  a  libel  on  a  railway  company  (see  a  form, 
Ib.  572). 

The  City  of  London  Gas-light  and  Coke  Company  may  maintain  assump- 
sit  for  gas  supplied  to  the  occupiers  of  a  wharf,  and  it  is  not 
[  *524  ]    *necessary  in  such  case  that  there  should  have  been  any  con- 
tract by  deed  executed  by  the  company  (London  Gas-light  and 
Coke  Company  v.  Nichols,  2  C.  &  P.  365 ;  see  "  CORPORATION"). 

Where  a  private  act  gives  the  trustees  of  a  navigation  power  to  sue  for 
tolls,  "by  action  of  debt  or  on  the  case,"assumpsit  will  lie  (Corbett  v.  Carp- 
meal^  Nev.  &  M.  834). 

Where  the  directors  of  a  company  granted  a  lease,  with  power  of  re-entry, 
and  afterwards  the  company  was  incorporated  by  act  of  parliament,  which 
(amongst  other  things)  enacted,  "That  all  contracts,  die.,  heretofore  entered 
into  with  the  directors  of  the  company,  shall  be  as  valid  and  effectual  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  as  if  the  company  had  been  incorporated  when  the 
same  contracts,  &c.,  were  entered  into;  and,  as  if  the  same  had  been  entered 
into  with  the  incorporated  company :  held,  that  the  incorporated  company 
might  support  ejectment  on  the  clause  of  re  entry  (Doe  d.  London  Dock 
Company  v.  Knebell,  2  Moo.  &  R.  66). 

Covenant  cannot  be  maintained  against  the  chairman  of  a  board  of  direc- 
tors, upon  a  deed  under  the  seal  of  a  former  chairman  of  the  company,  though 
sealed  by  him  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  company  (see  Hall  v.  Bainbridge,  1 
Man.  &  G.  42). 

Two  several  banking-houses  carrying  on  business  separately  in  the  same 
county  town  were  in  the  habit  of  exchanging  notes  and  securities  with  each 
other,  and  settling  their  balance  by  a  prescribed  mode.  One  of  the  firms 
became  bankrupt,  and  at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  each  firm  had  in 
their  possession  notes  and  securities  of  the  other  to  nearly  the  same  amount. 
The  provisional  assignee  of  the  bankrupt  firm  being  apprised  of  this  fact 
presented  and  obtained  payment  of  the  notes  of  the  solvent  firm,  partly  at 
their  bank  and  partly  from  their  agents  in  London,  who  did  not  know  the 
situation  of  the  parties  :  held,  that  the  solvent  firm  might  recover  the  amount 
of  the  notes  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  against  such  assignees 
(Edmeades  v.  Newman,  1  B.  &  C.  418). 

When  Partners  must  all  sue  on  a  Contract.']  All  parties,  at  the  time  of 
making  a  contract  (Welsford  v.  Wood,  1  Esp.  180)  must  join  in  an  action 
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thereon  (Teed  v.  El  worthy,  14  East,  210;  7  T.  R.  257).  It  is  a  general 
rule,  that  in  the  case  of  partners,  all  the  members  of  a  firm  should  be  pits, 
in  an  action  upon  a  contract  made  with  the  firm ;  nor  can  any  private 
arrangement  by  the  firm,  that  one  only  of  the  partners  shall  bring  the  action, 
give  him  a  right  to  sue  alone  (1  Ch.  PI.  9 — 1-1 ;  Alexander  v.  Barker;  4 
Tyrw.  140 ;  English  v.  Blundell,  8  C.  &  P.  332).  Subsequently  admitted 
partners,  though  under  an  agreement  to  share  in  profits  and  loss  from  a  time 
antecedent  to  the  contract,  ought  not  to  be  joined  (Wilsford  v.  Wood, 
supra). 

If  the  directors  of  a  company  sue  upon  any  contract  made  with  them, 
they  must  take  care  to  name  proper  pits.,  for  where  on  a  trial  it  appeared 
that  there  was  another  director,  not  named  as  pit.,  who  bad  become  bank* 
rupt,  and  had  ceased  and  declined  to  act,  or  attend  at  the  board  of  directors 
when  the  contract  was  made,  it  was  held,  on  tion  a**umpnt,  that  the  pits, 
ought  to  have  produced  the  deed  in  order  to  show  thnt  they  had  authority  in 
the  character  of  directors,  to  sue  for  the  company,  and  also  to  show  that  the 
office  of  director  was  determined  by  bankruptcy,  or  by  voluntarily  ceasing 
to  act  (Phelps  v.  Lyle,  10  Ad.&  E.  113). 

Xominal  Parties.]    Where  a  person  is  held  out  to  the  world  as  a  partner, 
and  others  have  thereby  been  induced  to  give  credit  to  the  *ftrm, 
he  must  be  joined  (Guidon  v.  Robson,  2  Camp.  302).    But  a  mere  [  *525  ] 
nominal  partner,  having  no  interest  in   the  firm,  need   not  be 
joined  (Glossop  v.  Colman,  1  Stark.  25 ;  2  Camp.  302 ;  1   C.  dt  P.  89) ; 
unless  be  be  a  party  to  the  contract  (1  Ch.  PI.  42;  Kell  v.  Nainby,  10  B. 
At  C.  20). 

A  Minor.]  A  minor  partner,  if  he  shares  in  the  profits  of  the  concern, 
must  be  joined  (Teed  v.  El  worthy,  14  East,  210) ;  but,  if  be  do  not  share  in 
the  profits,  ho  may  be  omitted,  though  he-Id  out  to  the  world  as  a  partner 
(Glossop  v.  Colt-man,  1  Stnrk.  25;  Davenport  v.  Rackstrow,  1  C.  Ac  P.  89 ; 
Stcelc  v.  Western,  7  Moo.  31  ;  Barker  v.  Gibbs,  1  Man.  At  G.  44 ;  Kell  v. 
Nainby,  10  B.  At  C.  20).  Where  an  infant  held  himself  out  as  a  partner, 
and  continued  to  act  as  such  until  within  a  short  period  of  his  age,  but  there 
was  no  proof  of  his  so  acting  alk-r  twenty-one:  held,  that  it  was  his  duty  to 
notify  his  disaifin  nance  of  the  partnership  after  that  :u--,  and  as  he  had  not 
done  so,  he  was  liable  with  his  partner  for  goods  intrusted  to  the  latter  sub* 
sequently  to  his  attaining  twenty-one  (Goode  v.  Harrison,  5  B.  Ac  A.  147). 
But  the  evidence  must  be  clear  to  disprove  tlmt  the  ostensible  partner,  though 
a  minor,  had  any  interest  whatever  in  the  business,  or  right  to  participate  in 
the  profits  (Teed  v.  Elworlhy,  supra). 

Liability  of  Infants.]  In  a  plea  of  infancy  it  must  appear  either  that 
the  infant  became  a  shareholder  by  contract,  or  that  he  had  repudiated  his 
interest  in  the  shares  (Leeds  and  Thirsk  Railway  Company  v.  Fearnlcy,  1& 
Law  J.  3:10,  Exch.). 

Therefore  where  deft,  pleaded  that  he  became  possessed  of  the  shares  by 
contract,  when  he  was  an  infant;  that  while  he  was  an  infunt  he  repudiated 
the  contract,  and  gave  notice  to  pits,  thereof;  and  that  he  then  held  the 
shares  at  ilxir  disposal;  it  was  held,  a  good  answer  to  the  action  (Newry 
and  Enniskillen  Railway  Company  v.  Coombe,  1H  Law  J.  3'J5,  Exch.).  By 
stnt.  8  A:  U  Viet.  c.  16,  an  infant  is  liable,  at  all  events  (per  Coleridge  and 
Erie,  J.  J.)  if  be  is  sued  after  attaining  his  age,  and  still  holds  ihe  shares; 
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for  such  holding. i.s  a  ratification  (Cork  and  Bandon  Railway  Company  v. 
Canzenove,  10  Q.  B.  935). 

In  an  action  for  calls  by  a  railway  company,  the  declaration  alleged  that 
the  deft,  was,  and  sfill  is,  the  holder  of  certain  shares  in  the  company,  and 
was  indebted  for  calls.  Held,  that  nunquam  indebitatus  did  not  amount  to 
an  admission  by  deft,  that  he  was  a  shareholder  (Birkenhead,  Lancashire 
and  Cheshire  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Brownrigg,  13  Jur.  Exch.  943). 

Dormant  Partner.]  And  a  dormant  partner  may  join  (Cothay  v.  Fen- 
nell,  10  B.  &  C.  671 ;  Lucas  v.  De  la  Cour,  1  M.  &  S.  429;  see  1  Ch. 
PI.  12)  ;  yet,  if  he  be  not  privy  to  the  contract,  and  his  name  does  not 
appear  to  the  world,  he  need  not  be  joined  as  a  pit.  with  other  partners 
(Lloyd  v.  Archbowle,  2  Taunt.  324,  325,  n.  (a);  Leveck  v.  Shaftoe,  2  Esp. 
468 ;  Davenport  v.  Rackstrow,  1  C.  &  P.  89 ;  3  Stark.  8  ;  4  B.  &  A.  437, 
contra;  1  Marsh.  246  ;  see  Blessington  v.  Ault,  2  Bing.  177).  Where  one 
partner  represents  himself  as  acting  on  his  own  account,  and  the  subject- 
matter  is  his  separate  properly,  and  the  firm  afterwards  sue,  they  will  be 
non-suited  (Lucas  v.  De  la  Cour,  1  M.  &  S.  249;  Robson  v.  Drummond,  2 

B.  &  Ad.  303).     But,  where  the  owners  of  a  whale  ship  sued  a  purchaser 
for  the  price  of  whale  oil,  though  the  contract  of  purchase  was  made  with 
one  of  the  part-owners,  and  the  purchaser  was  ignorant  of  others  having  any 
interest  in  the  transaction,  it  was  held  that  the  action  might  be  maintained, 
either  in  the  name  of  the  person  with  whom  the  contract  was  made,  or  in 
the  name  of  the  parties  really  interested,  as  the  joinder  of  the  parties  made 
no  difference  to  deft.,  and  did  not  affect  any  right  of  set-off  (Skinner  v. 
Stocks,  4  B.  &  A.  437  ;  Parsons  v.  Crosby,  5  Esp.  199  ;  Stecle  v.  Western, 
7  Moo.  31). 

Where  an  attorney  carried  on  business  under  the  name  of  A.  and  Son, 
and  the  son  was  not  in  fact  a  partner,  but  acted  as  clerk  to  his  father,  and 
received  a  salary,  it  was  held  that  A.  might  maintain  an  action  in  his  own 
name  to  recover  from  a  client  the  amount  of  a  bill  for  business  done  (Kelt  v. 
Nainby,  10  B.  &  C.  20).  Where  a  farm  was  demised  to  A.  and  B.  jointly, 
and  A.,  by  written  agreement  between  himself  and  C.,  underlet  part  of  it  to 
C.,  and  gave  receipts  for  payment  of  rent,  and  notice  to  quit  in  his  own 
name  only:  held,  that  A.  and  B.  could  not  maintain  a  joint  action  against 

C.  for  pulling  down  a  shed  which  stood  on  part  on  the  premises  demised 
(Steel  v.  Western,  7  Moo.  29).     A  merchant  carrying  on  trade  on  his  own 
separate  account  introduces  into  his  firm  the  name  of  his  clerk,  who  has  no 
participation  in  profits  or  loss,  but  continues  to  receive  a  fixed  salary :  held, 
that  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  to  the  order  of  this  firm,  the 
clerk  must  be  joined  as  a  pit.  (Guidon  v.  Robson,  2  Camp.  302). 

*The  deft,  agreed  with  Sharpe,  a  coachmaker,  for  the  hire  of  a 
[  *526  ]  carriage  for  five  years.  The  deft,  did  not  know  that  Sharpe  had 
a  partner  at  the  time  of  the  contract ;  at  the  end  of  three  years 
there  was  a  dissolution  of  partnership  between  Sharpe  and  Robson,  and 
notice  thereof,  and  of  Sharpe's  having  assigned  all  his  interest  in  the  con- 
tract to  Robson,  was  given  to  the  deft.,  who  said  that  he  would  not  continue 
the  contract  wilh  Robson:  held,  that  it  was  competent  to  the  deft,  to  consi- 
der the  agreement  at  an  ends  for  he  might  have  been  induced  to  enter  into 
the  contract  by  reason  of  the  confidence  he  reposed  in  Sharpe,  and  at  all 
events  was  entitled  to  his  service  in  the  execution  of  it  (Robson  v.  Drurn- 
mond,  2  B.  &  Ad.  303). 

Any  private  agreement  between  the  partners,  that  only  certain  members 
shall  sue/or  receive  payment  of  the  claim,  will  make  no  difference  (Davies 
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T.  Hiwkins,  3  M  or  S.  488).  There  may  be,  however,  in  some  cases  a 
change  of  credit  by  agreement  between  the  parties,  so  as  to  transfer  ihe  lia- 
bility from  tl)e  original  contracting  party,  to  one  only  of  the  firm  (1  N.  R. 
1.1.  l.'U  ;  4  Ksp.  91;  5  Esp.  122).  \\hcre  a  company,  by  the  original 
stipulation  of  the  members,  have  stipulated  that  two  of  them  shall  carry  on 
the  projected  tmde,  and  that  all  actions  shall  be  in  their  name,  they  should 
sue  (Da vies  v.  Hawkins,  3  M.  &  S.  488). 

Joint- Tenants,  $-c.]  Joint-tenants  must,  in  all  cases,  join  in  an  action  ex 
contracts,  or  personal  action  (Co.  Lit.  ISO  6;  Bac.  Abr.  Joint-Tenants,  K). 
As  to  tenants  in  common  joining  or  severing  in  action  for  rent,  dzc.  Fowls 
v.  Smi:h,  5  B.  At  A.  851 ;  1  Lev.  109.  If  they  jointly  demise  premises 
reserving  an  entire  rent,  they  may,  and  perhaps  should  join  in  an  action  to 
recover  it  (Martin  v.  Crompr,  1  Ld.  Rnym.  340;  Lit.  Ten.  ss.  315,  316; 
Harrison  v.  Barnby,  5  T  R.  249;  Powis  v.  Smith,  5  B.  &  A.  851 ;  see 
Wilkinson  v.  Hall,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  713;  Foley  v.  Addenbrooke,  4  Q.  B. 
197).  If  the  rent  be  reserved  to  them  separately  in  distinct  parts,  they 
must  sue  separately  ;  for  then  their  estates  or  interests,  and  the  terms  of  the 
contract  are  distinct  and  devirible  (Bac.  Abr.  Joint-Tenants,  K  -r  Lit.  Tea. 
s.  315;  Kirkman  v.  Newstcad,  1  Cap.  4lh  ed.  145;  Harrison  v.  I  la  ruby,  5 
T.  K.  249).  But  if  they  grant  separate  demises  of  their  interest,  or  if,  by 
conveyance  or  purchase  they  become  landlords,  they  must  sever  in  an  action 
for  rent  or  double  value  (Wilkinson  v.  Hall,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  713;  Foley  v. 
Addenbrooke,  supra);  though,  where  they  have  actually  joined  in  a  d%mise, 
they  might  join  (Harrison  v.  Barnby,  5  T.  R.  249;  Henniker  v.  Turner,  4 
B.  &  C.  157).  They  must  sever  in  an  ovowry  for  rent  (2  Bla.  Com.  182; 
Co.  Lit.  180  6;  Bac.  Abr.  Joint-Tenants,  K;  Scott  v.  Godwin,  1  B.  At  P. 
67).  The  rule  would  seem  to  bo  that  where  the  damage  is  divisible  as 
rent,  they  may  sever  (sni  qutere) ;  but  it  seems  clear  that  if  the  damage  be 
indivisible,  as  in  covenant  lor  non-repair,  they  must  join  (Co.  Lit.  313;  Kit- 
chen v.  Buekk-v,  2  Ixiv.  231  ;  Com.  Dig.  Abatement,  F.  6 ;  Bac.  Abr. 
Joint-Tenants,  K ;  2  II.  Bl.  1077;  Merct-rm  v.  Dowson,  5  B.  A:  C.  479; 
Good  v.  Tombs,  3  Wils.  118;  Henniker  v.  Turner,  tupra).  Parceners, 
also,  must  join  in  all  actions  concerning  their  estate  (Vm.  Abr.  Parceners, 
T;  2  Bla.  Com.  187,  180).  An  action  will  not  lie  at  the  suit  of  one  of  three 
coparceners  to  recover  her  proportion  of  rents  of  the  estates  received  by  an 
agent  (Dechnrms  v.  Norwood,  10  Bing.  520). 

Tenants  in  common  may  join  or  st-ver  in  an  avowry  for  rent  (Bac.  Abr. 
Joint-Tenants,  K;  5  T.  it'.  219;  T.  Raym.  341  ;  see  5  B.  <fc  A.  851  ;  1 
Lev.  109).  One  tenant  in  com:non  of  a  chattel  may  maintain  detinue  for  it 
(Broudbent  v.  Ledward,  11  Ad.  <fc  E.  209). 

*Puttic  Companies.]    Where  companies  are  established  under 
deeds  of  settlement  only  (or  provisional  agreements),  which  ex-   [  '527  ] 
eludes  banking  companies,  together  wiili  companies   established 
under  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Viet.  c.  73,  and  7  A:  8  Viet.  c.  110,  all  the  share- 
holders  must,  nt  law,  sue  and  be  sued,  except  where  contracts   have  been 
entered  into  by  and  with  the  trustees  of  the  company ;  to  avoid  this  incon- 
venience, companies  regulated  by  deed  frequently  obtain  acts  of  parliament 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  suing  and  being  sued  in  the  name  of  a  particular 
officer  (see  Wordsworth's  Joint-Stock  Companies,  304). 

Companies  regulated  by  the  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  110,  and  completely  registered, 
may  sue  and  be  sued  by  their  registered  name,  in  res[>ect  of  any  claim  by 
or  upon  a  member.  Joint-slock  banking  companies  (sec  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  90 ; 
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Bosanquet  v.  Woodford,  5  Q.  B.  310;  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  113)  are  empowered 
to  sue  and  be  sued  by  its  members,  whose  shares  in  the  concern  cannot  be 
made  matter  of  set-off  in  an  action,  and  a  member  may  sue  one  of  the  com- 
pany  for  work  done  previously  to  his  having  become  interested  in  it  (Lucas 
v.  Beech,  1  Man.  &  G.  417  ;  see  "  OFFICER,  PUBLIC"). 

The  continuing  partner  may  bring  actions  in  the  name  of  the  old  firm 
after  its  dissolution  to  recover  debts  due  to  it  (Whitehead  v.  Hughes,  2  C.  & 
M.  318). 

Where  one  party  apples  to  another  for  a  loan,  without  inquiring  whether 
the  money  is  to  be  advanced  by  the  lender  as  an  individual,  or  by  the  firm, 
if  the  advance  be  made  out  of  the  partnership  funds,  all  may  sue  (Alexander 
v.  Barker,  2  Cr.  &  J.  133;  see  Boswell  v.  Smith,  6  C.  &  P.  62 ;  Sims  v. 
Bond,  5  B.  &  Ad.  393  ;  Sims  v.  Britain,  4  B.  &  Ad.  375).  Where  one 
partner  sells  the  goods  of  the  firm  in  his  own  name,  the  firm  may  sue  the 
buyer  for  the  price  (Cothay  v.  Fennell,  10  B.  &  C.  671 ;  Skinner  v.  Stocks, 
4  B.  &  A.  437 ;  see  Rodwell  v.  Ridge,  1  C.  &  P.  220).  And,  when  a  com- 
pany  is  sanctioned  by  an  act  of  parliament,  it  generally  enables  them  to 
recover  all  debts,  &c.,  in  the  name  of  their  secretary  (Guthrie  v.  Fish,  3  B. 
&  C.  178  ;  5  D.  &  R.  24 ;  G.  &  J.  245). 

If  a  person  collude  with  one  partner  of  a  firm  in  order  to  enable  him  to 
injure  the  other  partners,  they  can  maintain  a  joint  action  against  the  other 
persons  so  colluding  (Longman  v.Pole,  1  Moo.  &  M.  225,  per  Lord  Tenter- 
den,  C.  J.). 

Tht  several  partners  of  a  firm  may  sue  upon  a  guarantee  given  to  one  of 
them,  if  there  be  evidence  that  it  was  given  for  the  benefit  of  all  (Garrett  v. 
Hanley,  4  B.  &  C.  664;  see  Walton  v.  Dobson,  3  C.  &  P.  164).  Where 
one  of  several  partners  in  a  banking-house  drew  a  bill  in  his  own  name  upon 
a  third  party,  who  accepted  the  same  upon  condition  that  the  drawer  should 
provide  for  the  same  when  due:  held,  that  all  the  partners  could  not  recover 
on  the  bill  (Sparrow  v.  Chisman,  9  B.  &  C.  241 ;  recognised  in  Gordon  v. 
Ellis,  13  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  P.  179). 

As  to  actions  by  executors  or  administrators,  see  that  title. 

When  one  of  several  partners  or  persons  having  a  joint  legal  interest  in 
the  contract  dies,  and  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the  deceased  can 
neither  be  joined  nor  sue  separately,  even  where  the  deceased  was  alone  en- 
titled to  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  contract  (2  Saund.  122,  n.  1  ;  1  East, 
497 ;  Salk.  444  ;  1  Ld.  Raym.  340 ;  2  M.  &  S.  225).  But  see  Wightman 
v.  Townroe,  1  M.  &  Sel.  412 ;  Ex  parte  Richardson,  Buck,  202);  a  surviv- 
ing partner  may  include  a  debt  due  to  him  in  his  own  separate  right,  with 
one  in  the  character  of  surviving  partner  (3  T.  R.  433;  5  T.  R.  423;  2 
Chit.  Rep.  436);  but  a  surviving  partner,  suing  in  assumpsit,  must 
[  *528  ]  be  so  stated,  or  he  *will  be  nonsuited  (Jell  v.  Douglas,  4  B.  & 
A.  374).  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  sue  as  a  surviving  partner, 
when  pits,  sue  as  indorsees  of  bills  of  exchange  (6  Moo.  579). 

Action  to  Recover  Railway  Deposits.  Liability  of  Members  inter  sej\ 
The  prospectus  contained  a  list  of  provisional  directors,  and  announced  that 
applications  for  shares  were  to  be  made  to  the  provisional  committee  of 
management ;  a  committee  of  management,  with  a  chairman,  was  subse- 
quently appointed  by  a  resolution  of  the  provisional  committee,  and  thence- 
forward managed  the  affairs  of  the  company.  Deft,  made  an  application  for 
share  in  the  form  prescribed,  which  contained  a  promise  to  pay  deposits, 
and  received  a  letter  of  allotment  from  the  secretary  of  the  company,  stating 
that  scrip  certificates  would  be  delivered  in  exchange  for  such  letter.  At 
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the  foot  of  the  .letter  was  a  receipt  for  deposits,  signed  by  one  of  the  com- 
pany's bankers.  The  form  of  receipt  was  on  account  of  the  provisional 
committee :  held,  that  the  deft.'s  contract  to  pay  the  deposits  was  made  with 
the  provisional  committee  at  large,  and  that  the  committee  of  management 
could  not  maintain  an  action  for  the  non-payment  (Woolmer  v.Toby,  10  Q. 
B.  691). 

Some  of  the  provisional  directors  having  withdrawn,  and  other  persons 
having  become  such  directors  between  the  application  for  shares  and  the 
allotment ;  qutrrc,  whether  defendant  had  the  option  of  taking  or  refusing  the 
•bares  allotted  (Ib.). 

A.,  by  letter,  requested  the  committee  of  a  railway  company  to  allot  him 
a  certain  number  of  share*  in  the  undertaking,  and  thereby  undertook  to 
receive  the  same,  or  any  less  number,  and  to  pay  the  deposit  and  execute 
the  parliamentary  contract  and  agreement  when  required.  He  received 
a  letter  from  the  company,  allotting  him  certain  shares  headed,  "  Not  trans* 
fcrablc:"  held,  that  this  term  qualified  the  acceptance,  and  that  the  two  let- 
ters did  not  together  constitute  any  contract ;  and,  therefore,  in  an  action  by 
the  company  against  A.  to  recover  the  deposit,  that  they  were  not  entitled  to 
recover  (Duke  v.  Andrews,  2  Exch.  290;  5  Railw.  Ca.  496). 

A  declaration  for  the  recovery  of  deposits  is  not  bad  for  omitting  to  show 
that  the  provisions  of  the7di8  Vict.c.  110,  with  reference  to  joint-stock  com- 
panies, had  been  complied  with,  or  that  the  company  had  been  formed  before 
the  passing  of  that  act  (Duke  (Knt.)  v.  Forbes,  5  Dowl.  At  L.  198 ;  1  Exch. 
Rep.  356):  nor  is  it  necessary  to  state  that  the  company  was  continuing  at 
the  time  of  the  allotment  made,  or  to  allege,  specifically,  that  the  deft,  had 
•pled  the  allotment  (Ib.). 


For  not  accrpting  RaUu-ay  Scrip.]  Declaration  for  not  accepting  scrip 
receipts.  Plea,  that,  before  the  accruing  of  the  cause*  of  action,  and  after 
the  1st  November,  1644,  to  wit,  Ate.,  divers  persons,  exceeding  the  number 
of  twenty-five,  were  united  in  partnership  as  a  joint-stuck  company  in  Eng- 
land, for  the  purpose  of  executing  certain  works  which  might  be  carried  on 
without  the  authority  of  Parliament,  that  is  to  say,  &c.,  and  that  the  said 
partnership  and  company  had  not  been  formed  or  established  in  any  way 
howsoever  on  or  before  the  1st  November,  1844.  The  plea  then  alleged 
that  the  company  had  not  obtained  a  certificate  of  complete  registration  under 
the  7  At  8  Viet.  c.  110,  and  that  the  scrip  receipts  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned were  in  respect  of  shares  in  such  company.  Replication,  fie  irtjurid. 
At  the  trial  the  evidence  was,  that  one  S.  went  to  India,  on  his  own  account 
and  expense,  in  1843,  for  the  purpose  of  introducing  railways,  and  that  he 
examined  the  ground  for  the  intended  line  ;  that  two  or  three  persons  were 
desirous  of  being  on  the  intended  committee,  and  furthering  his  views  in 
forming  the  company;  that  S.  returned  to  this  country  from  India  in  Sep- 
tember, 1844  ;  and  that  the  company  was  provisionally  registered  under  the 
act  on  the  15th  May,  1H45.  The  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
formation  of  the  company  had  boon  commenced  before  the  1st  November, 
1844  :  held,  that  the  direction  was  wrong,  as  there  was  no  evidence  for  the 
jury,  from  the  above  facts,  that  the  formation  of  the  company  was  commenced 
before  the  1st  November,  1844  (Baker  v.  Plaskitt,  5  llailw.  ('.  117  ;  12  Jur. 
17 ;  17  Law  J.,  C.  P.  89 ;  5  C.  B.  282).  Sembic,  the  plea  was  good  by  the 
pits,  having  pleaded  over  (Ib.). 

Provisional  CommiUft'tnen.      Liability  of  Mcmlxrs  to  third  Fersont.] 
The  deft.,  provisional  committee-man  of  a  railway  company,  took  part  in  a 
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resolution  appointing  eight  specified  persons  to  be  a  rmnaging  committee. 
There  was  no  provision  in  the  resolution,  as  proved,  that  any  number  less 
than  the  whole  might  act;  nor  of  any  usage  to  that  effect;  nor  of  any  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  deft,  to  that  effect :  held,  that  the  authority  must  be 
taken,  on  the  evidence  given,  to  have  been  a  simple  one  to  the  eight  specified 
persons  to  act ;  and,  therefore,  the  deft,  was  not  bound  by  a  contract,  within 
the  scope  of  the  authority,  made  by  only  six  of  them  (Brown  v.  Andrew,  13 
Jur.  938;  18  Law  J.  152,  Q.  B.). 

Deft,  was,  by  his  consent,  a  provisional  committee-man.  According  to 
the  prospectus,  the  affairs  of  the  company  were  to  be  under  the  control  of  a 
managing  committee.  A  managing  committee  was  appointed,  and  then  the 
provisional  committee  ceased  to  rtct.  After  this,  the  solicitor  to  the  company, 
who  had  been  appointed  by  the  provisional  committee,  gave  orders  for  the 
publication  of  advertisements.  In  an  action  against  deft,  for  the  expense  of 
inserting  these,  it  was  proved  that  he  twice  attended  meetings  of  the  pro- 
visional committee,  but  that  he  was  not  on  the  managing  committee,  nor  a 
shareholder:  held,  that  these  facts  constituted  no  evidence  I'or  a  jury  of  the 
deft,  having  authorized  the  insertion  of  the  advertisements,  nor  of  his  liability 
(Cooke  v.  Tonkin,  9  Q  B.  936). 

A  provisional  committee-man  of  a  railway  was  sued  for  work  done  by  the 
pit.,  on  behalf  of  the  company,  in  1845,  for  a  portion  only  of  which  he  had 
given  any  authority  to  pledge  his  credit.  In  1846,  the  committee  circulated 
a  letter,  which  operated  as  an  admission  of  ihe  whole  of  the  pits,  against  the 
company:  held,  that  the  judge  was  right  in  directing  the  jury  to  consider  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  admission  was  made,  and  the  mistaken  view 
which  was  at  that  time  entertained  of  the  liability  of  members  of  provisional 
committees,  and  to  qualify  the  effect  of  the  admission  accordingly  (Newton 
v.  Belcher,  18  Law  J.  53,  Q.  B.;  S.  P.,  Newton  v.  Liddiard,  ib.).  In  an 
action  against  a  member  of  the  provisional  committee  of  a  projected  railway 
company,  on  a  contract  made  by  the  managing  committee  of  that  company, 
it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  deft.,  as  member  of  the  provisional 
committee,  appointed  the  managing  committee  his  agents,  with  power  to 
pledge  his  credit  (Williams  v.  Pigot,  12  Jur.  313;  17  Law  J.  196  ;  2  Exch. 
201). 

A  jury  ought  not  to  infer,  from  the  mere  fact  of  the  appoinment  of  a 
managing  committee  by  the  provisional  committee  of  such  a  company,  that 
they  thereby  intended  to  constitute  the  managing  committee  their  agents,  so 
as  to  entitle  them  to  pledge  their  credit  (per  Parke,  B.,  ib.). 

A  member  of  a  committee  formed  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  an  im- 
provement bill  in  Parliament  is  not  liable  to  the  solicitor  of  the  committee 
for  work  done  by  him  for  the  committe  as  such  solicitor  before  he  became 
a  member  of  the  committee  (Bremner  v.  Chamberlayne,  2  C.  &  K.  460, 
Rolfe). 

Where  an  attorney  of  a  railway  company  contracted  as  such,  but  managed 
all  the  concerns  of  the  company,  there  being  no  acting  committee,  held,  that 
the  attorney  was  not  personally  liable  under  such  contracts  (Russel  v.  Rcece, 
2  C.  &  K.  669,  Wilde). 

Where  one  Partner  becomes  Bankrupt.]  Where  one  of  several  partners 
becomes  a  bankrupt,  the  action  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  solvent 
partner  and  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt  (Thompson  v.  Frere,  10  East, 
418 ;  recognised  by  Bailey,  B.,  in  Burt  v.  Mould,  3  Tyrw.  569). 

If  one  partner  become  a  bankrupt  his  assignee  cannot  obtain  any  share  of 
the  partnership  effects  until  they  first  satisfy  all  that  is  due  from  him  to  the 
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partnership  (Holderness  v.  Shackels,  8  B.  &  C.  618 ;  per  Tentcrdon,  C.  J.). 
A  solvent  partner  may  sue  out  a  writ  in  the  name  of  his  partner  or  of  his 
assignors  if  he  be  bankrupt,  as  well  as  his  own,  in  order  to  recover  a  debt 
due  to  the  partnership;  but  the  partner  who  objects  has  a  right  to  be  indem- 
nified against  the  costs  (Whitehead  v.  Hughes,  2  Cr.  At  M.  318). 

Al. hough  each  partner  may  bind  the  others  by  dealing  wiih  strangers  in 
the  name  of  the  firm,  yet  he  cannot  dn  so  on  his  own  individual  account  to 
a  larger  extent  than  his  interest.  Thus,  though  the  goods  may  be  taken, 
and  his  share  therein  sold  for  his  own  private  debt,  yet  the  purchaser  from 
the  sheriff*  buys  only  that  to  which  the  dell,  is  justly  entitled  (as  between 
himself  and  his  companions)  (Heyden  v.  Hcyden,  3  Salk.  392;  Chapman  v. 
Koops,  3  B.  &  P.  289;  Johnson  v.  Evan«,  7  Man.  &  G.  240).  So,  if  he 
become  individually  a  bankrupt  (Hulderncss  v.  Shackles,  8  B.  &  C.  012; 
West  v.  Skip,  1  Ves.  242). 

The  relation  between  a  banker  and  customer  who  pays  money  into  the- 
bank,  is  the  ordinary  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor,  wiih  a  Kiiperadded  ob- 
ligation arising  out  of  thecustnm  of  bankers  to  honour  the  customers'  draft*; 
nnd  that  relation  is  not  altered  by  an  agreement  by  the  banker  to  allow  tho 
interest  on  tit*  balances  in  the  bank.  The  relation  of  banker  and  customer 
does  not  partake  of  a  fiduciary  character,  nor  bear  analogy  to  thu  relation 
between  principal  and  factor  or  agent,  who  is  quasi  trustee  for  the  principal 
in  respect  of  the  particular  matter  for  which  lie  is  appointed  factor  or  agent 
(Foley  v.  Hill,  2  II.  L.  Co.  28). 

In  cnse  against  defts.  for  not  honouring  pit. 's  cheque  for  If.  11*.,  it  ap- 
peared that  on  the  20th  March  (ho  balance  in  ••!!.'*  favour  was  2 1/.  4*.  On 
that  day  an  acceptance  of  pit.,  made  payable  by  him  at  ilH't.'s  for  42/.,  was 
presented  and  paid.  The  cheque  was  presented  a  week  afterwards.  On  the 
VJOlh,  after  I  lie  acceptance  had  been  paid,  a  clerk  of  deO.'tt  called  on  pit.  to 
know  wli.it  t*  I  ton  Id  be  done  about  that  acceptance,  not  slating  that  it  hid 
been  paid;  pit.  directed  that  it  should  not  be  paid;  the  clerk  endeavoured 
to  get  (he  money  back,  marking  the  acceptance  as  paid  and  cancelled  by 
mistake,  but  did  not  succeed  ;  and  dells.,  on  the  24th  Mnrch,  honoured  u 
cheque  druvv (i  by  pit.  for  l.'i/.  13*.:  held,  that  defls.  had  authority  to  npply 
the  funds  of  pit.  in  iheir  hand*  towards  payment  of  the  acceptance;  and  that 
what  took  place  afterward?!  did  not  alter  or  destroy  the  authority  (Keymcr 
v.  Laurie,  13  Jur.  4^0  ;  IS  L.  J.,  21*,  Q.  B.).  tyuere,  whether  the  de-Its, 
could  recover  from  the  pit.  the  dilil-rence  between  the  amoun:  of  l he  bill  aud 
the  moneys  in  ilieir  hands?  (Ib.). 

The  fict  of  the  delta.,  after  payment  of  the  bill,  having  endeavoured  to 
get  buck  the  money,  and  having  treated  the  payment  as  made  by  mistake, 
and  subsequently  honouring  a  cheque  drawn  by  the  pit  ,  cannot  alter  or  de- 
stroy the  pre-exiiling  authority  (Ik). 

\Vhere  a  bill  of  exchange  is  accepted,  payable  at  a  bankers',  having  OB  it 
at  the  lime  of  such  acceptance  the  forged  indorsement  of  the  payee,  thu 
bankers  are  responsible  to  the  acceptor  if  they  piy  the  party  wrongfully 
claiming  under  such  forged  indorsement  (Tucker  v.  Roburls,  13  Jur.  7UJ; 
I*  L.  J.  !<>!>,  Q.B.). 

When  Partners  may  sue  each  other  on  a  Contract]  It  is  a  general  rule 
that,  U".ween  partners,  whether  partners  generally  or  in  a  particular  trans- 
action, no  account  can  !•»•  taken  rit  law,  except,  indeed,  an  aeiiun  of  account 
(•»ec  Max!-  r  v.  Hosier,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  28S  ;  Sturton  v.  Rich  ird»on,  13  M.  At 
W.  17  ;  "Smith  v.  Barrow,  2  T.  R.  'J7H;  Mainwaring  v.  Nc.vman,  *J  B.  &  I*. 
TJ4  ;  lleskclh  v.  Blanchurd,  4  t^ist,  144  ;  Holmes  v.  Higgins,  1  li.  At  C.  74  ; 
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Teague  v.  Hubbard,  8  B.  &  C.  345 ;  Bovill  v.  Hammond,  6  B.  &  C.  149; 
Brown  v.  Tapscott,  6  M.  &  W.  119;  Wilson  v.  Curzen,  15  M.  &  W.  534). 
Hence,  where  A.  and  B.  jointly  undertook  to  procure  a  cargo  for  a  vessel, 
for  certain  commission,  which  they  agreed  to  divide  equally  between  them- 
selves, and  B.  made  all  disbursements  and  received  all  the  moneys  for  the 
owners,  who  objected  to  money  claimed  by  B.  for  commission :  held,  that  A. 
could  not  maintain  money  had  and  received  against  B.  for  his  share  of  the 
commission,  the  demand  arising  out  of  a  partnership  transaction,  and  no 
account  having  been  settled  (Bovill  v.  Hammond,  6  B.  &  C.  149):  and  it 
makes  no  difference  that  all  moneys  have  been  received  and  paid  by  one 
partner  (Ib.);  or  that  the  party  suing  be  only  a  dormant  partner  (Goddard 
v.  Hodges,  1  C.  &  M.  33).  But  the  objection  does  not  hold  unless  a  part- 
nership have  been  actually  formed  (Nickells  v.  Crosby,  3  B.  &  C.  814; 
Wilkinson  v.  Frasier,  4  Esp.  182;  Heskcth  v.  Blanchard,  4  East,  144);  nor 
can  such  partnership  claim  become  the  subject  of  set-off  (Fromout  v.  Coup- 
land,  9  Moo.  319);  nor  can  one  partner  sue  another  for  goods  sold  (Harvey 
v.  Kay,  9  B.  &  C.  356);  or  money  lent,  or  work  done,  or  money  paid  (Ib. ; 
Perring  v.  Hone,  12  Moo.  135  ;  Holmes  v.  Higgins,  1  B.  &  C.  74;  Wilson 
v.  Curzen,  15  M.  &  W.  532  ;  see  Parkin  v.  Fry,  2  C.  &  P.  311  ;  Milburn  v. 
Codd,  7  B.  &  C.  419);  though  paid  by  compulsion  of  law,  and  the  partner 

be  suing  for  contribution  (Sadler  v.  Nixon,  5  B.  &  Ad.  936  ;  *Pear- 
[  *529  ]  son  v.  Skelton,  1  M.  &  W.  504 ;  but  see  Wilson  v.  Cutting,  10 

Bing.  436).  Nor  can  the  drawer  of  a  bill  who  is  a  partner  in  a 
firm  recover  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  him,  not  on  his  other  part- 
ners separalely  by  name,  but  upon  the  firm  generally  by  the  style  in  which 
it  is  conducted  (Neale  v.  Turton,  4  Bing.  148).  But  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained by  one  partner  against  his  co-partner  on  an  express  covenant  or  special 
undertaking  to  do  or  omit  a  particular  act  (Bedford  v.  Bruton,  1  Bing.  N.  C. 
399  ;  Brown  v.  Tapscott,  6  M.  &  W.  119);  thus,  if  one  of  several  partners 
covenant  or  expressly  agree  to  account,  and  neglect  to  do  so,  an  action  may 
be  supported  by  the  others  (Humblethorp  v.  Hardesly,  7  Mod.  116  ;  Venning 
v.  Leckie,  13  East,  8,  538).  In  Bedford  v.  Bruton,  supra,  the  pit.  and  defts. 
were  members  of  a  joint-stock  company ;  pit.  agreed  to  demise  land  to  the 
defts.  as  trustees  for  the  company,  and  defts.  covenanted  to  pay  him  rent, 
and  by  a  separate  deed  pit.  and  the  other  members  of  the  company  cove- 
nanted to  indemnify  defts.  for  acts  done  by  them  as  trustees :  held,  that  pit., 
though  a  member  of  the  company,  might  sue  defts.  on  their  covenant  (sec 
Andrews  v.  Ellison,  6  Moo.  199).  So,  assumpsit  lies  by  one  partner  for 
cash  which  he  advanced  to  his  co-parincr  before  the  partnership,  and  in 
order  to  its  formation  (Venning  v.  Leckie,  supra;  Elgie  v.  Webster,  5  M.  & 
W.  518).  So,  for  money  which  he  had  paid  since  the  dissolution  of  part- 
nership to  a  stranger,  who  had  no  notice  thereof,  and  to  which  his  late  partner 
rendered  him  liable,  though  he  had  no  interest  in  the  transaction  by  which 
he  was  so  made  liable  (Osborne  v.  Harnjy,  5  East,  225  ;  Hatton  v.  Eyre,  1 
Marsh.  603 ;  Clark  v.  Glcnie,  3  Stark.  10 ;  Jackson  v.  Stopherd,  2  C.  &  M. 
362  ;  Smith  v.  Barrow,  2  T.  R.  476  ;  Foster  v.  Allanson,  ib.  479;  Coffee  v. 
Brian,  3  Bing.  55  ;  Bovill  v.  Hammond,  6  B.  &  C.  149):  and  so  where  an 
account  is  stated  (Ovvston  v.  Ogle,  ib.  538;  Want  v.  lleece,  1  Bing.  18), 
whether  the  account  be  taken  by  the  parties  themselves,  or  through  the 
medium  of  a  court  or  of  an  arbitrator  (Moravia  v.  Levy,  2  T.  R.  483,  n. ; 
Foster  v.  Allanson,  ib.  479;  Winter  v.  White,  1  B.  &  B.  350;  see  Henley 
v.  Soper,  8  B.  &  C.  16 ;  Brown  v.  Tapscott,  6  M.  &  W.  119  ;  Carr  v.  Smith, 
5  Q.  B.  128).  It  has  been  held  that  an  express  promise  was  necessary  to 
support  such  action,  but  an  implied  one  is  now  sufficient  (Fromont  v.  Coup- 
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land,  2  Ding.  170 ;  Ruckstraw  v.  Irober,  Holt,  N.  P.  368 ;  Wray  T.  Milestone, 
5  M.  &  W.  21). 

The  account  should,  however,  be  final  (Fremont  T.  Coupland,  2  Bin-;. 
170);  and  where  A.  and  B.  had  been  partners  in  certain  transactions  for  the 
•ale  and  purchase  of  wool,  having  also  had  other  dealings  together,  and  they 
settled  a  general  account,  in  which  was  an  item  to  B.'s  debit  "To  loss  on 
wool,"  and  which  showed  a  balance  against  him,  B.  signed  the  account,  and 
admitted  the  balance  due:  held,  that  A.  might  afterwards  maintain  an  action 
to  recover  the  amount  of  the  item  for  the  loss  on  the  wool  (Wray  v.  Mile- 
stone, 5  M.  At  W.  21);  but  one  partner  may  sue  the  other  for  money  had 
and  received  to  the  use  of  the  former,  and  wrongfully  carried  to  the  partner- 
ship account  (Smith  v.  Barrow,  tupra). 

One  partner  cannot  recover  a  sum  of  money  received  by  another  unless, 
on  a  balance  struck,  that  sum  be  found  to  be  due  to  him  alone  (Smith  v.  Bar- 
row, 2  T.  R.  478,  per  Buller,  J.).  Where  ph.  and  d«-ft.  had  been  engaged 
in  running  a  coach  from  B.  to  L.,  pit.  finding  horses  for  one  part  of  the  road, 
i !«.•  ft.  for  another,  and  the  profits  of  each  party  were  calculated  according  to 
the  number  of  miles  covered  by  his  own  horses;  the  pit.  received  the  fares, 
and  rendered  an  account  thereof  every  week  to  the  deft.:  held,  that 
pit.  *and  deft,  were  partners  in  this  concern,  and  that  in  an  action  [  *530  ] 
by  the  pit.  against  lite  deft,  upon  a  separate  transaction,  the  deft, 
could  not  set  oil"  a  balance  which  had  been  declared  upon  these  weekly  ac- 
counts in  his  favour,  for  this  was  a  balance  during  the  continuance  of  tho 
concern,  and  not  a  final  balance  upon  all  the  partnership  accounts  (Fromont  v. 
Coupland,  2  Bmg.  172  ;  recognised  in  Green  v.  Beeslcy,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  108; 
see  Barton  v.  Hanson,  2  Taunt.  40;  but  sec  Reg.  v.  While,  8  C.  Ac  P.  742). 
Where  the  pit.  agreed  with  deft,  to  convoy  by  horse  and  cart  the  mail  be- 
tween N.  and  B.  at  91.  a  mile  per  annum,  and  to  pay  his  portion  of  the 
expense  of  the  cart.  Arc.,  and  it  was  Mipulaled  ihnt  all  money  received  for 
the  carriage  of  parcels  should  be  divided  between  the  parties,  nnl  that 
any  damage  occasioned  by  ihu  loss  or  dama^?  of  such  parcels  should  be 
borne  in  equal  portions:  held,  that  this  n^recntent  constituted  a  partnership, 
and  not  a  mere  measure  of  wages,  so,  the  pit.  could  not  sue  dbft.  for  tho  O/. 
per  mile  (Green  v.  Beeslcy,  tupra).  A  partner  may  recover  money  paid  to 
his  co-partner,  for  the  purpose  of  being  paid  over  as  tho  plt.'s  liquidated 
share  of  a  debt  to  their  joint  creditor,  if  it  be  not  so  applied,  and  (he  pit.  be 
obliged  to  pay  such  joint-creditor  (Wright  v.  Hunter,  1  Kant,  20;  Yenning 
v.  Leckic,  13  East,  7  ;  Hution  v.  Evre,  (3  Tuunt.  •J'-O ;  see  Kobson  v.  Curtis, 
1  Stark.  78). 

Where  two  proprietors  of  a  stage-conch,  A.  A:  B.,  dissolved  their  partner, 
ship  in  November;  during  the  partnership  n:  m'lily  accounts  were  made  up, 
on  each  of  which  a  balance  was  struck  in  favour  of  A.,  and  these  balances 
were  never  carried  forward  from  one  account  to  another,  and  B.  had  piid  A. 
the  balance  on  the  November  account,  which  was  made  up  to  the  time  of  tho 
dissolution:  held,  that  A.  might  maintain  an  action  for  tl»o  balance  in  his 
favour  on  the  September  and  October  accounts  (Brierly  v.  Cripps,  7  C. 
Ac  P.  700);  each  month's  account  being  quite  distinct  from  all  the  others, 
nnd  no  balance  being  carried  forward  from  any  of  them  (Ib. ;  per  Tindal, 
C.  J  ). 

The  proprietors  of  a  stage-conch,  agreed  amongst  themselves,  that  each. 
should  horse  the  conch  for  certain  stages,  and  receive  the  payments  and  make 
the  requisite  disbursements  on  such  stages;  and  it  was  the  practice  for  one 
or  more  of  the  partners,  every  month,  to  make  up  and  send  round  to  the 
other  partners  a  written  account  from  the  way-bills,  showing  the  receipts  and 
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disbursements  of  each  proprietor,  the  share  of  net  profits,  ifnny  due,  to  ench, 
and  the  proprietor  by  whom  and  to  whom  the  ascertained  shares  should  be 
paid,  and  the  payments  made  accordingly.  In  assumpsit  by  one  partner 
against  another  lor  a  balance  so  adjusted,  and  not  paid  (the  partnership  still 
continuing),  the  plt.'s  case  rested  upon  a  written  account  made  out  as  above, 
but  not  stamped  :  held,  that  if  an  action  at  law  would  lie  at  all  on  a  settle- 
ment of  partnership  accounts,  which  was  not  a  final  close  of  all  the  partner- 
ship transactions,  still,  the  settlement  in  question  not  appearing  to  have  been 
agreed  to  by  the  partners  generally,  or  by  the  pit.  and  deft.,  could  be  bindinf 
only  as  an  award,  and  that  it  could  not  so  operate  for  want  of  a  stamp  (Carr 
v.  Smith,  5  Q.  B.  129). 

One  partner  may  sue  another  for  work  done  for  the  firm  before  he  became 
a  partner  of  it  (Lucas  v.  Beach,  1  Man.  &  G.  417). 

Between  partners  who  have  covenanted   by  deed    to  account  with  each 
other,  and  to  pay  over  what  shall  appear  to  be  due,  if  they  state  an  account, 
and  one  expressly  promise  to  pay  the  balance,  assumpsit  may  be  supported, 
notwithstanding  the  deed  (Moravia  v.  Levy,  2  T.  R.  483;  Foster  v.  Allan- 
son,  ib.  478).     Assumpsit  for  money  had  and   received  will  lie 
[  *531  ]  against  one  who  has  been  a  member  *of  a  benefit  society,  for 
money  intrusted  to  his  keeping  by  the  rest  of  the  society,  in  the 
name  of  the  persons  properly  appointed  for  managing  the  society's  affairs 
under  their  articles  (Sharp  v.  Warren,  6  Pri.  131). 

Where  by  special  bargains  particular  transactions  are  separated  from  the 
joint  account,  one  partner  may  sue  another  on  them  (Jackson  v.  Stop- 
herd,  2  C.  &  M.  361  ;  Coflby  v.  Brian,  3  Bing.  54;  Wray  v.  Milestone,  5 
M.  &  W.  21  ;  Elgie  v.  Webster,  5  M.  &  W.  518.  But  see  Robson  v.  Cur- 
tis, 10  Moo.  341). 

And.  where  J.,  T.,  and  B.  were  jointly  concerned  in  the  sale  of  goods,  ,T. 
consigned  them  to  B.,  who  sold  them  on  the  joint  account;  T.  being  re- 
quested to  accept  bills  for  the  firm,  refused  to  do  so  without  some  security; 
when  B.  engaged,  if  T.  paid  the  bills,  to  repay  him  out  of  tho  proceeds 
received  for  goods  already  sold.  T.  having  accepted  and  paid  the  bills,  it 
was  held  that  fie  might  sue  B.  for  money  had  and  received  to  his  use  (Coffee 
v.  Brian,  3  Bing.  54).  Sailors  in  a  whale-ship  who  receive  a  proportion  of 
the  profits  in  lieu  of  wages,  when  the  cargo  is  sold,  are  not  considered  as 
partners,  but  may  sue  the  captain  for  wages  (Wilkinson  v.  Krasier,  4  Esp. 
182);  nor  are  part-owners  of  a  ship  necessarily  partners  (Flolme  v.  Smith, 
7  Bing.  709;  see  Robinson  v.  Gleadow,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  161,  per  Parke, 
J.).  And,  where  there  is  only  a  proposed  partnership,  as  in  the  case  of. 
subscribers,  one  party  may  sue  the  other  (3  B.  &  C.  814).  How  far  a 
joint-stock  banking  company,  or  a  joint-stock  company  established  since 
1st  November,  1844,  can  sue  a  partner,  or  a  partner  them,  see  post.,  p. 
532. 

A  partner  may  maintain  an  action  on  the  note  or  acceptance  of  his  part- 
ner (Preston  v.  Strutton,  1  Anst.  50). 

And,  if  one  partner,  though  without  the  knowledge  of  the  other,  refer  the 
claim  of  a  third  person  to  arbitration,  and  the  award  is  against  the  partners, 
and  he  pay  over  the  sum  awarded  to  the  claimant,  he  may  sue  his  other 
partners  for  money  paid  (Burnell  v.  Minot,  4  Moo.  340).  When  one  part- 
ner or  joint-contractor  pays  money  for  another  which  the  latter  had  en- 
gaged to  repay,  he  may  recover  it  from  the  other  as  money  paid  to  his  use 
(Hatton  v.  Kyre,  G  Taunt.  289;  1  Marsh.  603;  8  T.  R.  614;  ante,  "Mo- 
NKY  HAD  AND  KECEivED") ;  seel  quccre,  for  one  partner  cannot  sue  his 


PARTNERS.  531 

co-partner  for  contribution  when  he  pays  a  debt  recovered  against  the 
firm. 

The  partners  in  one  house  of  trade  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  the 
partners  in  another  house  of  trade,  of  which  one  of  the  partners  in  the  plt.'s 
house  is  also  a  member,  for  transactions  which  took  place  while  he  was 
partner  in  both  houses,  whether  the  action  be  brought  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
common  partner  or  after  his  death  ;  but  after  that  event,  the  surviving  part- 
ners of  one  house  may  sue  those  of  the  other  upon  transactions  subsequent 
to  the  decease  of  the  common  partner  (Bosanquet  v.  Wray,  6  Taunt.  597  ; 
Maitiwaring  v.  Newman,  2  B.  At  P.  124;  Teague  v.  Hubbard,  8  B.  fe  C. 
3i--i;  Harvey  v.%ay,  9  B.  At  C.  356;  Hubbard  v.  Teague,  6  Bing.  196; 
Hudson  v.  Robinson,  4  M.  At  S.  475;  ROM  v.  Boulton,  2  B.  At  Ad.  822). 
Therefore,  if  A.,  an  attorney,  and  B.  and  C.  be  members  of  a  trading  com- 
pany, and,  after  its  dissolution,  B.  and  C.  be  sued  by  creditors  of  the  com- 
pany, and  retain  A.  to  defend  the  action,  the  latter  being  as  a  member  of 
the  company  liable  to  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  defending  these  actions, 
cannot  sue  B.  and  C.  for  his  bill  of  costs  (Milbourne  v.  ('odd,  7  B.  At  C. 
419).  And  when  the  agreement  between  several  does  not  constitute  a  part- 
nership between  themselves,  but  only  an  agreement  in  favour  of  one,  as  a 
coni|»cusation  for  trouble  and  credit,  he  may  sue  the  other,  though 
•both  might  be  liable  as  partners  to  third  persons  (Hosketh  v.  [  *532  ] 
Blanchard,  4  East,  144  ;  Wau«h  v.  Carver,  2  II.  Bl.  235;  Morse 
v.  Wilson,  4  T.  R.  353 ;  sec  Enderby  v.  Gilpin,  5  B.  At  A.  954 ;  see  Pott 
v.  Eyton,  3  C.  B.  82). 

Contribution.]  One  partner  who  has  been  sued  and  obliged  to  pay  dam- 
ages incurred  by  the  whole  firm,  cannot  maintain  an  action  agninst  the  rest 
for  contribution,  unless  where  the  partnership  is  in  an  isolated  transaction 
(Sadler  v.  Nixon,  5  B.  «fc  Ad.  930;  ««  Wilson  v.  Cutting,  10  Bin*.  430; 
Pearson  v.  Skelton,  1  M  &  W.  504 ;  Brown  v.  Tapscott,  0  M.  A:  W.  119; 
but  sec  Abbott  v.  Smith,  2  III.  R.  W47  ;  Wuolley  v.  Batiw,  2  C.  At  P.  117). 
An  action  at  common  law  is  sustainable  to  recover  a  contribution  in  the  na- 
ture, of  general  average,  by  onu  slupjier  against  another  (3  Camp.  480 ;  1 
East,  220;  4  Taunt.  1*3). 

Tlw  pit.  and  deft.,  together  wish  others,  signed  thn  following  contract  : 
"Being  desirous  that  the  communication  between  London,  Hernc  Bay,  and 
Margate,  should  be  kept  open  during  the  ensuing  winter,  by  means  of  a 
steninbo.it,  we  hereby  authorize  Mr.  G.  A.  B.,  to  chirter  the  Brockelbank, 
or  any  other  suitable  vessel,  on  the  best  possible  terms,  and  to  mike  the  ne- 
cessary arrangements  for  her  running  on  tlic  station  during  the  whole  or 
such  part  of  the  winter  us  in  iv  l>  •  deemed  expedient,  on  our  joint  account, 
each  of  us  taking  n  proportionate  interest  in  this  enterprise,  according  to  the 
amount  subscribed,  and  the  profit  or  loss  to  be  divided  amongst  us  in  pro- 
portion  to  our  subscription.  In  order  to  form  a  fund  for  defraying  the  ne- 
cessary expenses,  we  have  each  of  us  paid  10/.  per  ctnt.  on  th  •  amount  of 
our  subscriptions,  and  we  hereby  bind  ourselves  and  agr«:<:  to  pay  Mr.  G. 
A.  B.  such  further  instalments,  each  of  us,  in  proj>ortion  to  his  subscription, 
as  it  may  be  necessary  to  call  for  from  time  to  lime,  should  the  earnings  of 
the  boat  not  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  expenses.  It  being,  however,  under- 
stood, that  our  liability  is  not  to  extend  beyond  the  amount  subscribed  by  us 
respectively."  Held,  that  this  agreement  constituted  a  par:nershi|>  between 
those  who  signed  it,  and  that  the  pit.,  who  had  paid  such  debts  arising  from 
the  undertaking  as  the  earnings  of  the  boat  were  insuflici.'iit  to  satisfy,  could 
not  maintain  an  action  for  money  paid,  against  the  defi.,  who  hud  not  paid 
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up  his  subscription,  but  that  the  proper  form  of  action  was  a  special  action 
of  assumpsit  for  the  non-performance  of  the  undertaking  to  pay  the  pit.  the 
instalments  from  time  to  time  (Brown  v.  Tapscott,  2  M.  &  W.  119;  see 
Goddard  v.  Hodges,  1  Cr.  &  M.  35). 

Where  four  persons  who  acted  as  directors  of  a  proposed  railway  com- 
pany, being  sued  for  debts  contracted  on  account  of  the  concern,  jointly 
retained  an  attorney  to  defend  them  on  their  personal  responsibility ;  one  of 
the  four  paid  the  attorney's  bill;  he  was  held  entitled  to  sue  the  others  for 
contributions  (Edger  v.  Knapp,  6  Sco.  N.  R.  707). 

Although  there  is  in  general  no  right  of  action  for  contention  where  one 
partner  pays  the  amount  of  a  debt  recovered  against  himself  and  co-part- 
ners; yet,  where  upon  a  settlement  of  accounts  at  the  end  of  a  voyage  the 
deft.,  one  of  two  shipowners,  agreed  to  pay  the  broker's  bill,  and  in  consi- 
deration was  allowed  a  larger  share  of  profits  than  he  otherwise  was  entitled 
to,  but  omitted  to  pay  the  broker,  who  thereupon  sued  both  the  owners  for 
his  claim:  held,  that  the  pit.,  the  owner  having  paid  it,  might  sue  the  deft, 
for  the  amount  (Wilson  v.  Cutting,  10  Bing.  436). 

In  the  case  of  an  execution  going  against  a  shareholder  he  is  entitled,  if 
he  pays  it  in  the  first  instance,  to  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  compa- 
[ *533  ]  ny's  *property.  In  default  thereof  he  may  sue  the  other  share- 
holders for  contribution  (7  &  8  Viet.  c.  113,  s.  11).  If  the  share- 
holder be  not  fully  repaid,  so  much  as  may  remain,  or  the  whole  if  no  part 
is  repaid,  is  to  be  divided  into  as  many  equal  parts  as  shares  in  the  com- 
pany's capital,  except  shares  under  forfeiture.  Each  shareholder  is  then  to 
repay  on  demand  his  part  to  the  first-mentioned  shareholder;  if  not  repaid 
the  sum  may  be  recovered  against  the  shareholder  making  default  (section 
14.)  If  any  particular  shareholder  by  reason  of  his  bankruptcy  or  insol- 
vency, or  any  other  cause,  do  not  pay,  that  share  or  amount  is  in  like 
manner  to  be  divided  into  parts  (omitting  shares  under  forfeiture,  and  those 
in  respect  of  which  such  default  shall  have  happened),  and  such  share- 
holder is  to  repay  on  demand  his  part  to  the  first  shareholder.  If  not 
repaid  such  further  part,  the  sum  may  bo  recovered  by  action  (section  15). 

Members  of  Joint-Stock  Companies.']  The  rights  of  members  of  joint- 
stock  companies  amongst  themselves  arc  generally  provided  for  and  regu- 
lated by  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  if  infringed  they  have  the  same  rights 
as  ordinary  partners  inter  se,  unless  indeed  the  private  act  provide  for  the 
contrary.  If,  however,  the  deed  be  silent,  and  there  be  no  act  or  charter, 
the  general  law  of  partnership  prevails  and  supplies  the  omissiou  (Smith's 
Mercantile  law,  by  Dowdeswell,  87).  One  partner  therefore  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  rest  or  the  rest  against  him,  on  a  contract  made 
with  the  company  (Holmes  v.  Higgins,  1  B.  &  C.  74 ;  Wilson  v.  Curzen, 
15  M.  &  W.  532;  Chndwicke  v.  Clarke,  1  C.  B.  700;  Neale  v.  Turton,  4 
Bing.  149;  Teague  v.  Hubbard,  8  B.  &  C.  345;  Moneypenny  v.  Hartland, 
1  C.  &  P.  352 ;  Parkin  v.  Fry,  2  C.  &  P.  311 ;  Melburn  v.  Codd,  7  B.  & 
C.  419 ;  Goddard  v.  Hodges,  1  Cr.  &  M.  33;  Perring  v.  Hone,  4  Bing.  28; 
see  Davies  v.  Hawkins,  3  M.  &  S.  488). 

Where  the  pit.,  on  the  24th  of  October,  entered  into  an  express  con- 
tract with  a  committee  of  persons  associated  together  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining an  act  of  parliament  for  making  a  turnpike-road,  to  do  certain  work 
for  a  specified  sum,  and  on  the  14th  of  November,  the  pit.  had  his  name 
inserted  in  the  list  of  subscribers  for  two  shares:  held,  that  the  circumstance 
of  his  becoming  a  partner  did  not  affect  his  right  to  recover  in  respect  of  the 
express  contract  previously  made;  but  that  with  respect  to  a  sum  which  had 
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been  allowed  by  the  jury  for  work  contracted  for  after  the  14th  of  November, 
the  pit.  being  then  a  partner,  could  not  recover  that,  the  case  falling  within 
the  principle  of  Holmes  v.  lliggins,  supra,  and  Lucas  v.  Beach,  1  Man.  & 
G.  417. 

Where  a  shareholder  advances  money  to  a  director  for  the  purposes  of  a 
company  be  may  recover  it  back,  but  it  is  n  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  money  wns  advanced  upon  the  credit  of  the  company  at  large,  or  upon 
that  of  the  director  individually  ;  in  the  former  event  he  would  not  be  enti- 
tled to  recover  (Colley  v.  Smith,  2  M.  &  R.  96  ;  see  Attwood  v.  Small,  1  M. 
&  R.  246).  Where  the  deft,  had  been  one  of  the  original  subscribers  to  the 
first  proposal  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  the  objects  of  the  company,  and  to 
the  intended  measure  of  obtaining  an  act  of  parliament  as  the  foundation  of 
the  undertaking ;  he  had  signed  his  BUM  to  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  list 
of  subscribers  to  the  plan.  The  act  was  obtained  in  June,  1612.  During 
the  progress  of  the  bill,  which  was  opposed,  the  deft.,  having  attended  some 
of  the  meetings  of  the  committee,  expressed  a  wish  at  one  of  them  to  with- 
draw his  name  from  the  subscription,  and  it  was  not  therefore  inserted  in 
*the  act.  He  had  attended  several  meetings  as  chairman,  and 
had  voted  and  otherwise  taken  an  active  part  there ;  but,  at  a  meet-  [  *534  ] 
ing  of  the  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  during  the  pro- 
gress  of  the  bill,  desired  to  withdraw  his  subscription,  and  that  his  name 
might  not  be  inserted  in  the  bill,  and  when  the  act  passed  his  name  was 
omitted.  He  had  attended  a  meeting  of  the  subscribers  in  November  fol- 
lowing, and  seconded  a  motion  for  tltc  appointment  of  a  clerk.  Held,  that 
he  could  not  discharge  himself  of  liability  (Kidwelly  Canal  Company  v. 
Raby,  3  Pri.  93). 

If  a  surveyor  for  the  building  of  a  bridge  be  a  shareholder  he  can  main- 
tain no  action  for  work  and  labour,  although  lie  subscribe  as  architect  and 
engineer  (Monneypenney  v.  Hartlund,  1  C.  &  P.  352;  see  Kerridga  ?. 
Hesse,  9  C.  &  P.  »OU).  If  the  author  of  an  invention  get  persons  to  act  as 
a  committee  with  intention  of  forming  a  joint-stock  company  to  carry  it  into 
cflect,  and  he  himself  act  as  sccrviary  to  the  committee,  he  cannot  maintain 
an  action  against  one  of  the  committee  for  his  services  as  such  secretary,  or 
for  work  done  in  furtherance  of  the  scheme  (Purkin  v.  Fry,  2  C.  &  P.  311); 
and  it  makes  no  difference  that  a  bill  has  been  given,  and  the  action  is 
brought  upon  that,  mid  not  on  the  original  cause  of  action  (Ncale  v.  Turton, 
4  Bing.  149);  and  whore  a  member  of  a  company  was  employed  by  them 
as  their  agent  to  sell  goods  for  them,  nnd  he  received  a  commission  of  2/. 
per  cent,  lor  his  trouble,  and  I/,  per  cent,  dtl  cretlcrc  for  guaranteeing  the 
purchaser.  Ho  sold  goods  on  account  of  the  company  and  drew  on  the  pur- 
chaser a  bill  of  exchange,  payable  to  his,  the  drawer's  own  order,  and  after 
acceptance  he  indorsed  it  to  the  actuary  of  the  company,  and  ihu  latter  in- 
dorsed it  to  another  member,  who  was  the  managing  director,  and  who  pur- 
chased goods  for  the  company,  who  was  indebted  to  him  in  a  larger  amount 
than  that  of  the  bill.  The  acceptor  became  insolvent  before  the  bill  became 
due,  but  the  drawer  received  from  him  105.  in  the*  pound,  upon  the  amount 
of  the  bill  by  way  of  composition  :  held,  that  the  indorsee,  being  a  member 
of  the  company,  could  not  sue  the  drawer  upon  the  bill,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
drawn  by  the  latter  on  account  of  the  company,  and  that  he  could  not  recover 
the  sum  received  by  the  drawer  on  the  bill,  because  that  money  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  received  by  him  in  the  character  of  a  member  of  the 
company,  and  not  on  his  own  account  (Teague  v.  liubbard,  8  B.  «k  C.  345). 
But  where  the  proprietors  of  a  joint-stock  company  contracted  in  their  own 
names  with  a  shareholder  for  the  purchase  of  a  mine,  and  after  the  forma- 
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tion  of  the  company  entered  into  further  agreements  with  him  respecting  the 
purchase,  with  a  clause  exempting  them  from  personal  liability  upon  certain 
parts  of  the  contract:  held,  that  the  directors  might  be  sued  by  the  share- 
holder upon  those  parts  of  the  contract  to  which  the  exemption  did  not  apply 
(Attwood  v.  Small,  1  M.  &  R.  246). 

A.  being  as  a  partner  entitled  to  a  share  of  ironworks,  and  of  the  premises 
in  which  they  were  carried  on,  agreed  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  assign 
to  B.  his  interest  in  the  property  and  business ;  B.  interfered  and  acted  as 
partner,  but  afterwards  assigned  his  share,  and  gave  notice  to  the  other 
partners  that  he  had  withdrawn  from  the  business,  and  when  called  on  to 
complete  his  purchase  resisted  successfully  the  performance  of  the  contract, 
on  the  ground  that  a  good  title  could  not  be  shown  :  held,  in  equity,  that  B. 
as  between  himself  and  his  other  partners,  was  to  be  treated  as  a  partner, 
and  was  liable  to  contribute  to  the  partnership  losses  until  the  time  when  he 
gave  notice  of  his  withdrawal  from  the  concern,  and  assigned  his  share; 
that  his  liability  ceased  *from  that  period,  that  the  assignment  of 
[  *535  ]  his  share,  though  mnde  to  an  insolvent  person,  was  not  for  that 
reason  the  less  effectual  to  his  putting  an  end  to  his  liability,  and 
that  the  assignee  not  having  been  acknowledged  a  partner,  or  permitted  to 
act  as  such,  did  not  by  his  acceptance  of  the  assignment  incur  any  liability 
between  himself  and  the  co-parlhers  (Jeffreys  v.  Smith,  2  Russ.  158).  In 
such  case  the  assignee  cannot  become  a  partner  unless  accepted  by  the  firm 
(Bray  v.  Frornont,  6  Madd.  5). 

If  A.  the  owner  of  goods  propose  to  B.  that  they  should  exert  themselves 
jointly  in  selling  them,  and  divide  the  profit;  B.,  although  a  partner  in  the 
profits,  is  not  so  in  the  goods,  nor  are  they  any  part  of  the  joint-stock,  but 
A.'s  sole  properly  risked  by  him  for  the  partnership  (Smith  v.  Watson,  2  B. 
&  C.  401 ;  Meyor  v.  Sharpe,  5  Taunt.  74;  Widdcrbourn  v.  Widderbourn,  4 
Myl.  &  Cr.  41  ;  but  see  Caldwell  v.  Gregory,  1  Pri.  119;  and  see  Read  v. 
Hollingshead,  4  B.  &  C.  867,  where  all  the  capital  was  contributed  by  one, 
and  nothing  but  the  labour  by  the  other;  yet  the  latter  was  held  entitled  to 
consider  the  capital  as  joint-stock,  and  to  claim  an  equal  share  of  it  and  its 
produce). 

A  clause  enacted,  that  the  clerk  should,  in  a  book  provided  by  the  com- 
pany, keep  an  account  of  acts,  proceedings,  and  transactions  of  the  company, 
arid  that  any  proprietor  should  have  liberty  to  inspect  the  same,  and  take 
copies  of  the  entries.  Held,  that  entries  of  the  proceedings  in  the  books  so 
kept  by  the  clerk,  were  not  admissible  in  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  company 
against  one  of  their  own  members  suing  them  (Hill  v.  Manchester  and  Sal- 
ford  Waterworks  Company,  5  B.  &  Ad.  8G6). 

Where  a  member  of  a  joint-stock  company  advanced  money  to  a  director 
of  a  company,  knowing  that  it  was  to  be  applied  in  Inking  up  a  bill  of  ex- 
change which  such  director  had  become  party  to,  lor  the  purposes  of  the 
company,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  member  advanced  the 
money  on  the  credit  of  the  company  at  large,  or  on  that  of  the  director  in- 
dividually (Colly  v.  Smith,  2  Moo.  &  R.  96). 

By  an  act,  constituting  a  joint-stock  company,  the  company  were  to  apply 
the  first  moneys  received  under  this  act  in  discharge  of  the  expenses  incurred 
in  obtaining  the  act ;  Held,  that  pit.,  though  a  member  of  the  company,  might 
sue  them  lor  bis  trouble  and  time,  and  money  expended  in  obtaining  the  act 
(Garden  v.  General  Cemetery  Company,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  253). 

A  local  act  enabling  a  company  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  their 
secretary,  contained  a  clause,  that  it  should  not  be  lawful  for  the  company 
to  increase  their  capital,  or  extend  their  works  beyond  5000/.,  otherwise  so 
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much  of  the  privileges  given  by  the  act  as  referred  to  the  power  of  suing  in 
the  name  of  the  secretary  should  be  void.  A  subsequent  act  enabled  the 
company  to  raise  a  larger  sum  of  money,  and  repealed  the  above  clause, 
and  empowered  the  company,  at  a  general  meeting,  to  direct  that  all  their 
debts  for  the  time  being  should  be  apporioned  among  the  shareholders,  and 
paid  by  them  at  such  time  and  place,  to  such  persons,  and  in  such  manner 
os  the  general  meeting  should  order,  and  the  secretary  was  authorized  to  sue 
the  shareholders  lor  such  sums,  or  the  pirt  thereof  rcmnining  unpaid: 
held,  that  an  action  might  be  maintained  by  the  secretary  against  a  share- 
holder for  his  proportion  of  debts  incurred  by  the  company  in  extending 
their  works,  and  increasing  the  capital  before  the  latter  act  of  parliament 
(Laurence  v.  Wynn,  5  M.  &  W.  355).  Held  also,  that  the  company  might 
order  payment  of  such  proportionate  parts  of  the  debts  by  instalments  (lb.). 

*Conttqufnces  of  Non-joinder.]  Where  In nds  were  demised  lo 
A.  and  B.  his  wife  for  twenty-one  years,  and  B.  afierwards  granted  [  *536  ] 
a  lease  of  them  to  C.  for  nine  yearn :  held,  in  an  action  by  A.  alone, 
for  injury  to  his  reversion,  the  allegation  that  (he  reversion  belonged  to  him 
was  well  supported  ;  and  that  the  wife  nerd  not  be  joined  in  the  action;  but 
that  even  if  she  ought,  the  objection  should  have  been  taki-n  by  plea  in  abate- 
ment (VVnllis  v.  Harrison,  5  M.  &  W.  14'.').  This  rule  is  also  applicable  to 
actions  of  detinue;  therefore,  the  nonjoinder  of  parties  who  are  co-tenants 
is  no  defence  on  a  plea  denying  property  in  the  pits.,  but  must  be  pleaded  in 
abatement  (Broadb-nt  v.  Led  ward,  1 1  A~d.  &  E.  209 ;  soe  "  TMOVER").  The 
rule  as  to  the  consequence*  of  nonjoinder  of  parties  as  plis.  in  actions  upon 
a  contract  is  not  satisfactory  on  principle,  andou^ht  not  to  be  extended  (lb.; 
per  Patteson,  J.).  If  one  joint-tenant,  or  part-owner,  sue  alone,  ho  is  enti- 
tled to  recover  damages  only  in  respect  of  his  own  nhnre,  notwitlminndiag 
the  deft,  neglects  to  plead  the  nonjoinder  in  abatement  (Nelihorpc  v.  Dor  ring- 
ton, ;!  Lev.  113;  B.  N.  P.  35). 

Although  in  tort  the  nonjoinder  of  a  co-pit,  is  matter  of  plea  in  abatement 
only,  ycl  it  should  seem  that  wh'.-rc  the  action  is  substantially  and  neces- 
sarily founded  on  a  contract,  the  I. inn  of  it  in  tort  will  not  prevent  the  pit. 
from  being  nonsuited  for  the  nonjoinder  of  other  persons  interested  (1  Saund. 
291  m,  n.  (TO)  ). 

If  one  of  two  or  more*  juint  contractors  or  partners  sue  when  they  ought 
to  join,  it  is  a  variance,  and  will  be  fatal  under  the  general  issue  (Jell  v. 
Douglas,  4  It.  &  A.  374  ;  1  Saund.  2U1  k,  n.  4  ;  (trahutn  v.  Robertson,  2 
T.  K.  -32);  or  deft,  may  plead  in  abatement  (Com.  Dig.  Abatement,  IS,  12). 
As  to  evidence  on  a  plen  in  abatement,  see  ante,  p.  10;  and,  if  it  app  ar  on 
the  pleadings,  it  will  be  a  ground  of  error  (lb. ;  1  Saund.  154  a),  or  de- 
murrer, or  arrest  of  judgment  (lb.;  Vernon  v.  JefTerys,  2  Sira.  1140).  If 
too  many  parties  be  made  pits.,  they  will  be  nonsuited  (3  It.  A:  P.  235;  6 
East,  225;  1  Bast,  226;  2  Saund.  lit),  n.  2;  see  nntf,  p.  11). 

\V  here  a  contract  is  made  by  one  of  several  partners  (the  partnership  being 
really  interested),  it  is  no  variance  that  the  action  is  brought  in  the  names  of 
oil  the  partners  (Uarrett  v.  Ilandley,  4  B.  A:  It.  004;  Alexander  v.  Barker, 
2  Cr.  &i  J.  133).  But  where  the  joint-owners  of  a  vessel  |>ermiiled  one  of 
their  body  to  keep  a  separate  account  wiih  the  defts.  (bankers),  in  his  own 
name  us  managing  own  T,  it  was  held,  that  the  other  joint-owners  could  not 
sue  for  money  had  and  received  on  the  ground  of  want  of  privity  (Sims  v. 
Britain,  4  11.  At  Ad.  375).  The  action  may  be  in  the  name  of  him  who 
made  the  contract,  or  of  those  really  interest^  (Skinner  v.  Storks,  4  B.  At 
A.  437).  It  is  a  fatal  variance  to  describe  a  juiut  aud  several  bond,  con* 
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ditioned  for  payment  by  A.,  B.,  and  C.,  as  a  bond  for  payment  by  A.,  B., 
and  D. ;  though  the  action  be  against  A.  severally  (Adams  v.  Bateson,  6 
Bing.  110). 

Members  of  Joint-stock  Companies]  A  contract,  entered  into  by  a  com- 
pany completely  registered  under  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  110,  without  the  formalities 
required  by  the  44th  section  of  that  act,  may  be  enforced  against  the  com- 
pany, although  not  by  them  (Ridley  v.  Plymouth  Grinding  Company;  S.  P., 
Kingsbridge  Flour  Mill  Company  v.  Plymouth  Grinding  Company,  12  Jur. 
542;  17  L.  J.  252,  Exch.). 

In  an  action  ex  contrnctu  against  a  joint-stock  company,  completely  regis- 
tered under  the  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  110,  the  pit.  must  prove  that  the  contract  was 
made  by  persons  having  authority  from  all  the  shareholders  to  bind  them  by 
such  a  contract ;  and  this  may  be  done  by  proving  that  the  contract  was,  sanc- 
tioned by  the  persons  authorised  by  the  deed  of  the  company  to  conduct  the 
affairs  of  the  company  (Ib.). 

The  pit.  is  not  confined  to  proof  of  authority  conferred  by  the  deed,  if  he 
can  in  any  other  way  show  that  the  whole  of  the  shareholders  have  mediately 
or  directly  given  authority  to  those  making  the  contract  to  bind  them;  but 
it  is  not  enough  to  show  that  the  contract  was  made  or  sanctioned  by  some 
of  the  directors,  without  proving  that,  by  the  deed  or  otherwise,  the  share- 
holders had  authorised  that  number  to  act  for  them  (Ib.). 

Therefore,  where  the  deed  of  a  company  appointed  eleven  directors,  and 
declared  that  five  should  be  a  quorum,  the  company  were  held  not  to  be 
bound  by  contract  made  at  a  board  meeting  by  three  only  of  the  directors 
(Ib.). 

If  a  contract  be  made  or  sanctioned  by  a  competent  number  of  the  govern- 
ing body,  in  such  a  manner  that  it  would  bind  the  company,  if  only  a  part- 
nership, at  common  law,  it  binds  it,  though  completely  registered  under  7 
&  8  Viet.  c.  110;  for  the  44th  section,  which  enacts,  that  contracts  in  the 
absence  of  certain  requisites  shall  be  void  and  ineffectual,  also  prohibits  the 
company  from  taking  the  objection  of  the  absence  of  these  requisites  (Ib.). 

The  company  cannot,  therefore,  object  that  a  contract  is  not  in  writing, 
signed  by  two  directors,  and  under  the  seal  of  the  company,  or  signed  by 
an  officer  of  the  company;  but  it  may  object  that  the  persons  making  the 
contract  had  no  authority  at  all  to  bind  the  whole  shareholders  (Ib.).  Se?nble, 
that  acts  and  admissions  by  a  competent  number  of  the  governing  body  of 
the  company  are  admissible  as  evidence  against  the  company,  and  have  the 
same  legal  effect  as  if  made  by  the  company  itself;  and,  consequently,  that  a 
verbal  statement  made  by  the  chairman,  at  a  board  meeting  of  the  directors, 
to  the  plaintiff  that  a  distress  made  on  his  goods  had  been  rightfully  made 
by  the  landlord  of  the  company,  and  that  the  company  was  bound  by  a  con- 
tract made  with  the  plaintiff,  in  their  name,  to  indemnify  him  against  it, 
would  have  operated  as  a  ratification  of  the  contract  with  the  pit.,  and  have 
been  original  evidence  of  the  rightfulness  of  the  distress,  (without  producing 
or  accounting  for  the  absence  of  the  lease  to  the  company,  under  which  the 
rent  distrained  for  became  due,  though  shown  to  be  in  writing),  if  there  had 
been  a  competent  number  of  the  directors  present  at  the  board  meeting  when 
the  statement  was  made  (Ib.). 

Sill  Drawn  by  Joint-stock  Companies.]  A  declaration  stated,  that  the 
company  was  a  joint-stock  company  completely  registered  ;  that  one  S.  P. 
and  one  C.  L.,  then  being  two  of  the  directors  of  the  company,  made  their 
promissory  note,  and  thereby  promised,  on  behalf  of  the  said  company,  to 
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pay  the  pit.  or  his  order  327.  4s.  &/.,  the  balance  of  his  account  due  from 
the  company,  three  months  after  date,  which  note  was  signed  by  the  said 
8.  P.  and  C.  L.,  and  made  by  them,  and  in  their  names,  and  on  behalf  of  the 
aaid  company,  and  countersigned  by  the  secretary  of  the  company ;  and 
thereupon  the  dcfis.,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  then  promised  the 
ph.  to  pay  him  the  amount  of  the  said  promissory  note :  held,  on  general 
demurrer,  that  the  declaration  was  bad  (Thompson  v.  Universal  Salvage 
Company,  I  Exch.  Rep.  694;  17  L.  J.,  113  Exch.). 

When  tiiey  must  join  in  Action  for  a  Tbrt.]  Where  there  is  a  joint 
damage,  or  an  injury  is  committed  to  the  joint  property  of  a  partnership,  all 
the  partners  ought  to  join.  Thus,  two  partners  in  trade  should  join  in  an 
action  for  words  spoken  of  them  in  the  way  of  their  trada  (Co.  v.  Oatchellor, 
3  B.  &  P.  150  ;  2  East,  426 ;  sec  "  SLAXOEH").  So,  for  injuries  to  personal 
or  real  property,  partners,  joint-tenants,  and  tenants  in  common  roust  join 
(see  cases,  1  Ch.  PI.  54,  55).  In  order  to  take  advantage  of  a  nonjoinder, 
defendant  must  plead  in  abatement,  or  may  give  the  nonjoinder  in  evidence 
to  apportion  the  damages  at  the  trial  (1  Suund.  291  &,  n.  2  ;  6  T.  R. 
766;  1  Ch.  PI.  55).  If  too  many  be  made  plaintiffs,  it  will  bo  a  [  *537  ] 
ground  *of  nonsuit  except  in  detinue  for  charters,  where  it  is  said  one 
may  be  nonsuited  and  the  other  recover  (Co.  Lit.  197  b;  3  East,  62  ;  12  East, 
452).  If  the  objection  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record,  deft,  may  d.-mur, 
move  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  bring  error  (3  B.  6t  P.  150;  2  Saund. 
116  a). 

JForm  of  Pleading*. 

In  the  case  of  torts,  when  one  or  more  of  several  partners  interested  in 
property  dirs,  <ho  action  should  be  in  tin-  uam-  of  the  survivor  only,  and 
not  jointly  or  separately  in  the  name  of  the  representative  of  the  deceased; 
and,  therefore,  to  an  action  of  trover  brought  by  the  survivor  of  three  part- 
ners  in  trade,  it  cannot  be  objected  that  ihe  two  deceased  partners  and  the 
pit.  are  joinUmerchanls,  and,  consequently,  that  in  respect  of  the  Ifx  mir- 
catoria  the  right  of  survivorship  did  not  exi*t ;  for  the  legal  right  of  action 
survives,  though  the  beneficial  interest  may  not  (I  Show.  188;  Curth.  170  ; 
1  Ch.  PI.  57). 

There  is  nothing  peculiar  rcl-iting  to  the  form  of  the  pleadings  in  actions 
by  partners.  As  to  who  should  sue  on  contracts  with  public  comp.iui.-s, see 
ante. 

An  act  incorporating  an  insurance  company  enacted,  after  reciting  that 
difficulties  had  uris  n,  and  might  thereafter  nri.sc,  as  well  in  bringing  and 
maintaining  actions  and  suits  for  recovering  debts  and  enforcing  obligations 
due  to  the  said  society,  as  in  prosecuting  persons  who  might  steal  or  embez- 
«le  any  money,  goods,  Azc.,  of  or  belonging  to  the  said  society,  Ate.,  by  rca- 
sou  of  its  being  required  by  luw,  that  all  the  several  subscribers  or  proprie- 
tors should  sue  and  prosecute  by  their  several  and  distinct  names  and 
descriptions,  enacted,  that  all  actions  and  suits  by  and  on  behalf  of  the 
society  for  recovering  any  debts  or  enforcing  any  claims  or  demands,  &c., 
should  be  commenced  or  instituted  and  prosecuted  by  the  name  of  the  chair- 
man or  secretary  of  the  suid  society,  as  the  nominal  pit. :  held,  that  the 
chairman  was  empowered  to  sue  on  behalf  of  the  company,  to  recover  dam- 
ages lor  a  libel  reflecting  upon  the  trading  character  of  the  company  (Wil- 
liums  v.  HiMum  >nt,  3  Moo.  A:  S.  703).  IJy  ihe  co-partnership  deed  of  an 
insurant-  company,  the  members,  fur  themselves,  and  their  executors,  re- 
spectively covenant  with  C.  P.,  the  secretary,  to  pay  deposits  upon  their 
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shares.  To  covenant  by  C.  P.,  upon  the  deed  against  the  executrix  of  a 
deceased  member  of  the  company  for  the  amount  of  deposits  demanded  after 
the  death  of  that  member;  plea,  that  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
C.  P.  ceased  to  be  the  secretary,  and  R.  H.  was  duly  appointed  in  his  stead, 
and  that  R.  H.  was  secretary  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought;  that  by  the 
5  Geo.  IV.  c.  clx.  the  company  shall  and  may  sue  in  the  name  of  the  sec- 
retary, and,  therefore,  R.  H.  should  have  brought  the  action:  held,  on  gene- 
ral  demurrer,  that  this  plea  was  insufficient,  and  that  the  action  was  properly 
brought  in  the  name  of  C.  P.,  the  covenantee  in  the  deed  (Pentland  v.  Gib- 
son, 1  Ale.  &  Nap.  (Ir.)  311). 

For  Calls.']     By  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  22,  s.  26,  it  is  enacted,  "  In  any  action 
or  suit  to  be  brought  by  the   company  against  any  shareholder  to  recover 
any  money  due  for  any  call,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  set  forth  the  special 
matter,  but  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  the  company  to  declare  that  the  deft,  is 
the  holder  of  one  share  or  more  in   the  company,  (stating  the  number  of 
shares),  and  is  indebted  to  *the  company  in  the  sum  of  money  to 
[  *538]    which  the  calls  in  arrear  shall  amount,  in  respect  of  one  call  or 
more,  or  one  share  or  more,  stating  the  number  and  amount  of 
each  of  such  calls,  whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  company  by  vir- 
tue of  this  and  the  special  act  (see  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  16,  s.  26). 

There  is  a  similar  clause  to  the  above  in  the  Joint-stock  Bank  Act,  7  &  8 
Viet.  c.  113,  s.  134;  also,  in  the  Joint-stock  Companies  Act,  7  &  8  Viet.  c. 
110,  s.  55,  &c. ;  and  in  the  declaration  it  will  be  sufficient  to  state  only  the 
particulars  specified  in  the  act,  and  interest  at  51.  from  the  time  the  call  was 
due,  will  form  part  of  the  verdict  (see  sect.  55).  But  banking  companies 
formed  under  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  46,  and  other  companies,  must  be  sued  upon 
that  statute,  where  a  company  is  incorporated,  or,  upon  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment where  that  is  the  only  instrument  of  regulation. 

The  allegation  in  the  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  in  actions  for  calls,  "  that 
deft,  is  the  holder  of  shares,"  means  that  he  was  the  holder  at  the  time  the 
call  was  made  (Belfast  and  Co.  Down  Railway  Company  v.  Strange,  1 
Exch.  739). 

For  not  transferring  Shares.]  See  a  form  for  refusing  to  transfer  rail- 
way shares  or  scrip  bought  by  the  pit.  from  the  deft.,  Tempest  v.  Kilner,  15 
Law  J.  10,  C.  P.;  Stephen  v.  Do  Medina,  4  Q.  B.  422;  Pearson's  Chit. 
172  ;  see  "  GOODS,"  &c.,  "  SALE,"  "  NON-DELIVERY,"  &c. 

In  an  action  by  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  for  breach  of  contract  in  not  deli- 
vering railway  shares,  the  pits,  alleged  in  their  first  count  that  the  bankrupt 
before  his  bankruptcy,  and  his  assignees  since  were  ready  and  willing  to  pay 
for  the  shares;  it  was  proved  that  the  deft,  was  insolvent  before  his  bank- 
ruptcy, and  that  after  the  bankruptcy  there  were  no  assets :  held,  sufficient 
for  the  jury  to  infer  that  the  bankrupt  and  his  assignees  had  not  been  ready 
and  willing  to  pay  (Lawrence  v.  Knowles,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  399). 

If  the  transfer  requires  a  deed  the  declaration  should  allege  that  one  had 
been  prepared  and  tendered  to  the  deft.  &c.  (Stephen  v.  De  Medina,  supra). 
Shares  in  companies  not  requiring  an  act  of  parliament  to  carry  them  into 
effect  cannot  be  transferred  at  all  until  the  company  is  completely  registered 
(7  &  8  Viet.  c.  110,  s.  26),  and  after  that  the  transfer  must  be  by  deed 
(Ib.,  s.  54).  Shares  in  companies  which  do  require  an  act  of  par- 
liament to  carry  them  into  effect,  such  as  railways,  &c.,  may  be  legally 
sold  by  parol  during  provisional  registration  (Young  v.  Smith,  15  Law 
J.,  81,  Ex.).  Afterwards  the  transfer  must  be  by  deed  (8  &  9  Viet.  c.  16, 
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s.  16):  the  transfer  cnnnot  be  made  by  deed  until  the  transferor  has  paid  up 
all  calls  due  (7  At  8  Viet  c.  110,  s.  54;  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  16,  s.  16). 

A  declaration  against  the  Bast  India  Company  for  not  transferring  stock, 
was  held  bad  for  not  averring  the  name  of  the  proposed  transferee  (Gregory 
v.  East  India  Company,  1  Law  J.  226,  Q.  B.). 

A  private  act  incorporating  a  gas-light  company  enacted  that  the  costs  for 
obtaining  the  act  should  be  paid  out  of  the  money  subscribed  in  preference 
to  all  other  payments ;  the  attorney  who  obtained  the  act  sued  the  company 
in  debt  for  the  costs:  held,  1st,  that  the  action  was  maintainable  without 
setting  out  any  deed ;  and  2ndly,  that  if  not,  still  the  objection  could  only  be 
raised  by  special  demurrer  (Tilson  v.  Warwick  Gas-light  Company,  4  B.  & 
C.  962). 

In  an  action  by  railway  company  for  calls,  the  declaration  alleged  that 
the  deft,  subscribed  for  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  500/.  towards  the  un- 
dertaking mentioned  in  the  act,  Ace.;  the  company  were  empowered  by  the 
3rd  sect,  of  the  act  to  raise  a  million  of  money  for  constructing  and  main- 
laining  the  railway,  and  by  the  195:h  sect,  it  appeared  that  660,0001.  had 
been  subscribed  'for  by  several  persons  under  a  contract  binding 
themselves  and  their  heirs  before  the  passing  of  the  act.  A  mo-  [  *539  ] 
tion  having  been  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground  that 
the  declaration  should  have  alleged  a  subscription  by  deed :  held,  that  the 
declaration  was  good  after  verdict  (Great  North  of  England  Railway  Com- 
pany v.  Biddulph,  7  M.  At  W.  243;  1  II.  At  W.  30;  5  Jur.  221).  SrmAfe, 
that  it  would  have  been  also  good  on  special  demurrer  (Ib.).  In  an  action 
by  a  railway  company  against  a  proprietor  for  calls  on  his  shares,  the  court 
will  not  order  the  pit.  to  permit  the  deft,  to  inspect  and  make  extracts  when 
such  inspection  is  not  distinctly  authorized  by  the  act,  especially  if  it  appear 
to  be  the  deft.'s  object  to  discover  what  defence  can  be  s>  t  up  (Binning- 
ham,  Bristol,  and  Thames  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  While,  5  Jur. 
800,  Q.  B.). 

In  the  case  of  surviving  partners,  it  was  formerly  considered  that  a  survi- 
ving partner  might  declare  generally  upon  a  contract  entered  into  with  him 
and  his  deceased  partner,  OH  upon  a  contract  made  with  himself  alone  (Ditch- 
burn  v.  Spracklin,  5  Esp.  51).  The  rule  is,  however,  changed  ;  for,  as  it 
would  be  a  variance,  anil  a  good  defence  upon  tltc  general  issue,  were  one 
of  two  joint-contractors  to  sue,  both  being  alive,  so  it  seems  to  be  reason- 
able, that  where  a  surviving  joint-contractor  sues,  the  fact  of  his  being  sur- 
vivor should  appear  in  the  declaration  (Jell  v.  Douglas,  4  B.  A:  Ad.  374 ;  2 
Suund.  121,  n.  1  ;  Israel  v.  Simmons,  2  Stark.  350).  But  it  is  otherwise 
with  regard  to  one  against  whom  an  action  is  brought,  he  need  not  be  stated 
to  be  survivor  (Richards  v.  Heather,  1  B.  At  Ad.  211).  In  an  action,  how- 
ever,  at  the  suit  of  a  surviving  partner,  he  may  include  a  count  on  a  debt 
due  to  himself  in  his  own  right  (3  T.  R.  443;  5  T.  U.  493;  Ch.  Rep.  436; 

1  B.  «V  Ad.  29);  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  declare,  as  surviving  partner  in 
case  of  indorsees  of  a  bill  (6  Moo.  57U).     And,  where  money  is  owing  to 
two  partners,  and,  after  the  death  of  one  it  is  paid  to  a  third  person,  th«-  sur- 
vivor may  declare  for  money  had  and  received  to  his  u«w?  (Smith  v.  Barrow, 

2  T.  R.  476).     In  actions  ex  contrnctu,  us  well  as  ex  dclicto,  whether  by  or 
against  partners,  pit.  must  allege  all  the  causes  of  action  to  be  joint  (14  Hast, 
210).    And  it  has  been  held  that  a  person  cannot  bring  a  joint  action  against 
two,  and  state  in  one  part  of  the  declaration  that  one  of  them  assaulted  and 
beat  him,  and   in  another  part  that  the  other  took  away  his  goods,  for  the 
trespasses  are  of  several  natures,  and  against  several  persons,  and  they  can- 
not  plcud  to  this  declaration  (2  Suund.  117  a;  I  Ch.  PI.  183).     Counts 
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upon  a  promise  by  the  deft.,  and  another,  since  become  a  bankrupt,  and 
certificated,  may  be  joined  in  separate  actions  against  the  solvent  partner 
nlone,  .with  counts  on  promises  made  by  the  deft,  soldy,  since  the  other 
became  a  bankrupt,  subject,  however,  to  a  plea  in  abatement  (6  Taunt. 
179). 

As  to  how  a  partnership  firm  should  be  described  on  a  bill,  see  "  BILLS  OF 
EXCHANGE,"  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  450.  The  indorsement  of  one  partner  must  be 
in  the  name  of  the  firm,  in  order  to  bind  the  others. 

In  declaring  for  calls  where  the  company  is  incorporated  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  insert  a  count  for  interest,  if  the  statute  provide  that  interest  shall 
be  recoverable,  nor  ought  the  amount  of  interest  to  be  added  by  the  company 
to  the  calls,  and  declared  on  as  part  of  such  calls.  The  proper  course  is 
for  the  company  to  declare  for  the  bare  amount  of  calls,  and  for  the  jury  to 
add  the  amount  of  interest.  It  was  thus  held,  where  a  statute  empowered  a 
company  to  declare  for  calls  and  allege  that  the  deft.,  *being  a 
[  *540  ]  proprietor  of  so  many  shares,  was  indebted  to  the  company  in  such 
sum  of  money  as  the  calls  in  arrear  amounted  to,  for  so  many  calls 
of  such  sums  of  money  upon  so  many  shares  belonging  to  the  deft.,  whereby 
an  action  had  accrued  to  the  company  by  virtue  of  the  act,  without  setting 
forth  the  special  matters,  and  enacted  that  on  the  trial  it  should  only  be 
necessary  to  prove  that  the  deft,  at  the  time  of  making  of  the  respective  calls 
was  a  proprietor  of  the  shares  that  the  action  was  brought  in  respect  of,  and 
that  such  calls  were  in  fact  made,  and  that  notice  thereof  was  given  ns 
directed  by  the  act,  without  proving  the  appointment  of  the  directors  who 
made  such  calls,  or  any  other  matter  whatsoever,  and  that  the  company 
should  be  thereupon  entitled  to  recover  what  should  appear  due,  including 
interest  at  51.  per  cent.  (Southampton  Dock  Company  v.  Richards,  1  Man. 
&  G.  449;  London  and  Birmingham  Railway  Company  v.  Fairclough,  2 
Man.  &  G.  690). 

Public  Officer.]  The  declaration  described  the  pit.  as  "one  of  the  pre- 
sent public  officers  of  certain  persons  united  in  co-partnership  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  the  trade  and  business  of  bankers  in  England, 
according  to  the  statute  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  46  :"  held  bad,  on  special  demurrer, 
for  not  stating  that  the  co-partnership  was  carrying  on  the  trade  and  busi- 
ness of  bankers,  or  had  carried  on  such  trade  (Fletcher  v.  Crosbie,  9  M.  & 
W.  252.)  But  where  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  pit.  was  the  public 
officer  of  certain  persons  united  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  trade  or 
business  of  bankers  according  to  the  statute,  &c.,  and  had  been  duly  nomi- 
nated and  appointed,  and  then  was  one  of  the  public  officers  of  the  said  co- 
partnership, according  to  the  force,  form  and  eiFect  of  the  said  statute,  and 
then  claimed  certain  sums  of  money  for  money  lent,  shares  sold,  and  for 
work  and  labour  of  the  said  co-partnership  done,  &c.,  as  the  bankers  of  and 
for  the  deft. :  held,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  it  sufficiently  disclosed  that 
the  co-partnership  was  actually  carrying  on  the  business  of  bankers  (David- 
son v.  Bower,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  115,  C.  P.). 

It  is  sufficient  to  state  that  the  pit.  is  the  manager  of  a  certain  joint-stock 
co-partnership  established  for  the  purpose  of  banking,  and  that  he  has  been 
duly  named  and  appointed  as  the  nominal  pit.  on  behalf  of  the  co-partner- 
ship, under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  without  stating  expressly  that  he  has 
been  named  as  manager,  or  that  the  co-partnership  has  been  established 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  (Christie  v.  Peart,  7  M.  &  W.  491). 

It  is  not  necessary  to  state  that  the  pit.  was  a  member  of  the  company,  or 
that  he  was  resident  in  England,  or  that  he  had  been  registered  as  required 


PARTNERS. 

by  the  4th  section  or  the  act  (Spiller  v.  Johnson,  6  M.  AE  W.  570).  It  is  not 
sufficient  for  the  clerk  to  sue  in  his  individual  capacity  (Guthrie  v.  Fiske,  3 
Stark.  151).  Where  there  has  been  a  change  of  officer,  Webb  v.  Taylor,  1 
D.  At  L.  676.  If  toe  public  officer  have  been  changed  since  the  contract 
was  made,  an  action  may  nevertheless  be  supported  in  his  name  (Pentland 
T.  Gibson,  1  Al.  Ac  Nap.  (Ir.)  311). 

As  to  the  consequences  of  not  stating  that  the  pit.  is  a  public  officer, 
see  Gallaway  v.  Bleadon,  1  Man.  Ac  G.  247 ;  Guthrie  v.  Fiske,  3  Stark. 
151. 

A  member  of  a  banking-house  applied  to  for  a  loan  may  lend  the  money 
of  the  firm,  and  doing  so  the  company  may  sue  (Alexander  v.  Barker,  2  Cr. 
&  J.  133). 

A    banking  company  that   has  stopped  payment,  and   after* 
wards  opens  again,  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up  its  affairs,  is  [  *541  ] 
still  •entitled  to  sue  by  its  public  officer  (Davidson  v.  Cooper,  11 
M.  At  W.  778). 

In  1833  a  joint-stock  bank  was  established  under  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  46,  by 
the  name  of  the  Mirfield  and  Huddersfield  District  Banking  Company,  la 
1836  H.  and  Co.,  bankers,  relinquished  their  business  in  favour  of,  and  all 
took  shares  in,  this  company,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  title  of  the  bank 
should  thenceforth  be  the  West  Riding  Union  Banking  Company,  that  the 
capital  should  be  increased  by  the  creation  of  new  shares,  and  that  addi- 
tional directors  should  be  appointed:  held,  that  the  public  officer  of  the 
West  Riding  Union  Banking  Company  might,  notwithstanding  the  change  of 
name  and  the  accession  of  new  proprietors,  maintain  an  action  on  a  guaran- 
tee given  the  Mirfield  and  Hudderafteld  District  Banking  Company  before 
their  junction  with  II.  and  Co.  for  advances  made  by  them  (Wilson  v.  Cra- 
ven, 8  M.  A:  W.  584). 

By  the  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  4'-',  for  the  better  regulation  of  co-partnership  banks 
in  Ireland,  it  is  enacted  that  all  actions  and  suits,  Arc.,  by  and  against  the 
company  who  may  be  indebted  shall  be  commenced  or  instituted,  and  prose- 
cuted in  the  names  of  anv  one,  A:c.,  of  the  public  officers,  Ax:.,  of  the 
co-partnership  (Hughes  v.  Thorpe,  5  M.  At  W.  656). 

A.  having  been  ID  partnership  with  B.,  on  the  dissolution  undertook  to 
collect  and  pay  the  partnership  debt*.  A.  and  B.  during  their  partnership 
had  kept  a  joint  account  with  a  certain  branch  bank,  but  after  the  dissolu- 
tion ihere  was  only  a  single  account  of  A.  kept  there.  A.  having  greatly 
overdrawn  that  account  obtained  a  promissory  note  for  500/.  from  B.  his 
former  partner,  which  he  indorsed  to  the  bank  as  a  security  for  his  debt,  just 
previously  to  a  quarterly  inspection  of  tin;  accounts  of  the  branch,  the  clerk 
who  mannged  the  branch  promising  that  it  should  not  be  presented ;  he, 
however,  kept  it,  and  it  was  found  amongst  the  securities  of  the  brnnch  in 
in  his  portfolio  when  he  was  discharged  from  his  situation :  held,  that  the 
directors  of  the  bonk  might  recover  tin,-  amount  from  B.  (Bosanquet  v.  Fors- 
ter,  9  C.  A:  P.  659). 

The  powers  of  the  act  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  46,  have  been  extended,  as  well  as 
those  of  G  Geo.  IV.  c.  4'^  (Irish),  by  the  1  At  2  Viet.  c.  96,  (continued  by  3 
Ac  4  \  id.  c.  Ill),  under  which  any  person  being  or  ha\ing  been  a  member 
of  the  company  may,  in  respect  of  a  demand  which  he  m;iy  have,  either 
solely,  or  jointly  with  any  other  person,  nguinst  the  company,  proceed  against 
the  public  officer;  so  likewise  tin;  public  officer  may  proceed  ngainst  any 
person  Ix-ing,  or  having  been  a  member,  either  alone  or  jointly  with  any 
other  person,  for  any  demand  that  the  company  may  have  against  such 
member. 
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Since  these  acts,  a  banking  company  is  in  the  nature  of  a  co-partnership; 
it  is  not  an  ordinary  co-partnership  suing  jointly,  and  so  notice  to  one  of  its 
members  is  not  notice  to  all  (Steward  v.  Dunn,  1  D.  &  L.  642). 

If  an  instrument,  in  the  form  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  be  drawn  upon  a  joint- 
stock  bank,  by  the  manager  of  one  of  its  branches,  by  order  of  the  directors, 
it  may  be  sued  upon  as  a  promissory  note  (Miller  v.  Thompson,  3  Man.  & 
G.  575).  If  the  manager  of  a  branch  bank  take  a  promissory  note  from  a 
debtor,  in  the  name  of  such  manager,  the  general  manager  of  the  whole 
company  may,  nevertheless,  sue  upon  the  whole  note  (Roberison  v. 
Steward,  1  Man.  &  G.  511).  Branch  banks  are  considered  as  separate 
indorsees  (if  an  indorsement  be  made  at  each  bank),  for  the  purposes  of 
notice  of  dishonour  of  bills  of  exchange  (Clode  v.  Bayley,  13  Law  J.,  N.  S., 
Ex.  (1844),  17). 

*The  East  and  West  India  Dock  (39  Geo.  III.  c.  69,  s.  184  ;  1 
[  *542  ]  &  2  Will.  IV.  c.  52 ;  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  9),  the  London  Dock  (39  & 
40  Geo.  III.  c.  47,  s.  150;  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  116),  and  some  insu- 
rance companies,  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  names  of  their  treasurer, 
clerk,  secretary,  or  chairman  (53  Geo.  III.  c.  216 ;  53  Geo.  III.  c.  207  ;  54 
Geo.  IIF.  c.  179 ;  4  &  5  Will.  IV.  c.  37 ;  44  Geo.  III.  c.  12 ;  5  Geo.  IV.  c. 
137  ;  5  Geo.  III.  c.  79;  Guthrie  v.  Fisk,  3  B.  &.  C.  178;  Tilson  v.  War- 
wick  Gas-light  Company,  4  B.  &  C.  962).  By  the  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Viet, 
c.  73,  giving  power  to  the  crown  to  confer  certain  powers  and  immunities 
on  certain  trading  and  other  companies;  it  is  enacted,  "  that  the  deed  by 
which  such  company  for  trading,  or  other  purposes  is  formed,  shall  appoint 
two  or  more  oflicers  to  sue  or  be  sued  on  behalf  of  the  company"  (sect.  5); 
and  power  is  given  to  the  crown  to  provide,  by  letters  patent,  that  all  suits 
at  law,  in  equity,  or  otherwise,  shall  be  brought  by  such  companies,  in  the 
name  of  one  of  such  officers  for  the  time  being,  and  against  such  company, 
against  one  of  such  officers  for  the  time  being;  or,  if  no  such  officer,  then 
against  any  member  of  the  company.  Sect.  3:  That  no  suit  so  commenced 
by  or  against  the  company  shall  abate  by  reason  of  death,  or  change  in  the 
officers  or  member  so  suing  or  sued.  Actions  by  or  against  friendly  socie- 
ties are,  by  the  10  Geo.  IV.  c.  56,  s.  21,  empowered  to  be  carried  on  in  the 
names  of  the  treasurer  or  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  such  societies,  with- 
out any  other  description  ;  and  a  similar  provision  respecting  loan  societies 
is  contained  in  the  3  &  4  Viet.  c.  110,  s.  8.  As  the  powers  and  provisions 
of  the  act  relating  to  friendly  societies  are  extended  to  benefit  building  soci- 
eties by  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  32,  s.  4,  it  seems  that  the  above  enactment  of  10 
Geo.  IV.  c.  56,  s.  21,  applies  to  such  a  society.  By  the  stat.  9  Geo.  IV.  c. 
92,  s.  8,  similar  provisions  are  extended  to  savings-banks,  in  matters  relating 
to  such  banks. 

The  acts  for  the  establishment  and  regulation  of  railway  companies  con- 
tain provisions  for  enabling  the  company  to  sue  or  be  sued  in  the  name  of 
the  particular  company,  by  service  of  process  on  the  secretary,  &c.  ;  and 
the  acts  for  regulating  numerous  mining  and  other  local  companies  contain 
similar  clauses. 

As  to  suits  by  joint-stock  societies  in  Scotland  see  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  131. 

By  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  85,  s.  1,  the  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  96,  which  is  an  act  to 
amend  the  law  relative  to  legal  proceedings  by  certain  joint-stock  companies 
against  their  own  members,  and  by  such  members  against  the  companies 
(continued  2  &  3  Viet.  c.  68;  and  by  3  &  4  Viet.  c.  Ill),  is  made  per- 
petual. 

The  character  in  which  the  person  or  officer  is  sued,  must  distinctly 
appear  upon  the  proceedings,  and  the  cause  of  action  should  be  distinctly 
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stated  in  the  pleadings  to  have  accrued  to  or  against  the  principals  or  com- 
pany of  individuals  whom  he  represents  for  this  purpose.  But,  if  the  statute 
provide  not  only  that  he  shall  be  the  nominal  pit.  but,  also,  that  the  cause  ot* 
action  shall  be  vested  in  him  in  trust,  the  declaration  must  be  framed  accord- 
ingly (1  Ch.  PI.  15). 

In  incorporated  companies  the  act  of  parliament  or  charter  often  prescribes 
that  the  company  shall  sue  and  be  sued,  in  the  name  of  their  treasurer,  sec- 
retary, \>r  clerk,  as  the  case  may  be.  But,  if  the  statute  or  charter  give  no 
specific  directions,  the  company  may  sue,  or  be  sued  in  their  corporate  name 
(Wordsworth's  Joint-stock  Companies,  316). 

Under  the  powers  given  by  certain  acts,  a  director  of  the  New 
*Cork  Mining  Company  was  sued,  and  judgment  recovered  in  an  [  *543  ] 
action  on  a  contract  for  work  and  labour,  dec.,  dune  for  the  com- 
pany. The  provisions  were  tho#c:  "All  actions,  Ate.,  whether  at  law,  or 
in  equity,  Arc.,  to  be  commenced,  &c.,  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  com- 
pany, against  any  person  or  perwm,  body  or  bodies  politic  or  coqwtrate, 
whether  such  person  or  persons,  Arc.,  is,  or  arc,  or  then  shall  be  a  member 
or  members  of  the  snid  company  or  not,  shall,  and  lawfully  may  bo  com- 
menced, Arc.,  in  the  name  of  the  person  who  shall  be  for  the  lime  being  the 
managing  director  of  the  said  company,  or  in  the  name  of  any  one  director 
for  the  time  being  of  the  said  company,  as  the  nominal  ph.,  or  party  pro- 
reeding  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  company,  and  that  all  actions,  Ace.,  to 
be  commenced,  Ate.,  ngninst  the  said  company,  by  or  on  behalf  of  any  per- 
son, Ate.,  whether  such  person,  Acr.,  is,  or  are,  or  shall  ib  n  be  a  member  of 
the  said  company  or  not,  shnll  and  lawfully  mny  be  commenced,  A:c.,  agninst 
the  person  who  shall  lx»  for  the  lime  being  such  managing  director,  or  agninst 
any  one  director  for  the  time  being,  of  the  said  company,  as  the  nominal 
deft.,  or  parly  proceeded  ngnin'ii,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  company  :** 
field,  ihiit  tlvse  provisions  mnde  lite  company  n  quasi  corporation,  with  the 
privilege  to  sue  and  be  sued  by  a  mere  name,  with  an  exemption  of  personal 
liability  «»n  the  purl  of  its  members,  and  a  linbility  of  all  joint-stock  property 
whenever  acquired  (Harrison  v.  Timmis,  4  M.  A:  W. 510;  sec  Burtlctt  v. 
Pent  land,  1  ».  &  Ad.  704). 

Two  pits,  on  the  part  of  a  banking  company,  having  sued  as  public  offi- 
cers, when  according  to  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  40,  ».  1,  the  action  should  have  been 
brought  by  one  only,  the  court  allowed  them  to  set  aside  proceedings,  on 
payment  of  costs,  even  after  issue  delivered  (Holmes  v.  Binney,  4  Bing.  N. 
C.  454). 

The  West  India  Dock  Act,  39  Geo.  III.  c.  09,  provides  that  twenty-one 
persons  shall  be  directors  of  the  affairs  of  the  company,  and  that  all  suits 
for  any  cause  of  action  against  the  company  shall  be  brought  ngninst  the 
treasurer.  The  declaration  slated  tint,  by  order  of  the  court  of  direciors, 
the  deft,  put  up  goods  for  sale,  subject  to  certain  conditions,  and  that,  in 
consideration  that  the  pits.,  at  then-quest  of  the  directors,  had  piomised  them 
to  perform  the  conditions  of  sale,  they,  the  directors,  promised  lo  perform 
the  same  on  their  part,  and  then  alleged  the  breach  of  the  condition*  by  the 
directors,  and  concluded  that  the  pits,  brought  their  suit  against  the  treasurer 
according  to  the  statute.  At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  good*  had  been 
put  up  mid  sold  by  order  of  the  directors  on  account  of  the  company.  Held, 
that  there  was  no  variance,  and,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  tint  the 
declaration  was  sufficient,  he-cause  the  contract  alleged  was  in  legal  effect  a 
contract  by  the  company,  for  breach  of  which  an  action  was  maintainable 
ngninst  the  treasurer  (Soutbv  v.  Smith,  3  B.  A:  Ad.  9'JU).  The  pit.  had 
been  uontsuix-d  on  u  former  trial  when  the  action  was  brought  against  the 
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deft,  without  describing  him  as  the  treasurer  of  the  West  India  Dock  Com- 
pany, on  the  ground  that  a  judgment  against  him  in  such  an  action  would 
make  him  personally  liable  (Wordsworth  on  Joint-Stock  Companies,  319,  n.). 

A  statute  empowered  the  Mon.  Coal  and  Iron  Company  to  sue  and  be 
sued  in  the  name  of  any  one  of  the  directors,  or  their  secretary,  and  to  raise 
money  for  carrying  on  their  works.  The  secretary  sued  the  deft,  for  calls 
upon  a  deed  of  settlement,  to  which  the  deft,  was  a  party.  Demurrer  to  the 
declaration,  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  only  enabled  the  secretary  to  sue 
where  the  question  was  one  in  which  the  whole  of  the  company 
[  *544  ]  was  concerned  on  the  one  *part,  and  third  persons  or  strangers  on 
the  other,  and  did  not  empower  the  company  to  sue,  by  its  secre- 
tary, one  of  its  own  members,  for  an  instalment  of  the  capital  secured  by  a 
deed,  in  which  each  of  the  proprietors  had  covenanted  with  certain  trustees 
to  make  due  payment  of  the  instalments.  The  statute  contained  the  follow- 
ing clause:  "any  covenants  which  have  been  already  entered  into  with  the 
said  company,  or  with  any  persons  in  trust  for  the  said  company."  Held, 
that  they  necessarily  included  within  them  the  covenant  made  by  the  deft, 
with  the  trustees  in  the  deed  of  settlement  for  the  benefit  of  the  company, 
and  therefore  the  action  was  rightly  brought  (Skinner  v.  Lambert,  4  Man. 
&  G.  477  ;  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  133,  C.  P.;  see  Hughes  v.  Thorpe,  5  M.  &  W. 
656). 

The  3  &  4  Viet.  c.  26,  enables  the  Monmouthshire  Iron  and  Coal  Corn- 
pan}'  "  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  any  of  their  directors  or  secretary :" 
held,  that  the  provisions  of  that  statute  leave  every  proprietor  subject  to  the 
same  liability  as  he  was  before  the  act  passed,  and  neither  deprive  a  pit.  of 
his  common-law  right  to  sue  any  of  the  partners  in  the  company,  nor  render 
it  compulsory  on  him  to  sue  the  public  officer  of  the  company  instead  of  any 
private  shareholder  (Blevvett  v.  Gordon,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  815). 

Unless  the  power  to  sue  contained  in  the  act  be  clear  in  showing  that  the 
company  must  be  sued  in  the  first  instance,  a  creditor  may  sue  a  shareholder 
instead  of  the  particular  officer  indicated  by  the  statute  (Beech  v.  Eyre,  6 
Sco.  N.  R.  327). 

Forms.']  For  forms  for  refusing  to  accept,  railway  shares  or  scrip  bought 
by  the  deft,  from  the  pit.,  see  Stewart  v.  Cauty,  8  M.  &  VV.  160;  Hibble- 
white  v.  Macmorine,  6  M.  &  W.  212;  Hare  v.  Waring,  6  M.  &  W.  862 ; 
Ch.  PI.  by  Pearson,  174;  Wordsworth's  Joint-Stock  Companies,  App. 

The  proper  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the  price  agreed 
on  and  the  market  price  when  the  contract  was  broken  (Shaw  v.  Holland, 
Exch.  10  Jur.  100). 

See  form  of  a  declaration  by  a  managing  committee  against  an  allottee  of 
shares  for  the  expenses  of  an  undertaking  which  had  been  abandoned  (Wool- 
mer  v.  Toby,  Q.  B.,  E.  T.  1846). 

See  the  form  by  trustees  or  by  the  secretary  of  an  incorporated  railway 
or  other  company  empowered  by  statute  to  sue  by  their  secretary,  Ch.  PI. 
by  Pearson,  13;  Smith  v.  Goldsworthy,  4  Q.  B.  430,  n.  (b).  A  misrecital 
of  the  title  of  the  act  would  not  be  bad  (Nixon  v.  Nanney,  1  Q.  B.  747);  see 
a  form  by  the  clerk  of  the  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road  in  Wellington  v.  Brown, 
15  Law  J.  23,  Q.  B.  By  the  treasurer  of  a  loan  society,  see  Timms  v.  Wil- 
liams, 3  Q.  B.  413  ;  Brown  v.  Langley,  4  Man.  &  G.  466  ;  Albon  v.  Pyke, 
ib.  421 ;  3  &  4  Viet.  c.  110,  continued  by  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  60.  By  the  publb 
officer  of  a  company  authorized  to  sue  by  royal  charter  granted  pursuant  to 
1  Viet.  c.  73,  s.  3,  Ch.  PI.  by  Pearson,  14.  By  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  for  land,  &c.,  held  of  them  under  59  Geo.  III.  c.  12,  s.  12,  Wards 
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v.  Clarke,  12  M.  &  W.  747.  Under  this  act  the  churchwardens  alone  cnn 
sue  for  all  lands  held  in  trust  for  general  parish  purposes,  Rumtiell  v.  Mum, 
Q.  B.  Jan.  23,  1846.  By  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  69,  s.  7,  guardians  of  the  poor 
•re  empowered  to  sue  and  be  sued  by  virtue  of  their  office. 

Pleas.]  The  defence,  that  pit.  and  deft,  are  partners,  and  that  the  claim 
forms  part  of  their  unsettled  partnership  account,  is  available  under  non  us- 
sumpsit  (Worrall  v.  Grayson,  1  M.  &  W.  166 ;  Solly  v.  NeUh,  2 
C.  M.  &  R.  358;  Gregory  v.  Hartnell,  1  M.  dt  W.  183;  *Penrson  [  *545  ] 
v.Skelton,  ib.  505;  Payne  v.  Hales,  5  M.  &  W.  509).      Where 
one  firm  is  suing  another,  the  deft,  may  show  that  one  of  the  parties  is  a 
member  of  both  firms  (Mainwaring  v.  Newman,  2  B.  &  P.  124 ;  Harvey  r. 
K.-v,  9  B.  At  C.  536 ;  Bedford  v.  Bruten,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  399). 

The  nonjoinder  of  a  person  jointly  interested  with  the  pit.,  and  who  ought 
to  have  been  made  a  pit.  with  him,  is  a  defence  under  tion  assumpsU,  being, 
in  tiled,  a  denial  of  the  promise  laid ;  for  a  contract  with  A.  and  B.  is  no 
contract  with  A.  only  (Solly  v.  Neish,  supra).  It  is  no  defence  in  detinue 
(Broadbent  v.  Ledward,  11  Ad.  &  E.  209). 

Where  the  pit.  declares  in  indebUatus  assumpsit,  deft,  may  show  a  part* 
nership  in  the  transaction  on  non  assumpsU  (Pearson  v.  Skclton,  1  M.  Ac 
W.  504).  So,  you  may  show  the  misjoinder  of  a  deft,  in  an  action  ex  con- 
tractu  under  non  assumpsU  (Elcot  v.  Morgan,  7  C.  oz  P.  334). 

The  nonjoinder  of  the  pit.  should  be  pleaded  in  actions  by  executor*  or 
assignees,  and  in  actions  of  tort  (1  Saund.  154,  n.).  The  nonjoinder  of  a 
deft,  in  actions  tx  conlractu  is  only  ground  of  plea  in  abatement  (see  "  A  BATE- 
HE  XT,"  and  ante,  p.  536). 

The  deft,  may  show,  under  a  denial  of  the  acceptance,  that  the  circum- 
stances  arc  such  as  to  negative  an  authority  from  iho  deft,  to  the  party 
accepting  the  bill  in  his  name,  which  authority  might  otherwise  be  implied; 
as  that  it  was  fraudulently  accepted  by  the  deft.'s  partner  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  for  his  own  private  purpows,  of  which  pit.  had  notice  (Jones  v.  Cor- 
belt,  5  Q.  B.  828;  Wilson  v.  Lewi*,  2  Man.  A;  G.  197  ;  see  Musgravc  v. 
Drake,  5  Q.  B.  185). 

As  to  pleading  to  a  bill  the  partnership  of  pit.  and  deft.,  sec  Fox  v.  Frith, 
10  M.  &.  W.  131.  Subsequent  partnership  in  no  defence  to  an  action  for  a 
loan  (Gcrrard  v.  Harding,  5  Man.  &  G.  477).  See  a  plea  to  an  action 
against  a  retired  partner,  that  when  ho  retired  another  person  came  in,  and 
that,  by  consent  of  all  the  parlies,  the  debts  of  the  old  firm  were  transferred  to 
the  new,  Hunt  v.  Alexander,  2  M.  or  W.  4*2 ;  7  C.  At  P.  746.  Sec  a  plea 
to  an  action  by  two  partners  of  an  agreement  between  the  deft,  and  one  of 
them  sullicicnt  to  delent  the  action, Gordon  v.  Kllis,7  Man.  &  G.  607. 

Evidence — Actions  for  Calls.]  Under  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act  (W  A:  9  Viet.  c.  10)  a  resolution  by  directors  to  make  a  call  need  not 
specify  either  the  time  or  pluce  for  payment,  but  the.  directors  must  appoint 
a  time  and  place,  which  must  be  notified  to  the  shareholder  by  a  notice,  allow- 
ing  twenty-one  days  for  payment  (Ncwry  and  Entmkiilpn  Railway  Company 
v.  Edmonds,  2  Exch.  Rep.  119;  12  Jur.  101  ;  17  L.  J.  Ivxch.  102). 

A  railway  company,  under  the  8  As  9  Viet.  c.  10,  cannot  maintain  an  action 
for  a  cull  n  gainst  a  transferee  of  scrip  certificates  of  shares  in  the  company, 
(or  probably  even  against  an  original  subscriber),  unless  at  the  time  when 
the  call  was  made  his  name  was  entered  on  the  sealed  register  of  share- 
holders, which,  by  the  9th  section  of  that  statute,  the  company  is  directed  to 
keep  (Ib.). 
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Therefore,  where,  in  an  action  for  a  call,  it  appeared  that  the  deft,  had 
purchased  the  scrip  certificates  of  the  shares,  and  before  the  call  was  made 
sent  them  in  to  the  company  with  a  claim  to  be  registered  in  their  books  as 
shareholder;  and  that  his  name  was  accordingly  entered  on  a  draft  register 
of  shares,  and  a  receipt  for  the  scrip  sent  to  his  agent ;  but  that  his  name 
was  not  entered  on  the  sealed  register  until  after  the  call  was  made.  Held, 
that  the  pits,  could  not  recover  (Ib.).  Qucere,  whether  an  original  allottee 
would  in  such  case  be  liable.  Per  Parke,  B.,  a  circular  letter  sent  to  every 
shareholder  in  a  railway  company,  informing  him  that  the  directors  had  re- 
solved  on  making  a  call,  constitutes  the  call  (Shaw  v.  Rowley,  16  M.  &  W. 
810;  5  Railw.  Cas.  47). 

The  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  which  was  incorporated  with 
the  company's,  enacts  :  sect.  8.  That  every  person  who  shall  have  subscribed 
to  the  capita!  of  the  company,  and  whose  name  shall  be  entered  on  the 
register,  shall  be  deemed  a  shareholder.  Sect.  9.  That  the  company  shall 
keep  a  book  in  which  shall  be  entered  the  names  of  those  entitled  to  shares. 
Sect.tl4.  That  every  shareholder  may  transfer  his  shares  by  deed.  Sect.  15. 
That  such  deed  shall  be  delivered  to  the  secretary;  and  that  uniil  such 
transfer  shall  be  so  delivered  the  vendor  of  the  share  shall  continue  liable  to 
the  company  for  any  call  that  may  be  made  upon  such  share.  The  deft, 
subscribed  I'or  shares  in  the  undertaking,  and  was  without  his  consent  in- 
serted on  the  register;  he  received  scrip,  and  subsequently  sold  them  :  held, 
that  he  continued  liable  for  calls  so  long  as  his  name  remained  on  the  register. 
(Midland  Great  Western  Railway  Company  v.  Gordon,  5  Railw.  Gas.  76; 
16  M.  &  W.  804).  &mble,  the  efl'ect  of  a  sale  of  scrip  is  to  transfer  an 
equitable  title  to  the  purchaser  to  have  the  shares  assigned  to  him,  and  his 
name  entered  on  the  register  as  a  shareholder  (Ib.). 

In  Actions  for  Calls.]  As  to  pleadings  in  actions  for  calls,  see  Edinburgh 
and  Leith  Railway  Company  v.  Hebblevvhite,  6  M.  &  W.  711.  If  one  of  > 
several  executors  bring  an  action  either  of  debt  on  bond  or  assumpsit,  as 
well  as  of  tort,  it  seems  settled  that  the  deft,  can  only  take  advantage  of  it 
by  pleading  in  abatement,  after  oycr  of  the  will,  that  the  other  executor  men- 
tioned therein  is  alive,  not  named  (1  Saund.  291  /,  n.  3).  If  the  deft,  plead 
the  general  issue,  he  is  too  late,  and  cannot  then  come  at  the  fact  of  there 
being  another  executor.  An  excculor  is  appointed  by  the  will,  and,  there- 
fore, it  is  necessary  to  pray  oyer,  and  set  it  out  in  order,  first,  to  show  that 
fact,  and  then  to  aver  that  he  is  alive.  But  the  deft,  need  not  aver  that  he 
has  administered  (Ib.).  The  nonjoinder  of  a  secret  partner  cannot  be 
pleaded  in  abatement  (Mullett  v.  Hook,  Moo.  &  M.  88;  recognised  in  De 
Mfiutort  v.  Saunders,  1  B.  &  Ad.  398;  see  also,  Ex  parte  Chuck,  8  Bing. 
469). 

Sect.  75,  of  1  Viet.  c.  xcvi.  local,  personal,  and  public,  for  making  and 
maintaining  a  railway  in  Ireland,  onabled  the  directors  to  make  calls  from 
the  proprietors,  and  in  case  of  neglect  or  refusal  to  pay  the  same, 
[  *546  ]  enacted  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  company  *or  for  the 
said  directors  to  sue  for  and  recover  the  same  in  any  of  her  majesty's 
courts  of  records  in  Dublin,  by  action  of  debt,  &c.  Sect.  77  gave  a  form  of 
declaration  in  an  action  against  a  subscriber,  and  prescribed  the  proof  which 
should  be  sufficient  to  maintain  the  action  in  debt  for  calls  against  the  deft, 
as  a  proprietor;  the  deft,  pleaded  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  that  by 
virtue  ol  the  75th  section  he  was  liable  to  be  sued  in  her  majesty's  courts  of 
record  in  Dublin,  and  not  elsewhere.  Demurrer:  held  first,  that  the  action 
could  be  maintained  only  in  one  of  the  courts  of  record  in  Dublin;  secondly, 


PARTNERS.  546 

that  the  plea,  though  in  form  a  plea  in  abatement,  disclosed  matter  in  bar  to 
the  action,  which,  upon  demurrer  to  the  plea,  might  be  taken  advantage  of 
by  the  deft.  (Dundalk  Western  Railway  Company  v.  Tapster,  1  Gal.  At 
G57  ;  1  Q.  B.  667  ;  5  Jur.  699). 

A  purchaser  of  shares  in  a  joint-stock  company  set  up  as  a  defence  to 
calls,  and  as  a  ground  to  have  the  purchase  rescinded,  that  he  was  induced  to 
purchase  the  shares  from  another  party  by  the  representations  of  the  law 
agent  of  the  company  as  to  the  prosperity  of  the  company,  when  at  that 
time  it  was  known  to  the  directors  and  officers  of  the  company  that  their 
affaire  were  in  a  very  ruinous  state;  alleging  also,  that,  for  several  years 
previous  to  the  purchase,  the  directors  had  fraudulently  declared  large 
dividends,  although,  at  the  several  times  the  dividends  were  declared,  the 
company  had  made  no  profits,  but,  on  the  contrary,  had  incurred  heavy 
losses,  which,  it  was  alleged,  the  directors  concealed  from  the  shareholders 
and  the  public:  held,  affirming  the  interlocutor  of  the  Court  below  against 
the  purchaser,  first,  that  the  con  wny  was  not  bound  by  the  representations 
of  their  law  agent  as  to  the  state  of  their  affairs,  although  the  law  agent 
happened  also  to  be  a  shareholder  in  the  company.  And,  on  this  point,  see 
the  remarks  upon  the  difference  between  joint-stock  companies  and  ordinary 
mercantile  companies.  Secondly,  that  general  allegations  of  fraud,  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  at  periods  considerably  antecedent  to  the  purchase, 
are  not  a  ground  to  rescind  the  sale  (Rurnes  v.  Penned,  13  Jur.  897,  II.  L.). 

In  an  action  by  a  company  for  calls  (H  At  9  Viet.  c.  16,  ss.  26, 27),  the 
deft,  under  a  traverse  ol  hi*  being  a  shareholder  in  the  company,  may  not 
only  dispute  that  ho  is  such  de  facto,  but  may  show  that  be  is  not  a  share- 
holder de  jure,  so  as  to  be  entiled  to  a  share  in  the  profits  of  the  under- 
taking (Shropshire  Railway  Company  v.  Anderson,  13  Jur.  175;  18  Law 
J.  232,  Kxch.). 

Therefore,  in  such  a  case,  where  the  special  act  enacted  that  the  provisions 
of  the  general  act  as  to  the  distribution  of  the  capital  into  shares,  and  the 
enforcing  the  payment  for  calls,  should  be  incorporated  with  it,  and  that  the 
company  might  create  new  shares  in  the  manner  to  bo  agreed  upon  at  a 
general  mooting  of  the  company,  the  deft,  w  m  allowed  to  plead  firs:,  never 
indebted  ;  secondly,  that  he  was  not  a  shareholder ;  and,  thirdly, a  traverse 
of  the  calls  having  been  made;  but  was  not  allowed  to  plead  that  there  had 
been  no  meeting  of  the  company  before  the  shares  had  been  created,  nor 
that  the  shares  were  not  agreed  to  be  created  at  the  meeting  of  the  com* 
panv  (Ib.). 

'1  he  register  of  share  holders  which  the  28th  section  of  the  8  Ac  9  Viet, 
c.  10,  tendon  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  party  being  a  shareholder  in  a  rail- 
way  company,  means  the  scaled  register  described  in  the  9th  section  of  that 
statute  (Birkciihead,  Lancashire  nnd  Cheshire  Junction  Railway  Company 
v.  Btownrigg,  13  Jur.  U43,  Kxch.). 

Proprietors/tip.]  If  the  deft,  wish  to  compel  the  company  to  prove  his 
proprietorship,  ho  must  plead  specially  that  be  was  not  a  proprietor  of  the 
shares  (Cheltenham  Railway  Company  v.  Price,  9  C.  At  I'.  55). 

This  plea  may  be  pleaded  wi;h  "  never  indebted,"  and  it  frequently  hop- 
pens  that  these  two  pleas  arc  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  a  defence  in  an 
action  for  culls  (infra). 

Nccfr  IfflcLted.]  This  plea  will  compel  the  company,  before  they  have 
any  right  tosny  a  call  is  recoverable,  to  prove  any  conditions  precedent  which 
the  statute  may  have  imposed  upoa  them  (London  and  Brighton  Railway 
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Company  v.  Wilson,  6  Ring.  N.  C.  135;  Same  v.  Fairclough,  6  Bing.  N. 
C.  270  ;  South-Eastern  Railway  Company  v.  Hibblewhite,  12  Ad.  &  E.  497). 
Thus,  that  there  was  no  notice,  or  no  due  notiae,  of  the  calls,  or  that  the 
directors  did  not  appoint  a  time  or  place  for  receiving  the  payments,  are  put 
in  issue  under  this  plea  (Ib. ;  Edinburgh,  Leith,  and  Newhaven  Railway 
Company  v.  Hibblewhite,  6  M.  &  W.  707). 

Nil  debct  cannot  be  pleaded,  even  though  the  words  of  the  declaration  are 
"is  indebted"  (Edinburgh  Railway  Company  v.  Hibblewhite,  6  M.  &  W. 
707). 

By  a  railway  act,  the  directors  were  entitled  to  recover  for  calls  in  arrear, 
upon  proving  that  the  deft,  was  a  proprietor,  and  that  notice  of  the  calls  had 
been  given,  as  directed  by  the  act,  unless  the  deft,  should  prove  that  he  had 
paid  the  full  amount  of  his  subscription.  The  deft,  pleaded  never  indebted, 
and  that  he  was  not  a  proprietor;  the  court  refused  to  allow  him  to  add,  1st, 
that  due  notice  of  calls  was  not  given  ;  2ndly,  that  no  time  or  place  was  ap- 
pointed for  payment ;  3rdly,  that  the  calls  were  made  for  purposes  other  than 
those  warranted  by  the  act;  4thly,  that  they  were  made  after  deviations  in 
the  line;  Sthly,  that  fewer  shares  were  allotted  than  the  act  required.  The 
first  two  were  put  in  issue  by  never  indebted,  for  the  148th  sect,  enacts,  that 
"On  the  trial  of  such  action  it  shall  only  be  necessary  to  prove  that  the  deft, 
at  the  time  of  making  the  respective  calls  was  a  proprietor,  and  that  such 
notice  was  given  as  is  directed  by  the  act  of  such  call  or  calls  having  been 
made  (London  and  Brighton  Railway  Company  v.  Wilson,  6  Bing.  N.  C. 
135,  270;  see  Edinburgh,  Leith,  and  Newhaven  Railway  Company  v.  Hib- 
blewhite, 6  M.  &  W.  707,  where  the  first  plea  was  held  bad,  on  special  de- 
murrer, for  having  concluded  with  a  verification,  instead  of  to  the  country, 
but  it  would  seem  that  "  never  indebted"  would  have  been  a  sufficient  plea. 
The  3rd  plea,  that  the  calls  were  made  for  purposes  other  than 
[  *547  ]  those  *warranted  by  the  act,  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  act 
limited  the  answer  to  be  given  to  the  company's  action  for  a  call ; 
for,  the  company  shall  be  entitled  to  recover  what  shall  appear  due  on  such 
calls,  unless  it  shall  appear  that  the  principal  moneys  previously  paid  on  any 
such  share,  together  wilh  such  call,  exceed  the  share  of  50/. ;  besides,  the 
148th  sect,  limits  the  proof  of  the  pit.,  and  the  discussion  of  the  question 
properly  belongs  to  the  general  meeting  of  the  company  (London  and  Brigh- 
ton Railway  Company  v.  Wilson,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  135;  Same  v.  Fairclough, 
ib.  272;  see  South-Eastern  Railway  Company  v.  Hibblewhite,  12  Ad.  &  E. 
497).  So,  the  plea  that  there  had  been  a  deviation  from  the  original  line, 
and  that  the  money  called  for  was,  in  respect  of  such  deviation,  disallowed, 
on  the  ground  that,  if  allowed,  a  trifling  deviation  would  enable  every  sub- 
scriber to  refuse  to  pay  his  call,  which  would  have  the  effect  of  breaking  up 
the  whole  concern  (London  and  Brighton  Railway  Company  v.  Wilson, 
supra ;  Same  v.  Fairclough,  supra).  So,  the  plea  that  fewer  shares  had 
been  allotted  than  were  required  by  the  statute  was  disallowed,  on  the  ground 
that  there  were  if  not  in  fact,  yet  in  contemplation  of  law  36,000  shares  (Ib.  ; 
Thames  Haven  Dock  Company  v.  Rose,  4  Man.  &  G.  552).  So,  a  plea 
that  the  calls  were  not  made  upon  all  the  subscribers  or  proprietors  will  not 
be  allowed  (Ib.) ;  or  by  competent  persons,  or  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  un- 
dertaking ;  nor  that  there  were  not  present  when  the  calls  were  made,  the 
required  number  of  directors  who  had  paid  their  calls  (Ib.). 

Plea  of  Forfeiture^  The  deft,  may  plead  that  the  directors  have  exer- 
cised their  option  of  declaring  the  .shares  of  the  deft,  to  be  forfeited,  and 
have  taken  the  steps  in  that  respect  directed  by  the  act  (South-Eastern  Rail- 
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way  Company  T.  Hibblewhite,  12  Ad.  &  E.  497 ;  see  Same  v.  Cooper,  Q. 
B.  8,  1841).  A  plea  that  the  shares  had  been  forfeited  since  the  call  was 
made  would  be  bad  (London  and  Brighton  Railway  Company  v.  Fairclough, 
6  Bing.  N.  C.  270) ;  and  even  a  plea  that  the  shares  had  been  forfeited  be- 
Jore  the  making  the  calls  in  question  would,  it  seems,  be  bad,  as  amounting 
to  an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  deft.'s  being  a  shareholder  (Ib.).  Such 
forfeiture  is  no  defence  to  an  action  for  calls  until  confirmed  at  a  general 
meeting  of  the  company  held  according  to  the  act  of  parliament  (see  8  &  9 
Viet.  c.  16,  s.  31 ;  Birmingham,  Bristol  and  Thames  Junction  Railway  Com- 
pany v.  Lock,  1  Q.  B.  256) ;  and  a  plea  of  forfeiture  was  held  bad  on  spe- 
cial demurrer,  for  not  showing  that  the  shares  were  declared  to  bo  for: 
at  a  general  or  special  meeting  of  the  company,  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  art  (Edinburgh,  Leitb,  and  Newhaven  Railway  Company  v.  Hibble- 
white, 6  M.  &  W.  707). 

Where,  in  an  action  for  calls,  deft,  suffered  judgment  by  default,  and 
judgment  was  signed  on  the  8th  of  March,  and  on  the  31st  of  May,  in  T. 
T.,  he  applied  to  set  that  judgment  aside,  on  the  ground  that  at  the  lime  of 
the  commencement  of  the  suit  and  during  its  continuance  the  directorship 
consisted  of  seven  proprietors  only  instead  of  twelve,  which  the  act  required, 
the  court  refused  to  interfere,  as  well  on  the  ground  of  the  delay  in  the  de(l.*s 
application,  as  because  his  objection  might  have  been  raised  by  plea  and 
argued  on  demurrer,  and  because  the  objection  was  not  clearly  made  out  on 
the  provisions  of  the  act  (Thames  Haven  Dock  and  Railway  Company  T. 
Rose,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  104).  Held  also,  that  the  provisions  of  sects.  108  and 
1 1'J,  were  directory  only,  and  that  the  business  of  the  company  might  be 
conducted  by  seven  directors,  unless  the  shareholders  'should  in- 
ti-rfere  to  require  the  completion  of  the  whole  number,  but  that,  at  [  '548 .] 
all  events,  these  provisions  were  intended  for  the  internal  manage, 
ment  of  the  company  only,  and  could  not  be  taken  advantage  of  by  a  person 
in  the  position  of  a  stranger /I b.). 

A  mere  notice  of  forfeiture  does  not  exonerate  the  shareholder  from  pay- 
ment of  calls,  unless  indeed  the  act  provides  that  notice  of  itself  shall  be 
enough.  But  the  usual  provision  i*,  iliut  advantage  shall  not  be  taken  of  the- 
forfeiture  until  after  a  certain  lime,  nor  until  the  forfeiture  has  been  confirmed 
at  a  meeting  of  the  shareholders. 

Power  given  by  8  A:  9  Viet.  c.  40,  to  companies  to  declare  shares  for- 
feited for  non-payment  of  calls,  is  hot  nn  alternative  remedy  with  right  of 
action  ;  and  in  an  action  for  calls,  plea  ilarrrin  continuance,  that  company 
had  declared  shares  forfeited,  is  bad  (Great  Northern  Railway  Company  v. 
Kennedy,  19  Law  J.  11,  Ex.). 

Trantfer.]  A  railway  act  (6  Will.  IV.  c.  Ixxxvii.  s.  95)  authorizes  the 
company  to  sue  subscribers  for  calls  on  the  shares.  Sect.  06  empowers  the 
directors  to  make  calls  of  money  from  the  subscriber*  and  proprietors  for 
the  time  being,  and  in  default  of  payment  to  sue  for  the  calls,  or  declare  the 
shares  forfeited.  Sect.  98  provides,  that  in  an  actioo  against  such  proprietor 
for  the  time  being,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  declare  that  the  deft,  being  a  pro- 
prietor of  a  share,  is  indebted  in  £ — ,  for  a  cill,  whereby  an  action  hath 
accrued  to  the  company,  without  setting  forth  the  special  matter,  and  suffi- 
cient to  prove  that  the  deft.,  at  the  time  of  making  such  call,  was  a  proprie- 
tor of  a  share,  and  that  the  call  was  made  and  notice  given  as  directed  by 
the  act.  Sect.  101  enables  proprietors  to  sell  their  shares,  providing  that  on 
any  such  sale  the  deed  or  conveyance  executed  by  the  seller  and  purchaser 
shall  be  kept  by  the  company,  who  shall  enter  in  a  book  a  memorial  of  the 
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transfer,  and  indorse  the  entry  thereof  on  the  deed,  and  on  the  certificate  of 
the  shares  sold,  and  until  such  memorial  shall  have  been  made  and  entered 
the  seller  shall  be  made  liable  for  calls,  and  the  purchaser  shall  have  no  part 
of  the  profits  or  interest  paid,  nor  vote  in  respect  of  such  share.  Sect.  102 
prohibits  the  sale  by  any  person  of  any  share  on  which  a  call  shall  have 
been  made  after  the  day  appointed  for  payment  of  the  same,  unless  at  the 
time  of  such  sale  he  shall  have  paid  the  full  sum  called  for  in  respi  ct  there- 
of. In  an  action  for  calls,  the  declaration  stated  that  the  deft,  having  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  been  a  proprietor  of  shares,  was  and  still  is 
indebted  to  the  company  for  a  call  on  each  of  such  shares,  and  that  by  rea- 
son of  the  calls  remaining  unpaid,  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plis.  Plea, 

that  the  call  was  made  payable  on ,  and  that  the  deft,  transferred 

his  share  by  deed  to  one  C.  T.,  and  that  the  company  entered  a  memorial 
of  the  transfer  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  before  the  call  was 
payable.  Verification,  special  demurrer.  Held,  that  no  right  of  action  for 
a  call  is  given  by  the  act,  or  exists  independently  of  it  against  a  party  not 
appearing  to  be  an  original  subscriber,  who  had  held  a  share  at  the  time  a 
call  was  made,  but  who  had  transferred  and  entered  a  memorial  of  his 
transfer  before  the  call  was  payable,  and  that  the  duty  to  pay  a  call  in  such 
case  does  not  arise  until  the  day  appointed  by  the  directors  for  payment 
(Aylesbury  Railway  Company  v.  Mount,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  143,  C.  P.):  held 
also,  that  supposing  the  declaration  did  show  a  cause  of  action,  it  was  well 
answered  by  the  plea,  which  was  good  in  substance  and  in  form,  and  pro- 
perly concluded  with  a  verification  (Ib.)  Semble,  that  there  are 
[  *549  ]  only  three  cases  in  which  an  action  *for  calls  can  be  maintained 
under  this  act;  first,  against  a  subscriber  under  sect.  95;  secondly, 
against  an  owner  for  the  time  being  under  sect.  96;  thirdly,  against  a  pnrty 
who  has  transferred  his  shares,  is  no  longer  a  shareholder,  but  whose  liability 
is  continued  by  sect.  101,  no  memorial  of  transfer  having  been  entered  (Ib.  ; 
8  &  9  Viet.  c.  16). 

Until  deed  of  transfer  upon  sale  of  railway  shares  is  registered  by  trans- 
feree, the  transferor  continuing  registered  owner  is  liable  for  all  subsequent 
calls,  and  cannot,  after  he  has  been  compelled  to  pay  the  amount  ol"  such 
calls,  recover  the  same  from  the  transferee  as  money  paid  (Suyles  v.  Blane, 
19  Law  J.,  19Q.B.). 

Pica  that  Public  Officer  should  le  sued.~\  In  an  action  for  money  lent, 
paid,  had,  and  received,  and  on  an  nccount  stated,  the  defts.  pleadi  d  in  bar 
that  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned  accrued  against  a 
banking  company,  under  7  Goo.  IV.  c.  46,  of  which  the  defts.  were  mem- 
bers, and  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit  A.  B. 
and  C.  D.  had  been  duly  nominated  and  appointed,  and  had  been  and  were 
duly  registered,  pursuant  to  the  statute  as  public  officers  of  the  company  to 
sue  and  be  sued  on  their  behalf,  &c.,  and  that  the  said  persons  so  being,  and 
being  duly  nominated,  appointed,  and  registered  as  such  public  officers  as 
aforesaid,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  were  resident,  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  court:  held,  that  the  plea  was  good  in  substance;  that 
the  defence  disclosed  in  it  was  properly  pleadable  in  bar,  not  in  abatement; 
that  it  was  not  argumentative,  but  was  a  good  plea  in  confession  and  avoid- 
ance;  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  aver  that  the  public  officers  named  in  the 
pk a  had  been  appointed  during  the  time  that  the  company  carried  on  the 
bi  siness  of  bankers,  under  the  provisions  of  7  Gco.  IV.  c.  46,  or  that  the 
causes  of  action  had  accrued  in  respect  of  matters  or  things  connected  with 
a  trading  by  the  company  as  bankers  under  the  same  statute;  and  that  it 
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wns  sufficiently  averred  that  A.  and  B.  were  public  officers  of  the  company 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit  (Steward  v.  Greaves,  6  Jur. 
1116,  Exch.). 

Plea  under  tlit  Joint-Stock  Bank  Act*.}  To  nn  action  brought  by  the 
Agricultural  and  Commercial  Bank  of  Ireland  in  the  name  of  its  public  offi- 
cer, that  deft,  pleaded  that  the  co-partnership  consisted  of  more  than  six 
persons,  nnd  was  established  after  the  passing  of  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  42,  and  that 
the  establishments  or  houses  of  business  of  the  said  co-partnership  had  been 
from  the  time  of  the  formation  thereof  until  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
and  th  u  were  at  places  in  Ireland  less  than  fifty  miles  from  Dublin,  con- 
trary  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute:  held,  that  the  deft,  was  bound  to  show 
that  there  was  such  a  branch  bank  for  the  whole  time,  namely,  from  the 
time  of  the  original  formation  of  the  company  down  to  the  commencement  of 
the  suit  (Hughes  v.  Thorp,  5  M.  6c  W.  656).  &wVe,  that  the  existence  at 
any  time  of  such  an  establishment  would  be  no  defence  to  an  action,  but  it 
must  at  least  be  shown  to  have  existed  either  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made,  or  at  the  commencement  of  the  action  (Ib.). 

To  nssumpsit  by  the  holders  against  the  drawers  of  a  banker's  cheque ; 
plea,  that  the  deft,  made  the  draft  for  the  accommodation  of  C.,  and  that 
there  never  was  any  consideration  for  it ;  and  further,  that  there  never  WAS 
any  consideration  for  the  transfer  of  the  same  by  C.  to  the  pits., 
and  that  they  always  held,  and  do  *now  hold  the  same  without  [  '550  ] 
value:  replication  tie  injuria:  at  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  pits, 
were  the  trustees  of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  and  that  they  em* 
ployed  one  R.  as  their  agent  to  manage  one  branch  of  their  concern  ;  C.,  in 
whose  favour  the  cheque  was  drawn,  had  an  account  with  the  branch,  which 
was  considerably  overdrawn ;  it  wa»  the  practice  of  the  bank  to  send  round 
an  inspector  to  all  their  banks  once  every  quarter  to  examine  their  agents* 
accounts,  and  in  order  to  prevent  its  being  discovered  that  C.  was  indebted 
to  the  bank,  R.  was  in  the  habit  of  taking  chcqws  from  C.  before  the  quar- 
ter-day approachrd,  which  he  placed  to  his  credit  on  the  account,  but  upon 
an  exprtss  undertaking  that  they  were  not  to  be  presented,  but  returned  to 
C.  after  (he  quarter-day  was  past.  The  cheque  in  question  had  been  ob- 
tained from  tins  deft,  by  C.,  R.  being  aware  of  it,  in  consideration  of  a  counter 
cheque  from  C.  for  the  same  amount.  Held,  that  neither  of  the  averments 
in  the.  pi  en  was  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and  that  the  pits,  were  entitled  to 
recover  (Bosanquet  v.  Corsor,  8  M.  «St  W.  14'J). 

M.  and  S.  and  others  were  obligors  in  a  bond,  conditioned  to  answer  for 
any  balance  which  might  become  due  from  M.  to  a  bank  in  Scotland,  with 
whom  he  had  obtained  a  credit  according  to  the  Scotch  system  of  banking; 
M.  in  the  course  of  his  dealings  drew  upon  the  bank  bv  written  orders  for 
sums  made  payable  to  bearer,  and  issued  at  a  place  more  than  ten  miles  dis- 
tant from  the  bank,  but  dated  (contrary  to  the  fuel)  at  a  place  within  (hat 
distance,  and  also  post-dated,  being  in  both  respects  contrary  to  the  55  Gco. 
111.  c.  1*4,  s.  13,  which  not  only  imposes  a  penalty  upon  the  parlies  lo  such 
drafts,  but  makes  the  transaction  void.  The  mode  of  drawing  was  known 
by  the  bunkers.  M.  having  overdrawn  to  the  amount  of  14.378/.,  an  action 
upon  the  bond  was  brought  against  S.  by  the  bank  to  recover  the  amount: 
held,  that  no  debt  had  been  incurred,  ami  therefore  th  it  the  parties  were  not 
liable  u|«n  the  bond  (Swan  v.  Scotland  (Bank  of),  10  Bli.  6vi7). 

The  certificate  of  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies  incorporates  the  com* 
pany  under  7  dt  8  Vicl.  c.  110,  s.  '<i5,  although  the  deed  registered  be  de- 
fective, and  the  shareholder  who  has  signed  the  deed  which  is  defective 
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cannot  avail  himself,  as  a  defence  to  actions  for  calls  of  any  omission  in  the 
deed  of  provisions  which  are  required  by  that  act  to  be  inserted  therein  (Ban- 
wen  Iron  Company  v.  Barnett,  19  Law  J.  17,  C.  P.). 

Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 
Proof  of  Cause  of  Action, ,]  This  will  be  the  same  as  in  other  cases. 

Proof  of  Partnership]  In  actions  by  partners,  to  recover  a  partnership 
demand,  unless  the  contract  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  action  has  been 
expressly  made  with  all  the  members  of  the  firm  (Evans  v.  Mason,  Cowp. 
569);  it  will  be  incumbent  on  them  to  prove  that  all  the  pits,  were  partners 
at  the  time  of  the  contract  (Camden  v.  Anderson,  5  T.  R.  709);  and  thus, 
in  an  action  by  several  partners  for  goods  sold,  if  one  of  them  joins  in  the 
action  who  at  the  time  of  the  contract  was  not  a  partner,  but  who  afterwards 
becomes  such,  and,  by  agreement  among  the  partners,  was  to  have  a  share 
in  the  profits  from  a  time  preceding  the  contract,  the  pits,  will  be  nonsuited 
(Wilsford  v.  Wood,  1  Esp.  182);  and  the  effect  will  be  the  same,  if  any  one 
of  those  who  were  partners  at  the  time  be  omitted  *(Leglise  v. 
[  *551  ]  Champante,  2  Stra.  820;  ante,  p.  536).  If  the  pit.  sues  as  sur- 
viving  partner,  he  must  prove  the  partnership,  as  in  other  cases ; 
but  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  prove  the  death  of  the  deceased.  Where 
business  has  been  carried  on  in  the  names  of  several,  one  of  them  may  still 
support  an  action  of  assumpsit,  provided  he  expressly  prove  that  the  others 
were  not,  in  fact,  partners  (Teed  v.  Elworthy,  14  East,  210);  and  a  party, 
in  whose  name  the  business  has  been  carried  on  as  a  co-partner,  is  com- 
petent to  prove  that  in  fact  he  was  not  a  partner  (Glossop  v.  Colman,  1  Stark. 
25). 

It  is  a  general  rule,  that  all  contracts  and  transactions,  &c.,  made  with,  to, 
or  by  several  partners  in  the  course  of  the  joint  trade,  are  construed  by  law 
to  be  made  to  and  for  all  of  them,  and  all  are  entitled  to  take  advantage  of 
them ;  and  whether  they  be  express  or  implied,  the  legal  consequences  will 
be  the  same  (Watson,  111  ;  3  Pri.  544;  Skinner  v.  Stocks,  4  B.  &  C.  437). 

Partnerships  are  usually  proved  by  the  oral  testimony  of  clerks,  or  other 
agents  or  persons,  who  know  that  the  alleged  partners  have  actually  carried 
on  business  in  partnership,  as  it  is  unnecessary  to  produce  any  deed  or  other 
agreement  by  which  the  copartnership  has  been  constituted  (Alderson  v. 
Clay,  1  Stark.  400)  ;  see  furthermost,  p.  592,  as  to  strict  proof  of  partnership. 
An  examined  copy  of  an  answer  in  chancery  by  two  of  the  defts.  to  a  bill  of 
a  third  deft.,  charging  them  as  partners  and  praying  an  account,  is  good  evi- 
dence to  prove  the  'partnership  as  against  the  person  so  answering  (Studdy 
v.  Sanders,  2  D.  &  R.  347  ;  see  Peacock  v.  Peacock,  2  Camp.  645  ;  Ender- 
by  v.  Gilpin,  5  B.  &  Ad.  954).  If  a  witness  caHed  by  the  partners  to  prove 
the  partnership  is  unable,  at  the  moment,  to  specify  the  several  names  of  the 
partners,  a  number  of  names,  containing  those  of  the  partners  amongst  others 
may  be  suggested  to  him  for  the  assistance  of  his  memory,  (Acerro  v.  Petroni, 
1  Stark.  100).  As  to  proof  when  several  persons  sue  on  a  bill,  ante,  Vol. 
I.  pp.  451,  511.  If  one  of  several  partners  accept  a  bill  drawn  on  the  firm, 
it  is  sufficient  to  prove  the  partnership  and  his  handwriting  in  an  action  against 
all  (Mason  v.  Ramsey,  1  Camp.  384).  As  to  when  partners  may  sue  each 
other,  ante,  p.  528.  To  prove  a  strict  partnership  between  the  partners 
themselves,  there  must  be  an  agreement,  either  express  or  implied,  between 
them,  that  each  shall  reciprocally  participate  in  the  loss  as  well  as  in  the 
profit  of  the  concern :  whether  it  refer  to  a  trade  or  business,  or  merely  to  a 
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particular  transaction  (Pott  v.  Eyton,  3  C.  B.  32 ;  Green  v.  Beesley,  2  Sco. 
:  Price  v.  Groom,  2  Ex.  542);  and  the  mere  sharing  of  one  of  these 
without  the  other  will  not  constitute  a  partnership  (17  Ve*.  404  ;  Morse  v. 
on,  4  T.  R.  353).  The  inequality  of  the  shares  is  immaterial  (Ch. 
Contr.  213).  But  the  deed  of  partnership  may  stipulate  that  a  partner  shall 
not  be  liable  for  losses  (Gilpin  v.  Endcrby,  5  B.  At  A.  954 ;  Bond  v.  Pittard, 
.'.  M.  Ac  W.  357).  A  participation  in  profits  and  losses  does  not  create  a 
partnership  between  the  parties,  if  the  facts  negative  any  intention  or  agree- 
ment on  their  part  that  it  should  have  any  such  operation  (Smith  v.  Watson, 
•J  IJ.  At  C.  401 ;  see  Hesketh  v.  Blanchard,  4  East,  144). 

Where  a  party  receives  profits  in  lieu  of  wages,  he  is  not  a  partner,  and 
may  sue  for  his  services  (liesketb  v.  Blanchard,  4  East,  144 ;  Mair  v.  Glen- 
4  M.  Ac  8.  244;  ante,  p.  531 ;  Smith  v.  Watson,  2  B.  Ac  C.  401 ;  and 
see  Gale  v.  Leckie,  2  Stark.  107 ;  Holmes  T.  Higgins,  1  B.  &  C.  74).  But 
a  partnership  may  exist  although  there  be  no  right  to  any  definite  proportion 
ol  the  profits  (8  Bing.  469). 

•Where  A.,  a  merchant  in  London,  by  letter  directed  B.,  a 
broker  in  Liverpool,  to  purchase  good*,  and  slated  that  B.  was  to  [  *552  ] 
be  one-third  interested  therein,  be  acting  without  commission,  on 
which  terms  B.  agreed  to  purchase.   Having  so  done,  in  the  correspondence 
between  the  parties  on  the  subject,  the  transaction  w»s  mesttjonrd  as  «  joint 
purchase  and  concern,  Axe ,  and  B.  sent  a  policy  against  fire  to  A.,  and  stated 
that  the  goods  were  warehoused  "  for  their  joint  security :"  held,  partners  in 
the  goods  even  as  between  ihemeaifBi  (Reid  v.  HoUinshead,  4  B.  At  C.  6417 ; 
Smith  v.  Watson,  2  B.  Ac  C.  401). 

A  number  of  persons  associating  together,  and  subscribing  sums  of  money 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  bill  in  parliament  to  make  a  railway,  are  part* 
ners  in  the  undertaking;  and  one  subscriber  cannot  recover  against  others 
(Holmes  v.  Haines,  1  B.  Ac  C.  74 ;  and  see  Perring  (Sir  J.)  v.  Hone,  4  Bing. 
28);  as  to  where  parlies  arc  partners  inter  sr,  see  Wilkinson  v.  Frasier,  4 
Esp.  162  ;  Hclme  v.  Smith,  7  Bing.  709;  Fox  v.  Clifton,  6  Bing.  770;  Bourne 
?.  Freeth,  9  B.  At  C.  032 ;  Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  10  B.  Ac  C.  126 ;  see  pott, 
p.  583). 

If  several  persons  horse,  with  horses  their  several  property,  the  several 
stages  of  a  coach,  in  the  general  profits  of  which  they  nrv  partners,  they  are 
not  all  jointly  liable  for  goods  supplied  to  one  partner  for  the  usu  of  the  horses 
drawing  the  coach  along  his  part  of  the  road  (Barton  v.  Hanson,  2  Taunt 
400;  overruling  M'Donald's  case  at  nisi  prius,  2 Camp. 97);  but  in  Fromonl 
v.  Coupland,  2  Bing.  171,  under  precisely  the  same  state  of  facts,  the  court 
held  that  pit.  and  deft,  were  partners  in  the  concern,  and  that  in  an  action 
by  the  pit.  against  dell,  upon  a  separate  transaction,  the  deft,  could  not  set 
off  a  balance  which  had  been  declared  in  his  favour  upon  the  weekly  ac- 
counts, furnished  with  reference  to  the  partnership,  because  such  was  not  a 
final  balance.  So  persons  who  have  been  appointed  directors  of  a  joint-stock 
company  are  liable,  not  having  expressly  retired  from  the  direction  (Double- 
day  v.  Marshall,  7  Bing.  1)0). 

Where,  after  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership  between  A.,  B.,  and  C.,  C. 
drew  bills  in  the  names  of  all  the  partners,  in  favour  of  a  person,  who  after- 
wards recovered  on  them  against  A.  and  H.,  and  the  judgment  n^uinst  them 
was  satisfied  by  their  attorney,  who  advanced  part  of  the  money  himself,  and 
borrowed  the  rest  on  the  credit  of  A.  and  B.,  it  was  held,  that  A.  and  B. 
might  recover  in  a  joint  action  against  C.  the  sum  so  paid,  as  it  was  paid  by 
the  attorney  on  the  joint  credit  of  the  pits.;  therefore,  ihe consideration  being 
joint,  the  implied  contract  was  joint  also  (Odborue  v.  ILirpcr,  5  East,  225j. 
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Where  A.  and  B.,  together  wiih  C.  and  D.,  were  owners  of  one  ship,  and  E, 
owner  of  another,  and  a  prize  being  taken  by  both  shi.ps,  and  condemned, 
was  shared  between  them;  but  afterwards,  the  sentence  of  condemnation 
being  reversed,  and  restitution  awarded  with  costs,  the  costs  were  paid  by  A. 
and  B.,  C.  and  D.  having  in  the  mean  time  become  bankrupts,  it  was  held, 
than  an  action  could  not  be  brought  by  A.  and  B.  against  E.,  for  his  portion 
of  the  money  so  paid,  as  it  was  either  a  partnership  transaction,  when  C. 
and  D.  should  have  been  joined,  or  not,  when  separate  actions  should  have 
been  brought  by  A.  and  B.  (Graham  v.  Robinson,  2  T.  R.  282). 

In  assumpsit  by  directors  of  a  joint-«tock  company  constituted  by  deed, 
the  deed  must  be  produced  to  show  who  are  the  directors,  and  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  the  pits,  are  the  persons  acting  as  directors  (Phelps  v. 
Lyle,  11  Ad.  &  E.  113).  Certain  share-holders  *of  a  joint-stock 
[  *553  ]  company  by  deed  appointed  a  committee  to  do  certain  acts.  The 
deed  contained  a  proviso  that  in  case  any  member  of  the  committee 
should  die,  or  decline,  or  desire  to  be  discharged  from  acting,  or  become  in- 
capable to  act  as  a  member  of  the  committee,  the  others  should  have  power 
to  nominate  another  in  his  stead.  One  of  the  committee  absconded  to 
America  under  circumstances  strongly  indicating  no  intention  to  return: 
held,  that  he  thereby  became  incapable  to  act  within  the  meaning  of  the  deed 
(Wilson  v.  Wilson,  6  Sco.  540 ;  5  Bing.  N.  C.  746). 

Where  a  shareholder  has  executed  a  deed  of  settlement,  he  becomes  a 
partner  in  the  company,  and  cannot  be  relieved  from  his  responsibilities  and 
suing  as  such,  except  by  consent  of  his  associates.  The  signing  of  the  deed 
is  conclusive  evidence  of  partnership;  if,  however,  it  is  sought  to  make 
liable  a  shareholder  who  has  not  executed  that  instrument,  proof  must  be 
given  of  other  circumstances  in  order  to  fix  him  with  the  character  of  a 
partner.  Share-holders  therefore  stand  upon  the  same  footing,  whether  the 
concern  to  which  they  belong  is  carried  on  under  a  deed  of  settlement,  or 
under  a  provisional  agreement  only  ;  the  same  evidence  of  partnership 
applies  to  each  (see  Dickenson  v.  Valpy,  Tredwen  v.  Bourne,  Harvey  v. 
Kay,  Lavvler  v.  Kershaw,  Ellis  v.  Schmack,  Vice  v.  Anson  (Lady),  post,  p. 
583). 

In  an  action  against  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  upon  a  promissory  note  signed  by 
A.  B.  in  the  names  of  himself  and  C.  D.,  it  appeared  that  the  business  in 
respect  of  which  the  note  was  given,  had  formerly  been  carried  on  by  C. 
D.,  and  that  C.  D.  had  admitted  that  she  was  a  partner:  held,  that  a  circular 
issued  by  A.  B.,  slating  that  the  business  would  in  future  be  carried  on  in 
the  name  of  B.  &  D.,  was  admissible  in  evidence,  though  not  distinctly 
brought  home  to  C.  D.  (Norton  v.  Seymour,  3  C.  B.  792). 

Proof  of  Appointment  of  Public  Officer.']  By  7  Gco.  IV.  c.  46,  em- 
powering certain  corporations  or  co-partnerships  to  carry  on  the  business  of 
banking,  it  is  enacted,  that  before  any  such  corporations,  &c.,  shall  issue 
bills  or  notes,  or  take  up  money  on  such  bills,  an  account  shall  be  made 
out  by  the  secretary,  or  other  person,  being  one  of  the  public  officers  next 
mentioned,  containing,  among  other  things,  the  names  and  places  of  abode 
of  two  or  more  members  of  such  corporations,  &c.,  who  shall  have  been 
appointed  public  officers  thereof,  and  in  whose  names  the  corporation  shall 
sue  and  be  sued,  such  account  to  be  annually  returned  to  the  stamp-office, 
between  certain  days,  and  a  copy  thereof  to  be  evidence  of  the  appointment 
of  such  officers.  But  parol  evidence  of  the  appointment  may  be  given  (Ed- 
wards v.  Buchanon,  3  B.  &  Ad.  788;  see  ante,  p.  580,  and  the  act  consti- 
tuting the  company). 
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Action*  for  Ca'Is.]  The  evidence  in  actions  for  calls  in  railway  companies 
will  d  fend  upon  the  provisions  of  I  ho  particular  sta'u'cor  deed  of  settlement. 
In  •_'•  :.•  .1  the  pit.  must  prove  that  the  call  was  made  in  the  manner  pointed 
out  by  the  statute  or  deed,  and  ihit  the  deft  was  a  proprietor  of  shares  at  th* 
time  that  th  •  call  became  payable.  In  other  companies  the  evidence  must 
depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 

Minufn.]  The  minutes  are  a  registry  of  the  orders  and  proceedings  of 
the  board  of  directors,  and  contain  their  resolutions,  with  reference  to  their 
making  of  calls,  and  are  usually  required  to  be  signed  by  the  chairman  of 
each  meeting  of  directors,  and  are  then  made  original  orders  and  proceed- 
ings, and  allowed  to  be  read  in  evidence  without  proof  that  the  meetings  are 
duly  convened,  or  that  the  persons  making  or  entering  such  orders  or  pro- 
eecdings  were  proprietors  or  directors  of  the  company.  It  is  better  that  the 
chairman  should  sign  the  minutes  at  each  meeting,  for  if  a  different  chair* 
main  preside  at  the  next  they  may  go  for  nothing  (West  London  Railway 
Company  v.  Bernard,  3  Q.  B.  870).  But,  if  the  same  chairman  at  end  the 
next  meeting,  the  minutes  of  the  preceding  one  may  be  then  signed  by  him 
(Southampton  Dock  Company  v.  Richard,  1  Man.  Ai  G.  448. 
•Admitted  in  London  ana  Brighton  Railway  Company  v.  Fair*  [  '551  ] 
clough,  2  Man.  &  G.  666;  Miles  v.  Bough,  3  Q.  B.  846;  West 
Riding  Railway  Company  v.  Bernard,  ib.  873.  But  see  Miles  r.  Bough, 
per  Coleridge,  J.).  It  need  not  be  proved  that  tho  person  signing  as  cli 
man  filled  that  capacity,  or  as  such  presided  at  the  meeting  (ShefiVId  and 
Manchester  Railway  Company  v.  Woodcock,  7  M.  Ac  W.  574).  But  if  the 
statute  dors  not  make  such  a  book  the  only  evidence  of  the  proceedings  it 
nay  be  inferred  from  the  deft.'s  promi*  •  that  an  order  to  make  calls  has  been 
duly  made  (Miles  v.  Bough,  3  Q  B.  845). 

By  8  &  9  Viet.  c,  16,  s.  27,  it  is  enacted,  that  on  the  trial  or  hearing  of 
such  action  or  suit  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  deft,  at  the  time  of 
making  such  call  was  a  holder  of  one  share  or  more  in  the  undertaking,  and 
that  such  call  was  in  fact  made,  and  such  notice  thereof  given,  as  is  directed  f 
by  this  or  the  special  act,  and  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  (he  appoint* 
ment  of  directors  who  made  such  call  nor  any  other  matter  whatsoever,  and 
thereupon  tho  company  shall  be  entitled  to  recover  what  shall  be  due  upon 
such  call  with  interest  thereon,  unless  it  shall  appear  cither  that  any  such 
call  exceeds  the  prescribed  amount,  or  that  due  notice  of  such  call  was 
not  given,  or  that  the  prescribed  in'crvnl  between  two  successive  calls  had 
not  elapsed,  or  that  calls  amounting  to  more  than  the  sums  prescribed 
for  the  total  amount  of  calls  within  one  year  had  been  made  within  that 
period." 

Proof  of  Prop'ietorthip.]  By  sect.  29,  the  production  of  the  register  of 
shareholders  shall  be  pnani  facie  evidence  of  such  deft,  being  a  shareholder, 
and  of  the  number  and  amount  of  his  shares. 

There  ore  similar  clnuses  for  the  making  of  calls  in  joint-stock  banking 
companies,  for  their  enforcement  by  action,  for  the  proof  necessary  at  the 
trial,  and  making  ihe  register-book  evidence,  contained  in  the  7  At  y  Viet.  c. 
113,  s*.  31,  33,  35,  and  36.  So,  in  the  Joint-stock  Companies  Act,  7  At  8 
Viet.  100,  s.  55,  &c. 

Th3  act  directed  that  the  company  should  prepare  a  list  of  shareholders 
in  a  book  to  be  kept  by  the  secretary,  and  that  in  an  action  the  production 
of  the.  book  shall  be  prim'i  facie  evidence  to  prove  the  deft,  a  proprietor, 
and  the  number  and  amount  of  his  shares :  held,  that  the  book  wus  ad  mis- 
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sible,  although  an  irregularity  or  omission  was  shown  to  exist  with  respect 
to  the  entries  relating  to  other  shareholders ;  the  provision  as  to  the  entries 
to  be  made  in  the  book  being  directory  only,  and  not  essential  (see  Cox  v. 
Loxdale,  1  Burr.  445,447;  Southampton  Dock  Company  v.  Richards,  1 
Man.  &  G.  448;  London  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Freeman, 
2  Man.  &  G.  606 ;  Birmingham,  Bristol,  and  Thames  Junction  Rail- 
way Company  v.  Lock,  1  Q.  B.  256 ;  London  Grand  Junction  Railway 
Company  v.  Graham,  ib.  271 ;  Same  v.  Gunston,  ib. ;  London  and  Brighton 
Railway  Company  v.  Fairclough,  2  Man.  &  G.  674).  The  holders  of  scrip 
certificates  were  properly  entered  in  the  book  before  the  passing  of  the  act 
as  proprietors  in  the  undertaking,  though  they  had  neither  signed  the  par- 
liamentary contract  nor  been  originally  subscribers  (London  Grand  Junction 
Railway  Company  v.  Freeman,  supra). 

Where  the  act  required  the  transfer  of  shares  to  be  by  deed,  and  a  trans- 
fer was  executed  by  the  seller,  with  a  blank  for  the  purchaser's  name,  and 
stating  the  consideration  untruly,  but  the  purchaser  afterwards  signed  and 
transmitted  to  the  company  in  pursuance  of  the  act  a  proxy  paper  describing 
himself  a$  the  proprietor  of  the  shares :  held,  in  an  action  against  him  for 
calls  on  such  shares,  that  he  was  precluded  from  disputing  the 
[  *555  ]    validity  of  the  transfer  *(Sheffield  and  Manchester  Railway  Com- 
pany v.  Woodcock,  7  M.  &  W.  574). 

But  this  book  is  not  the  only  evidence,  and  where  the  register  is  imperfect, 
it  will  always  be  advisable  to  prove  the  proprietorship  by  other  evidence. 
Thus,  a  valid  transfer  of  the  shares  from  another  party  to  the  deft,  is  admis- 
sible to  fix  him  (London  and  Brighton  Railway  Company  v.  Fairclough,  2 
Man.  &  G.  674) ;  and  where  the  act  directed  that  a  deed  of  transfer  should 
be  kept  by  the  company,  and  a  memorial  of  it  entered  in  a  book,  and  such 
an  entry  was  made  with  a  memorial  dated  7th  April,  the  court  held  that  this 
was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  time  of  transfer,  so  as  to  make  the  deft,  a  pro- 
prietor from  that  date,  without  evidence  to  show  when  the  entry  was  in  fact 
made  (Birmingham  and  Ayles-bury  Railway  Company  v.  Thompson,  Law  J. 
124,  Q.  B.  (1841)  ). 

Where  a  railway  act  empowered  an  inspection  of  all  books  relating  to  the 
company  by  the  shareholders,  at  any  general  or  special  meetings  which  are 
required  to  be  holden  at  intervals  not  greater  than  six  months,  the  court 
would  not  permit  an  inspection  of  the  company's  books,  nor  extracts  to  be 
taken  from  them  by  a  shareholder  who  was  sued  for  calls,  especially  where 
it  appeared  that  the  object  was  to  discover  what  defence  could  be  set  up,  and 
not  how  any  particular  defence  should  be  placed  upon  the  record,  he  having 
allowed  the  time  to  go  by  within  which,  by  the  statute,  the  inspection  was  to 
be  had  (Birmingham,  Bristol,  and  Thames  Junction  Railway  Company  v. 
White,  1  Q.  B.  282). 

A  railway  act  makes  the  shares  transferable  by  deed,  and  directs  that  on 
every  sale  the  deed  being  executed  by  the  seller  and  purchaser  shall  be  kept 
by  the  company,  or  by  the  secretary,  or  clerk  of  the  company,  who  shall 
enter  in  some  book,  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose,  a  memorial  of  such  transfer 
and  sale,  and  indorse  the  entry  vf  such  memorial  on  the  deed  of  sale  or 
transfer,  and  that  until  such  memorial  shall  have  been  made  and  entered, 
the  seller  shall  remain  liable  for  all  future  calls,  and  the  purchaser  shall  have 
no  part  or  share  in  the  profits :  held,  that  in  order  to  show  a  party  sued  for 
calls  to  be  a  proprietor  under  such  deed  of  transfer,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
prove  that  a  memorial  of  the  transfer  has  been  entered  (London  and  Brigh- 
ton Railway  Company  v.  Fairclough,  2  Man.  &  G.  674;  see  8  &  9  Viet. 
c.  16,  ss.  24,  25,  26,  27,  28,  29). 


PARTNERS.  556 

Before  the  passing  of  a  railway  act,  A.  signed  the  subscribers'  agreement 

and  parliamentary  contract  for  shares,  and  paid  a  deposit  of  £- per 

share,  upon  which  scrip  certificate*  were  delivered  to  him,  which  contained 
a  notice  that  they  were  not  transferable  before  the  act  should  pass;  the  act 
passed  6  Will.  IV.  c.  77,  containing  the  following  provisions :  by  seel.  5  the 
mode  for  a  party  to  become  a  subscriber  is  by  subscribing  the  parliamentary 
contract,  or  becoming  an  assignee  afterwards,  according  to  the  statute. 
Sect.  1 38  requires  the  names  of  proprietors  from  time  to  time  to  be  entered 
in  a  book,  to  which  their  common  seal  is  to  be  affixed,  and  provides  for  the 
delivery  of  a  sealed  ticket  to  every  registered  proprietor  on  demand ;  and 
sect.  148  authorizes  proprietors  of  shares  to  sell  them  by  conveyance,  in 
writing,  to  be  kept  by  the  company,  who  are  to  enter  in  a  book  a  memorial 
uf  the  transfer,  and  make  an  indorsement  of  such  entry  on  the  deed  of 
transfer,  and  of  the  transfer  on  the  certificate  of  each  share  sold;  and  until 
such  memorial  shall  have  been  made  and  entered,  the  seller  is  to  be  liable 
for  calls,  and  the  purchaser  not  to  be  entitled  to  any  privileges  after  the 
passing  of  the  act.  The  company  made  out  a  list  of  proprietors,  in  which 
A.'s  name  was  inserted  as  proprietor  of  numbered  shares;  they- 
•also  issued  circulars,  requesting  to  know  what  numbers  the  seve-  [  '556  ] 
ral  proprietors  intended  to  retain ;  in  reply  A.  staled  that  he  bad 
disposed  of  the  numbers  standing  in  bis  name,  and  soon  afterwards  the  deft. 
sent  in  the  scrip  certificate,  which  bad  been  delivered  to  A.,  claiming  to  be 
registered  as  a  proprietor  in  respect  thereof.  lie  accordingly  received  from 
the  company  a  receipt  for  the  scrip  certificate,  with  a  notice  that  they  would 
be  exchanged  for  sealed  certificates  on  demand ;  the  deft,  never  applied  for 
or  received  them,  nor  was  any  regular  transfer  made  by  him  or  A.,  or  any 
memorial  or  transfer  entered  as  required  by  the  act :  held,  that  notwith- 
standing the  provisions  of  the  act,  necessary  to  make  him  a  proprietor,  bad 
not  bata  complied  with,  the  deft,  by  his  representation  and  claim  to  be  regie* 
tered  had  precluded  himself  from  taking  advantage  of  such  objection,  and 
was  therefore  liable  for  the  call*  on  hi*  than-*  (Cheltenham  and  CJrcat  West- 
ern Railway  Union  Company  v.  Daniel:  Same  v.  De  Medina,  !l  Kailw.  Cos. 
788;  6  Jur.  570). 

By  a  railway  act  it  is  enacted,  that  in  action  for  call*  on  shares  in  the 
company,  the  book  of  shares  under  the  seal  of  the  company  shall  \*>  prima, 
facie  evidence  that  a  party  is  proprietor  of  shares.  It  appeared  that  a  call 
was  made  in  October,  1836,  and  that  the  book  of  shares  which  contained 
the  name  of  tho  dcA.  as  a  shareholder  was  made  up  before  the  end  of  Sep- 
tember, 1830,  from  claims  sent  in  by  different  parties,  but  that  the  seal 
was  not  affixed  to  it  until  November,  1830:  helJ,  that  tho  book  was  no 
evidence  that  the  deft,  was  a  proprietor  of  shares  at  the  time  of  the  call  in 
October,  1838  (Cheltenham  Railway  Company  v.  Price,  U  C.  At  P.  55). 

In  assumpsit  by  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  lor  non-acceptance  of  railway 
shares  which  the  bankrupt  contracted  to  sell  to  (he  deft.,  and  to  convey  to 
him  on  a  day  subsequent  to  the  bankruptcy,  the  declaration  averred  that  the 
pits,  were  the  proprietors  of  the  shares,  and  that  they  tendered  certificates 
of  them  to  the  deft. ;  plea  traversing  the  proprietorship,  and  lender  of  the 
certificates.  To  prove  their  proprietorship  the  pits,  put  in  the  transfer  book 
of  the  railway  company,  kept  under  their  act,  in  which  ilr-y  were  entered 
as  transferees:  held,  that  this  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  their  title 
(Hare  v.  Waring,  3  M.  As  W.  36'J);  and  the  certificates  did  not  contain  the 
names  of  the  pits,  as  original  proprietors,  nor  hud  Uicy  any  indorsements 
of  transfer  to  them :  held,  that  such  certificates  were  insufficient  inu*- 
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much  as  they  did  not  show  a  title  in  pits,  to  convey  the  shares  under  the 
act  (Ib.). 

Where  it  was  enacted,  that  the  persons  who  had  subscribed,  or  should 
subscribe  towards  the  undertaking,  should  be  the  railway  company,  and 
should  pay  calls,  &c.,  that  the  company  might  raise  a  capital  to  be  divided 
into  numbered  shares,  such  shares  to  be  vested  in  the  parties  taking  the 
same,  their  executors,  &c.,  in  proportion  to  the  sums  they  should  contri- 
bute ;  and  that  all  persons  who  had  subscribed,  or  should  subscribe  for 
shares,  should  be  entitled  to  proportionable  parts  of  the  net  profits,  that  the 
proprietors  of  shares  might  sell  them,  and  that  the  conveyance  should  be 
by  writing  duly  stamped,  a  memorial  of  which  was  to  be  entered  in  a  book 
by  the  company,  and  until  such  entry  the  seller  should  remain  liable  for 
calls,  and  the  buyer  receive  no  profits.  It  was  also  enacted,  that  the  com- 
pany should  enter  in  a  book  the  names  of  the  persons,  shareholders,  the 
number  of  shares  to  which  each  was  entitled,  and  the  amount  of  subscription 
paid  thereon,  and  that  in  an  action  for  calls  the  book  should  be prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  the  deft,  being  a  proprietor,  and  the  number  and  amount  of  his  shares ; 

*also,  that  if  any  shareholder  should  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  calls 
[  *557  ]  the  directors  might  declare  his  shares  forfeited,  but  no  advantages 

should  be  taken  of  the  forfeiture  till  a  certain  notice  had  been 
given,  and  the  declaration  confirmed  at  a  meeting.  In  an  action  for  calls  it 
appeared  that  the  original  subscriptions  were  made  by  executing  a  contract 
under  seal  conformably  to  the  standing  orders  of  the  houses  of  parliament, 
the  subscriber  making  a  deposit,  and  having  a  scrip-receipt  given  to  him; 
the  deft,  bought  shares  of  a  subscriber,  and  took  from  him  scrip-receipts, 
each  of  which  certified  that  the  holder  having  signed  the  parliamentary 
engagement,  and  agreed  to  pay  calls,  was  the  proprietor  of  one  share,  &c., 
after  the  act  had  passed  the  deft,  claimed  to  be,  and  was  registered  as  pro- 
prietor of  the  shares,  the  vendor  of  the  shares  not  having  been  registered; 
the  deft,  afterwards  attended  a  meeting,  and  claimed  a  vote,  but  was  not  per- 
mitted, because  his  calls  were  unpaid ;  he  never  signed  the  parliamentary 
contract,  nor  obtained  a  written  conveyance  of  the  shares ;  on  an  issue 
•whether  or  not  the  deft,  was  a  proprietor  when  the  calls  in  question  were 
made,  which  was  after  his  being  registered,  held,  that  deft,  was  such  pro- 
prietor (Birmingham,  Bristol  and  Thames  Junction  Railway  Company  v. 
Locke,  1  Q.  B.  256) ;  the  register-book  produced  at  the  trial  did  not  con- 
tain the  amounts  of  subscriptions  paid  on  the  respective  shares:  held,  never- 
theless, that  it  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  deft,  being  proprietor  of  the 
shares  (Ib.);  before  the  meeting  at  which  the  deft.'s  vote  was  rejected,  the 
company  gave  him  notice  that  if  he  did  not  pay  his  calls  when  due,  by  a  day 
named,  before  the  meeting  and  the  action  was  brought,  his  shares  would  be 
considered  forfeited.  The  deft,  did  not  pay,  nor  was  the  forfeiture  con- 
firmed: held,  that  these  facts  did  not  enable  the  deft,  to  allege  that  his 
shares  had  been  forfeited,  or  preclude 'the  pits,  from  treating  him  as  a  pro- 
prietor (Ib. ;  see  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  16,  ss.  14,  15,  16).  A  railway  act  enacts, 
that  all  the  subscribers  and  their  successors  and  assignees  should  be  the 
company,  and  vested  the  shares  in  the  parties  taking  them,  and  their  suc- 
cessors and  assignees,  &c.  There  was  a  similar  provision  to  the  above  as 
to  entering  in  a  book  the  subscribers'  names,  die.,  and  making  calls,  and 
bringing  actions  therefor,  in  which  the  book  was  made  prima  facie  evidence 
of  proprietorship,  and  the  numbsr  and  amount  of  shares.  The  proprietors 
were  empowered  to  sell  their  shares,  the  conveyance  to  be  in  a  certain  writ- 
ten or  printed  form,  and  stamped,  and  a  memorial  thereof  to  be  entered,  and 
until  such  entry  the  seller  was  to  remain  liable  for  calls,  and  the  buyer  to 
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have  no  ri.ht  to  profits.  Certain  compulsory  powers  were  given  to  the 
company,  which  they  were  not  to  exercise  until  the  whole  amount  of 
600,0001.  had  been  subscribed  for.  Before  the  passing  of  the  act  A.  and  B. 
became  respectively  possessed  of  scrip  certificates  which  had  b/  longed  to 
subscribers,  ami  which  staled  that  the  holders  having  signed  the  parliamen- 
tary cnn'ract  required  by  the  standing  orders,  and  agreed  to  pay  all  calls, 
were  the  proprietors  of  shores,  Azc.  A.  and  B.  had  not  signed  the  contract, 
nor  executed  any  formal  subscription  to  the  undertaking.  After  the  passing 
of  the  act  the  company  advertised  far  holders  of  scrip  to  bring  it  in  to  be 

'end.  A.  and  B.  brought  in  their  certificate  accordingly,  and  the 
shares  were  registered  in  their  respective  names.  No  memorial  of  the  sale 

h  r  was  ever  entered.  A.  afterwards  attended  a  half-yearly  meeting  of 
the  company,  and  B.  paid  a  call  on  his  shares.  In  an  action  against  A. 
ai.d  B.  for  culls:  held,  that  in  the  absence  of  proof  as  to  subscription,  tho 

:  of  a  memorial  did  not  prevent  A.  or  B.  from  being  linbk*  as  a  proprietor 
(London  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Graham,  1  Q.  B.  -71 ;  Same 
v.  Gunstan,  1  Q.  B.  271).     Held,  also,  that  the  book  containing 
li.     •  requisite  particulars  to  A.  and  B.  was  evidence  against  them,  [  *558  ] 
though  it  did  not  contain  the  names  of  all  the  original  subscri- 
bers (Ib.) 

ilily  to  Calls.}  By  5  Geo.  IV.  c.  156,  s.  23  (the  Thames  Tunnel 
Act),  it  is  enacted  "that  the  persons  who  had  subscribed,  or  should  thereaf- 
ter subscribe  or  advance  money  towards  making  the  tunnel,  should  pay  the 
sum  by  them  subscribed  nt  the  lime  and  place,  and  in  the  manner  directed 
by  the  company ;  and  in  case  any  such  subscribers  should  neglect  to  do  so, 
tli-  company  were  empowered  to  sue  for  and  recover  the  money.  By  sect. 
91,  reciting  that  the  probable  expenses  would  amount  to  160,000/.,  and  that 
more  thun  four-fifth  parts  had  already  been  subscribed  by  several  persons, 
binding  them,  their  heirs,  Aic.,  for  payment  of  tho  sums  so  subscribed  by 
them,  it  was  enacted  that  the  whole  160,0007.  should  be  subscribed  in  the 
like  manner,  before  the  act  should  be  put  in  force.  The  word  "  subscri- 
ber*" in  the  act  was  held  to  mean  only  those  who  had  stipulated  to  pay, 
and  not  those  who  had  paid  money  :  and  therefore  a  jwrson  whoso  name 
was  inserted  in  the  act,  and  who  had  paid  a  deposit  on  shares,  but  who  had 
not  signed  the  contract,  was  not  a  subscriber  within  the  act,  nor  liable  to  be 
sued  by  the  company  (Thames  Tunnel  Company  v.  Sheldon,  6  B.  At  C. 
341). 

A  railway  act  prescribed  the  form  of  action  against  the  proprietors  for 
calls,  and  directed  that  it  should  only  be  necessary  to  prove  that  the  deft. 
was  a  proprietor,  and  that  the  calls  had  been  made  in  pursuance  of  the  act. 
It  recited  that  a  sum  of  money  had  been  subscribed  by  the  proprietors,  under 
a  contract  binding  their  heirs,  whereas,  in  fact,  that  sum  had  not  been  sub- 
scribed. A  deft.,  with  knowledge  of  this  misrecital,  had  paid  previous  calls, 
and  acted  as  a  proprietor:  held,  that  he  was  estopped  from  questioning  the 
validity  of  the  act  upon  the  ground  of  misrecital,  and  that  it  was  not  incum- 
bent on  the  pit.  to  show  that  the  d  It.  hud  executed  a  contract  under  seal,  in 
order  to  prove  that  he  was  a  proprietor  within  the  meaning  of  the  not  (Crom- 
ford  Hi^li  Peak  Railway  Company  v.  Laccy,  3  Y.  Ai  J.  80).  But  it  was 
said  that  the.  d  ft.  was  estopped  by  having  joined  in  making  calls,  or  by  his 
payment  of  part  of  them,  from  disputing  their  validity  (Strallord  and  More- 
ton  Railway  Company  v.  Siratton,  2  B.  As  Ad.  518). 

A  siatulo  establishing  a  company  provides  that  "  the  whole  of  the  said 
100,000.'.  should  be  subscribed  be; ore.  any  of  the  powers  and  provisions 
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given  by  the  act  should  be  put  in  force."  A  call  was  made  on  the  shares 
before  the  subscription  was  completed,  and  an  action  commenced  after  they 
were  so ;  held,  that  it  was  not  maintainable,  the  completion  of  the  subscrip- 
tion list  being  necessary  to  enable  the  company  to  make  the  call,  as  well  as 
to  bring  the  action  (Norwich  and  Lowestoff  Navigation  v.  Theobald,  Moo. 
&M.  151). 

After  Assignment.']  Where  an  act  declared  the  shares  to  be  vested  in 
the  subscribers,  their  executors  and  assigns,  with  power  to  the  subscribers  to 
assign  their  shares,  and  a  committee,  to  be  appointed  under  the  act,  were 
authorized  to  make  calls  on  the  proprietors  of  shares  at  such  times  as  they 
should  think*  fit:  held,  that  an  original  subscriber  was  not  liable  for  any  call 
made  by  the  committee  after  assigning  his  share  (Huddersfield  Canal  Com- 
pany v.  Buckley,  7  T.  R.  36). 

In  contracts  for  the  sale  of  shares,  provision  is  generally  made  that  the 
vendee  will  pay  all  calls  becoming  due  after  the  date  of  the  contract,  in 
order  that  the  vendor's  liability  should  cease ;  and  there  is  no  implied  obli-. 
gation  to  indemnify  the  vendor  against  all  subsequent  calls  (Kemble  v. 

Langston,  7  M.  &  W.  517).  And  in  such  case  *the  vendor  may 
[  *559  ]  call  upon  the  vendee  to  complete  his  purchase  within  a  reasonable 

time,  by  preparing  the  statutory  deed  and  getting  it  inrolled  and 
indorsed,  if  requisite.  After  this  the  vendor's  liability  to  future  calls  ceases ; 
and  if  the  vendee  refuse  to  perform  his  part,  he  will  be  liable  to  an  action  at 
the  suit  of  the  vendor;  and  if,  in  consequence  of  such  refusal,  the  vendor  be 
obliged  to  pay  future  calls,  he  may  recover  the  amount  by  way  of  special 
damage  for  the  breach  of  contract  (Ib. ;  see  "  JUDGMENT,"  p.  253). 

Mode  of  making  Calls.]  As  to  the  mode  and  time  of  making  calls,  see 
post,  598.  A  question  may  arise  in  some  cases  where  there  has  been  a 
change  of  partnership  by  transfer,  what  is  the  time  of  making  a  call  which 
fixes  the  liability  of  the  then  proprietor  of  a  share  (under  the  section  then 
under  consideration),  and  which  prevents  the  free  transfer  of  a  share  (under 
another  section),  whether  it  is  to  date  from  the  original  resolution,  from 
the  time  of  fixing  the  mode  of  payment,  of  giving  notice  in  the  news- 
papers, or  even  from  the  period  when  the  calls  became  due.  It  may  be  that 
the  resolution  of  the  directors  is  only  an  inchoate  act,  and  that  the  call  is 
not  complete  until  the  mode  of  payment  is  appointed,  and  notice  thereof 
given,  so  that  no  one  is  liable  unless  he  be  a  proprietor.  When  the  whole 
of  these  circumstances  have  occurred,  and  until  all  these  have  occurred,  a 
proprietor  is  not  deprived  of  the  right  of  free  transfer.  It  may  be  that  both 
the  liability  to  pay  the  instalment  and  the  impediment  to  the  transfer  attach 
from  the  date  of  that  resolution,  though  the  mode  of  payment  be  not  fixed, 
nor  notice  given  until  afterwards ;  or,  lastly,  it  may  happen  that  the  term 
"call"  may,  for  one  purpose,  date  from  the  resolution,  and,  for  another, 
from  a  different  period  (Sheffield  and  Manchester  Railway  Company  v. 
Woodcock,  7  M.  &  W.  574). 

A  company  was  empowered  by  statute  to  carry  on  certain  works,  and  a 
committee  was  authorized  to  make  calls  not  exceeding  10/.  per  share,  but  so 
that  none  should  be  made  at  an  interval  of  less  than  two  months  from  each 
other.  The  committee,  by  a  single  resolution,  called  at  one  time  for  several 
payments  of  10/.  each,  to  be  made  at  intervals  of  two  months.  A  subse- 
quent act  recited,  amongst  other  things,  that  a  certain  sum  was  due  from 
defaulters  in  the  payment  of  calls.  It  provided  for  making  further  calls.  In 
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an  action  by  the  company  against  one  of  the  committee  for  money  due  on  some 
of  the  calls  made  as  above-mentioned,  others  of  which  he  had  paid,  it  was 
held  that,  all  the  calls  having  been  made  at  one  time,  were  irregular,  and 
that  they  were  not  ratified  by  the  mention  of  them  in  the  second  statute,  as 
it  could  not  be  presumed  that  the  legislature  was  apprised  of  their  having 
been  improperly  made  (Stratford  and  More*ton  Railway  Company  v.  Strat- 
ton,  2  B.  As  Ad.  618).  And  the  directors  must  make  the  calls  equally  %pon 
all  shareholders,  even  where  the  directors  hold  shares  in  trust,  in  reference 
to  a  particular  object  connected  with  the  company  (Preston  v.  Gruyon,  1 1 
Sim.  328). 

1'y  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (8  Viet.  c.  10,  s.  16),  no 
shareholder  is  entitled  to  transfer  any  share  afier  any  call  shall  have  been 
made  in  respect  thereof,  until  he  has  paid  all  calls  then  due  on  such  share: 
held,  that  the  resolution  of  the  directors  that  a  call  shall  be  made  is  itself  the 
call,  within  the  meaning  of  this  enactment  (Ex  parte  Tooke,  18  Law  J.,  Q. 
B.  343;  13Jur.  939). 

If  the  book  of  shares  of  the  company  be  made  by  statute  prima  facie 
f  vidence  of  the  proprietorship,  it  must  have  had  the  seal  of  the  company 
before  the  call  was  made  (Cheltenham  and  Great  Western  Railway  Com* 
pany  v.  Price,  9  C.  A:  P.  55;  see  London  Grand  Junction  Railway  Com- 
pany T.  Freeman,  2  Man.  At  G.  607 ;  "London  and  Bristol  Kail- 
way  Company  v.  Fairclougb,  2  Man.  Ac  G.  674).  But  the  non  [  *560  ] 
compliance  with  the  statute,  as  to  the  mode  of  keeping  the  book, 
would  not  render  it  inadmissible  (Southampton  Dock  Company  v.  Richards, 
1  Man.  A:  G.  44*0;  nor  the  neglect  to  insert  the  names  of  ail  the  shareholders 
(London  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Graham,  1  Q.  It  271 ;  aw 
ante,  p.  554). 

A  general  meeting  is  not  necessary  to  enable  the  directors  to  make  a  call 
(Sheffield,  Ashton.miiler.Lync,  and  Manchester  Railway  Company  v.  Wood- 
cock, 7  M.  At  W.  574). 

Evidence  in  Action  for  not  registering  Scrip  ]  The  acts  under  which 
companies  are  established  generally  direct  that  there  shall  be  a  registration 
of  the  shareholders:  and  in  one  case,  where  a  number  of  scrip  shares  had 
been  fabricated  and  issued  before  the  act  of  parliament  had  been  obtained, 
and  afterwards,  when  the  registration  had  taken  place,  it  was  found  that  a 
greater  amount  of  shares  was  in  the  market  than  constituted  the  amount  of  the 
capital  by  the  statute,  the  difficulty  was  to  register  the  real  scrip  certificates. 
Anactionwas  brought  against  the  company  for  nonregistration  of  some  of  them; 
and  it  was  objected  that  the  register  being  full,  and  the  company  having  no 
power  to  add  to  the  number  of  shares,  the  action  would  not  lie,  and  the  pit.  was 
nonsuited.  The  court,  however,  set  it  aside,  because  the  register  may  have 
been  improperly  filled.  It  was  suggested  by  the  court,  that,  to  sustain  the 
action,  the  pit.  ought  to  show  his  title  to  have  those  shares  registered,  and 
to  deduce  a  good  title  from  the  original  subscriber  and  his  assignees  (Davy 
v.  Thompson,  10  M.  Ac  W.  31)9). 

Transfer  of  Shares.]  Subject  to  the  regulations  of  the  statute,  and  to  the 
provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  a  shareholder  may  transfer  his  shares 
by  deed,  duly  stamped,  stating  the  true  consideration,  which  is  to  be  deli- 
vered to  the  secretary,  who  is  to  enter  a  memorial  of  it  in  the  "  register  of 
transfers,"  and  to  indorse  the  entry  on  the  transfer  deed.  Until  delivered  to 
the  secretary  the  purchaser  is  not  entitled  to  receive  profits.  But  no  share- 
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holder  can  transfer  until  he  has  paid  all  calls  due  on  every  share  held  by 
him  (7  &  SVict.  c.  113,ss.  23,  24;  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  16). 

Transfer  of  Shares  of  Joint-stock  Companies.']  It  has  been  decided,  that 
when  the  shares  are,  by  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  parliament,  transferable 
by  deed  only,  the  vendee  must  tender  a  conveyance  to  the  vendor  for  execu- 
tion,, before  he  can  sue  for  not  transferring  them,  even  although  the  act 
makes  the  shares  personal  property  (Stephens  v.  De  Medina,  4  Q.  B.  422  ; 
Bowlby  v.  Bull,  1  C.  &  J.  18  ;)  and  a  sealed  instrument  of  transfer,  having 
the  name  of  the  vendee  in  blank  at  the  time  when  it  was  sealed  and  deli- 
vered,  is  invalid  (Hebblewhite  v.  Macmorine,  6  M.  &  W.  200  ;  see  Humble 
v.  Langton,  7  M.  &  W.  517  ;  Daly  v.  Thompson,  10  M.  &  W.  319 ;  Lon- 
don and  Bristol  Railway  Company  v.  Fairclough,  2  M.  &  G.  674).  The 
transferree  may  estop  himself  under  certain  circumstances  from  taking  ad- 
vantage of  a  delect  in  the  transfer,  even  as  against  the  company  (Sheffield 
and  Manchester  Railway  Company  v.  Woodcock,  7  M.  &  W.  574).  Shares 
in  a  joint-stock  company,  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  are  transfer- 
able by  parol  (Ib.  per  Parke,  B. ;  Humble  v.  Mitchell,  11  Ad.  &  E.  205; 
see,  also,  Knight  v.  Barber,  16  M.  &  W.  66)  ;  and  an  action  for  not  accept- 
ing them  may  be  maintained  by  the  vendor  upon  an  agreement  to  purchase 
them  (Tempest  v.  Kilner,  2  Q/B.  300 ;  see  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  16). 

If  the  approbation  of  the  directors  be  required,  as  a  preliminary 
[  *56i  ]   *to  the  transfer,  the  vendor  of  the  shares  must  procure  it;  if  they 
refuse,  although  improperly,  the  purchaser  may  rescind  the  con- 
tract (Wilkinson  v.  Lloyd,  7  B.  B.  27). 

There  is  generally  a  proviso  lhat  shares  in  railway,  canal,  and  market 
companies  shall  be  personal  property  ;  where  this  is  the  case,  they  may  be 
sold  by  parol  (see  Bradley  v.  Holdsworth,  3  M.  &  W.  422 ;  Hebblewhitp  v. 
Macmorine,  6  ib.  200;  Humble  v.  Mitchell,  11  Ad.  &  E.  205;  Bancroft  v. 
Albrotch,  12  Sim.  189;  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  1  Coll.  386;  see  8  &  9 
Viet.  c.  16). 

The  act  sometimes  requires  that  the  proprietors  should  be  registered,  but 
a  valid  transfer  may  have  been  made  notwithstanding,  prior  to  the  (brrnatic  n 
of  the  register  (Sheffield  and  Manchester  Railway  Company  v.  Woodcock, 
7  M.  &  W.  574).  Where  the  act  directed  that  the  subscribers  should  con- 
stitute  the  company,  and  the  subscription  was  by  signing  the  parliamentary 
contract,  and  the  person  signing  was  handed  a  scrip  receipt;  it  was  held, 
that  the  transferee  of  such  a  person  having  been  registered,  had  become  a 
proprietor,  the  enactment  being  that  the  proprietors  of  shares  might  sell 
them  (Birmingham  and  Bristol  Railway  Company  v.  Locke.  1  Q.  B.  256; 
Same  v.  Graham,  ib.  271). 

It  has  been  held,  that  the  sale  of  scrip  in  companies  provisionally  regis- 
tered, projected  for  the  execution  of  public  works,  referred  to  in  the  7  &  8 
Viet.  c.  110,  s.  2,  which  cannot  be  carried  into  effect  wi:hout  the  authority 
of  parliament,  is  legal  (Young  v.  Smith,  15  M  &  W.  121 ;  Lavvton  v.  Heck- 
man,  16  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  20;  sec  a-rde,  p.  543). 

Forfeiture  of  Shares — Liability  to  Calls.]  Whether  calls  be  sued  for  or 
not,  the  shares  may  be  declared  forfeited  six  months  from  the  day  appointed 
for  their  payment.  But  the  payment  does  not  relieve  the  shareholder  from 
liability  to  pay  calls  made  before  the  forfeiture  (7  &  8  Viet.  c.  113,  s.  36). 
As  to  ihe  mode  of  declaring  and  confirming  forfeiture,  see  ss.  37,  38,  39; 
see  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  16. 

A  declaration  in  writing,  by  a  party  not  interested,  before  a  J.  P.,  or  master 
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extraordinary  in  Chancery,  that  the  call  was  made,  notice  thereof  given, 
default  in  payment  committed,  and  the  forfeiture  declared  and  confirmed,  is 
made  evidence  of  such  facts  (see  ante,  p.  547). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

Deft,  may  nonsuit  the  pits,  on  establishing  a  misjoinder  of  too  many,  or 
nonjoinder  of  too  few  pits.  (ante,  p.  536).  One  partner  may  bind  the  other 
by  the  purchase  (Bond  v.  Gibson,  1  Camp.  185);  payment  (15  Ves.  213; 
Leigh  v.  Shepherd,  2  B.  &  B.  465 ;  Henderson  v.  Wild,  2  Camp.  561 ; 
Malkin  v.  VickerstafT,  3  B.  &  A.  80;  see  Porter  v.  Taylor,  post,-  King  v. 
Smith, post);  delivery,  or  any  other  act  or  transaction,  relating  to  and  on 
account  of  the  partnership  trade,  however  disadvantageous  the  act  may  be 
to  him ;  as  by  the  partners  selling  the  effects,  borrowing  money,  pledging 
the  credit  or  property,  or  releasing  the  debt*  of  the  partners,  apparently  on 
account  of  the  partnership,  and  not  on  his  own  account  (see  Ch.  Contr.  238; 

2  Rep.  68 ;  3  Bing.  103 ;  Godb.  244 ;  Rolhwell  v.  Humphreys,  1  Esn.  406; 
pott,  "  RELEASE").   A  tender  to  one  of  several  partners  is  sufficient  (Douglas 
v.  Patrick,  3  T.  U.  683),  of  his  own  and  partnership  debt  (Ib.;  and  see  Black 
v.  Smith,  Pea.  88). 

It  seems  that  one  of  the  partners  may  release  a  debt,  Ace.,  due  to  the  firm 
(Ib.;  Phillips  v.  Claeett,  11  M.  At  W.  84  ;  Rawstorne  T.  Gandcll,  15  M.  dt 
W.  304). 

Accord  and  satisfaction  without  fraud  with  one  of  the  pits,  is  a 
*bar  to  the  rest  from  suing.    Thus  where,  to  an  action  by  three  [  *562  ] 
for  a  joint  demand,  the  deft,  pleaded  accord  and  satisfaction  with 
one  of  the  pits,  by  a  payment  in  cash,  and  a  set-off  of  a  debt  due  from  that 
one  to  the  deft.:  held  good,  without  alleging  any  authority  from  the  other 
two  pits,  to  make  the  settlement  (Wallace  y.  KeUall,  7  M.  dt  W.  264). 

And  this  liability  also  cannot  be  shifted  or  affected  by  any  previously 
existing  or  subsequent  arrangement  between  the  partners  themselves,  without 
notice  to  the  deft.  (Smith  v.  Jameson,  5  T.  R.  GUI ;  Wabnd  v.  Elkins,  1 
Stark.  272). 

Jlowfar  the  Acts  of  Partner  are  binding  on  hit  Co-ptrtner$].  A  general 
partnership  deed  does  not  authorize  partners  to  execute  deeds  for  each  oiher; 
there  must  be  a  particular  power  given  for  that  purpose,  and  power  must  be 
conferred  by  deed,  and  no  subsequent  acknowledgment  will  suffice  (Harrison 
v.  Jackson,  7  T.  R.  207 ;  Steigliiz  v.  Eggtngton,  Hoh,  N.  P.  141);  yet  there 
is  an  implied  authority  in  every  co-partnership,  to  enter  into  such  contracts 
on  behalf  of  the  firm  as  are  usually  entered  into  in  the  course  of  such  a 
business  (Beckham  v.  Drake,  9  M.  A:  W.  79).  Therefore,  in  mercantile 
transactions,  one  member  of  a  firm  may  bind  his  co-partners  even  without 
their  knowledge  or  assent,  by  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes  in  the 
name  of  the  partnership  (sec  "  HILLS  OP  EXCHANGE  ;"  Kirk  v.  lilurton,  9  M. 
&  W.  284 ;  post,  p.  GUI).  But  partnerships  not  in  trade  have  no  such  im- 
plied authority  ;  therefore  a  member  of  a  firm  of  solicitors  cannot  bind  the 
partnership  by  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes  (Hedley  v.  Main  bridge, 

3  Q.  B.  316 ;  post,  p.  603),  nor  by  a  guarantee  (Hasleham  v.  Young,  5  Q. 
B.  833;  post,  p.  607).     But  the  authority  being  an  implied  one,  it  may  be 
rebutted  by  an  express  stipulation  that  it  shall  not  be  done  (GalUvny  v.  Ma- 
thew,  10  East,  ~6'l);  and  if  a  third  person  having  notice  of  this  will  take 
such  a  security  from  one  of  the  partners,  he  shall  not  sue  the  others  upon 
it  in  breach  of  sucji  stipulation,  nor  in  defiance  of  a  notice  previously  given 

VOL.  II.  38 


562  PARTNERS. 

to  him  by  one  of  them,  that  he  will  not  be  liable  for  any  bill  or  note  signed 
by  the  others.  But  any  restriction  which,  by  agreement  among  the  parties, 
is  attempted  to  be  imposed  upon  the  authority  which  one  partner  possesses 
as  the  general  agent  of  another,  is  operative  only  between  the  parties  them- 
selves,  and  does  not  limit  the  authority  as  to  third  persons,  who  acquire  rights 
by  its  exercise,  unless  ihey  know  that  such  restriction  has  been  made  (Hawken 
v.  Bourne,  8  M.  &  W.  710,  per  Parke,  B.).  Where  A.,  one  of  many  co- 
adventurers  in  a  mine,  assumed  the  entire  management  of  it,  and,  without 
the  direction  of  his  co-adventurers  opened  an  account  with  a  banker,  in  the 
name  of  the  adventurers,  which  he  overdrew  to  a  considerable  amount.  In 
assumpsit  by  the  bankers  agninst  B.  and  F.,  two  of  A.'s  co-adventurers  in 
the  mine,  for  the  balance  of  their  account:  held,  that  there  was  no  implied 
authority  to  one  from  his  co-adventurers  in  a  mine,  to  pledge  their  credit  for 
money  borrowed  by  him  for  the  purposes  of  the  mine  (Ricketts  v.  Bennett, 
17  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  B.  17).  By  the  deed  of  association  of  a  mining  com- 
pany, it  was  provided  that  the  affairs  of  the  company  should  be  managed  by 
a  committee  of  seven  shareholders,  called  managing  directors,  and  who  were 
empowered  at  their  meetings  to  vote  by  proxy,  and  B.  was  appointed  resident 
director  or  manager,  to  superintend  the  mine  and  local  concerns  therof,  hire 
workmen,  provide  machinery,  &c.,  but  subject  to  the  instructions  he  might 
from  time  to  time  receive  from  the  managing  directors,  to  whom  he  was  to 
transmit  monthly  accounts  of  the  ore  raised,  wages  paid,  &c.,  and  a  full 
statement  of  all  debts  and  liabilities  due  from  the  company,  with  a  proviso 

that  he  should  not  expend  or  engage  the  credit  of  the  company 
[  */563  ]  *for  any  sum  exceeding  50/.  in  any  one  month,  without  the  express 

authority  in  writing  of  three  of  the  managing  directors:  held,  that, 
this  deed  did  not  authorize  B.  to  draw  or  accept  bills  of  exchange  in  the 
name  of  the  company,  even  for  the  necessary  purposes  of  the  mine,  without 
the  express  authority  of  the  managing  directors:  held,  also,  that  a  man- 
aging director  who  was  represented  at  a  meeting  of  the  directors,  by  proxy, 
was  riot  bound  by  a  resolution  of  the  directors  present  at  such  meeting,  au- 
thorizing the  resident  director  to  accept  bills  for  the  company  (Brown  v. 
Byers,  16  M.  &  VV.  2.";2).  But  a  new  partner  cannot  be  bound  by  the 
acceptance  of  bills  by  the  old  firm  for  goods  delivered  before  he  became  a 
partner.  Thus,  where  the  pits,  had  sold  a  quantity  of  porter  to  A.  and  B., 
who  were  then  partners,  and  which  was  entered  in  the  pits.'  books,  in  the 
names  of  A.  and  B.,  and  was  afterwards  shipped  for  the  West  Indies,  and 
the  shipping  charges  paid  by  B.;  six  months  afterwards  C.  became  a  partner 
with  A.  and  B.,  and  continued  so  for  a  few  months,  when  their  partnership 
was  dissolved  ;  previous  to  which  deft.  B.  sent  to  the  pits,  a  memorandum 
of  calculation,  in  his  own  handwriting,  of  deductions  claimed  in  respect  of 
the  porter.  The  pits,  drew  a  bill  upon  the  defis.  for  the  balance  due,  and 
A.  accepted  it  thus,  "Accepted,  A.  and  Co."  An  action  having  been  brought 
by  the  pits,  against  A.  B.  and  C.,  upon  the  acceptance,  and  A.  and  B.  hav- 
ing been  outlawed,  C.  pleaded  the  general  issue:  held,  that  the  pit.  could  not 
recover;  Le  Blanc,  J.,  observing  that  the  case  must  be  determined  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  B.  had  pleaded  to  the  action.  It  seemed  admitted  that  if 
one  of  several  partners  pledge  the  partnership  fund  for  his  individual  debt, 
that  would  not  bind  the  rest  (see  Gregson  v.  Hutton,  2  Sehv.  N.  P.  1141  ; 
Marsh  v.  Vansommer,  ib. ;  Swan  v.  Stccle,  1  Selvv.  N.  P.  327;  Green  v. 
Deak'm,  2  Stark.  347).  And  he  saw  no  difference  between  the  case  of  one, 
and  the  case  of  two  of  the  several  partners  pledging  the  joint  fund  fur  their 
individual  debt,  which  was  the  case  bofbre  the  court.  Where  an  agreement 
for  a  partnership  was  entered  into  on  the  24th  of  June,  1824,  and  such 
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agreement  was  intended  by  the  parties  to  have  a  by-gone  operation,  TIX. 
from  the  18(h  May  preceding;  a  bill  had  been  discounted  for  the  firm  by  the 
pits.,  between  the  18th  of  May  and  24th  of  June,  and  other  bills  were  dis- 
counted subsequent  to  the  latter  day:  held  that  the  deft,  was  not  liable,  on 
the  bill  discounted  before  the  24th  of  June,  until  which  day  he  was  not,  in 
fact,  a  member  of  the  firm.  Where,  however,  A.  and  B.  agreed  to  become 
partners  from  the  1st  of  January  next  following,  upon  certain  terms  to  be 
embodied  in  a  deed  to  be  executed  on  that  day,  which  was  not  executed  until 
the  18th,  but  the  parties  considered  themselves  partners  from  the  1st :  hold, 
that  B.  was  bound  by  the  contracts  of  A.,  entered  into  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  between  the  1st  and  I8'h;  for,  if  no  deed  had  ever  been  executed,  each 
partner  would  have  been  liable  for  the  engagements  of  the  firm,  entered  into 
whilst  the  business  was  carrying  on  for  their  mutual  benefit  (Battlcy  T. 
Lewis,  Man.  At  G.  155).  Assumpsit  on  a  bill  of  exchange  against  three 
partner*,  one  of  whom  pleaded  that  the  bill  was  accepted  by  the  other  two, 
in  the  name  of  the  firm,  without  his  knowledge,  privity,  or  consent,  for  • 
Ml  due  from  them  before  be  became  a  partner:  held,  that  this  plea  wa» 
not  supported  by  evidence  that  the  bill  wan  accepted  in  discharge  of  a  debt 
which  arose  partly  before  and  partly  afler  the  third  party  entered  the  firm ; 
but  that  such  partner  was  liable  only  for  so  much  of  the  debt  for  which  the 
bill  was  accepted  as  accrued  subsequently  to  his  becoming  a  partner  (Wilson 
Y.  Lewis,  2  Man.  At  G.  107). 

Where  one  partner  commits  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  which  is  afterwards 
followed  up  by  a  commission  and  assignment,  ho  has  no  longer 
•any  power  over  the  partnership  property,  and  any  disposition  of  [  *864] 
it  by  him  is  void  as  against  the  other  partners,  it  being  vested  in 
AlM  and  bit  neigner,  by  relation  to  his  act  of  bankruptcy  (Bent  v.  Mould, 
8  Tyrw.  569,  recognising  Thomason  v.  Frrre,  10  Hist,  418). 

The  firm  may  sue  upon  a  guarantee  given  to  a  single  partner,  if  it  be 
shown  that  it  was  given  for  (lie  benefit  of  all  (Garrrtt  v.  Hundley,  4  II  At 
C.  664;  Walton  v.  Dodson,  1  C.  At  I1.  162;  sro  Mollcr  v.  Lambent,  2 
Gump.  548 ;  and  see  Sims  v.  Bond,  5  B.  At  Ad.  393). 

Where  Change  of  Partners.]  The  trustees  of  a  joint-stock  company 
any  cue  on  a  bund  made  to  them  as  such,  notwithstanding  a  change  in  the 
company;  for jhe  obligor,  knowing  the  fluctuating  nature  of  the  company, 
must  have  so  intended  (Mctcnlf  v.  Bruin,  1  J  Bust,  400 ;  but  see  Chupman 
v.  Bcckington,  3  Q.  B.  703 ;  Chnpman  v.  Sutton,  2  C.  B.  631).  Where  a 
security  given  to  a  firm  is  intended  to  continue  in  force,  notwithstanding  any 
change  that  may  take  place  in  i's  constitution,  such  intent  must  appcar«x- 
pressly^or  by  implication  upon  the  aecurily,  otherwise  it  becomes  inoperative 
on  the  incomings  and  ou'goings  of  the  partnership  (HOC  Barclay  v.  Lucas,  I 
T.  K.  291  ;  but  sec  Strange  v.  Lewis,  3  Kast,  484  ;  Land  ley  v.  Evans,  2 
Bing.  32;  Saundcrs  v.  Taylor,  9  B.  Ac  B.  .'15 ;  Simson  v.  Ingham,  2  B.  Ai 
C.  ti5;  Simson  v.  Cooko,  1  Bin;;.  4«r>2 ;  Arlington  (Lori)  v.  Merrick,  2 
Wms.  Saund.  412,  n.;  Dance  v.  Girdler,  1  N.  K.  31;  Westnn  v.  Barton, 
4  Taunt.  073;  Wright  v.  Fusscll,  2  Bla.  934;  Myers  v.  Kdgn,  7  T.  R. 
251;  Dry  v.  Davy,  10  Ad.  A:  li.  30;  Metcalf  v.  'Bruin,  12  Ivist,  400; 
Bellair  v.  Bbsworth,  3  Camp.  53;  Parker  v.  Wise,  0  M.  At  S.  239).  A 
promissory  note  given  to  secure  advances  made  by  the  firm  will  be  avail- 
able for  the  benefit  of  future  as  well  us  present  partners,  if  such  clearly 
appear  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  makers  (Pease  v.  Hirst,  10  B.  At 
C.  122). 

One  partner  cannot  bind  the  others  by  a  submission  to  arbitration  even  of 
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matters  arising  out  of  the  business  of  the  firm  (Steed  v.  Salt,  3  Bing.  101  ; 
poet,  p.  607) ;  and  in  this  respect  there  is  no  difference  between  a  general 
partnership,  and  one  in  a  particular  transaction  (Adams  v.  Bankart,  1  C. 
M.  &  R.  681).  In  answer  to  an  action  by  partners,  it  will  constitute  a  suf- 
ficient defence  that  one  of  the  partners  has  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  (ante,  p. 
545;  post,  p.  611).  Thus,  where  goods  were  sold  by  one  of  several  part- 
ners, he  residing  at  Guernsey,  and  were  packed  there  for  the  purpose  of 
being  smuggled  into  this  country,  such  transaction  will  defeat  an  action 
brought  by  him  jointly  with  the  other  partners  (Biggs  v.  Lawrence,  3  T.  R. 
454).  And  it  has  been  held,  that  A.,  B.,  and  C.  could  not  recover  on  a  bill 
of  exchange  drawn  by  them,  and  accepted  by  the  deft.,  A.  having,  in  fraud 
of  his  partners,  undertaken  to  provide  for  the  acceptance  when  the  bill  be- 
comes due  (Richmond  v.  Heapy,  1  Stark.  102).  Thus,  where  A.,  being  a 
partner  with  B.  in  one  mercantile  house,  and  with  C.  in  another,  and  the 
house  of  A.  and  B.  indorse  a  bill  of  exchange  to  the  house  of  A.  and  C., 
after  which  B.  acting  for  the  house  of  A.  and  B.,  received  securities  to  a 
large  amount  from  the  drawer  of  the  bill,  upon  an  agreement  by  B.  that  the 
bill  should  be  taken  up  and  liquidated  by  B.'s  house,  it  was  held,  that  A. 
being  bound  by  the  act  of  his  partner,  could  not,  in  conjunction  with  C.,  sue 
on  the  bill  against  the  acceptor  (Jacaud  v.  French,  12  East,  317;  and  see 
Sparrow  v.  Chisman,  4  B.  &  C.  241  ;  Wallace  v.  Kelsall,  supra;  Young 
v.  Jones,  9  B.  &  C.  532 ;  Gordon  v.  Ellis,  2  C.  B.  821). 

Payment  by  one  of  two  partners  even  after  dissolution,  and  after  they  had 
appointed  a  third  person  to  collect  the  debts  and  with  *notice  of 
[  *565  ]  such  appointment,  is,  notwithstanding  the  notice,  good  (Porter  v. 
Taylor,  6  M.  &  S.  156;  King  v.  Smith,  4  C.  &  P.  108).  In  an 
action  by  partners  to  recover  a  debt,  if  deft.,  to  prove  payment,  give  in  evi- 
dence a  receipt  signed  by  one  of  the  pits.,  they  are  not  concluded,  but  may 
show  that  it  was  given  under  circumstances  which  destroy  its  effect,  as  fraud 
on  the  partners  not  signing,  for  a  receipt  is  prima  facie  evidence  only,  and 
is  capable  of  being  explained  (Farrar  v.  Hutchinson,  9  Ad.  &  E.  641  ;  see 
Graves  v.  Key,  3  B.  &  Ad.  318  ;  post,  "  RECEIPT").  So  one  partner  may 
give  time  to  a  debtor  of  the  firm,  as  by  taking  his  acceptance  (Tomlins  v. 
Lawrence,  6  Bing.  376). 

In  ordinary  cases,  a  member  of  a  joint-stock  company  is,  like  members 
of  an  ordinary  firm,  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  its  contracts,  and  responsible 
for  the  engagements  made  by  thengents  of  the  concern  for  its  purposes  ^Car- 
Ian  v.  Drury,  1  Ves.  &  Bea.  157  ;  Kearsly  v.  Code),  2  C.&  P.  408  ;  Harvey 
v.  Kay,  9  B.  &  C.  356;  Maudslay  v.  Le  Blanc,  2  C.  &  P.  409,  n.;  Braith- 
waite  v.  Skofield,  9  B.  &  C.  401  ;  and  sec  post,  p.  603). 

Provisional  Committees.]  The  bare  fact  of  the  members  of  a  provisional 
committee  allowing  their  names  to  be  published  to  the  world  as  members  of 
such  a  committee  will  not  render  them  liable  for  things  necessary  to  establish 
the  company  (Reynell  v.  Lewis,  15  M.  &  W.  517  ;  Wyld  v.  Hopkins,  ib. ; 
Cooke  v.  Tonkin,  16  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  153 ;  Barker  v.  Stead,  10  C.  B. 
ICO ;  Williams  v.  Pigott,  2  Ex.  201 ;  see  also  Lake  v.  Argylc  (Duke  of),  6 
Man.  &  G.  928 ;  Warrington  v.  Lambert,  10  Law  J.,  414 ;  Barnett  v.  Lam- 
bert, 15  M.  &  W.  489;  Cooke  v.  Tonkin,  9  Q.  B.  936 ;  Bourne  v.  Freeth,  9 
B.  &  C.  632 ;  Bailey  v.  Macauley,  19  Law  J.,  73,  Q.  B.;  Duwson  v.  Hay, 
ib;:  Wilson  v.  Molden,  ib.). 
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Competency  of  Witnet*e». 

Partners  may,  in  some  instances,  be  admitted  as  witnesses  in  actions  in- 
stituted on  behalf  of  ihe  firm,  where  they  are  not  made  panics,  and  the 
interest  thr-y  may  possess  in  the  event  will  not  disqualify  them  from  giving 
thfir  testimony :  thus,  where  a  person,  who  has  no  interest  in  the  capital  of 
a  firm,  or  its  profits,  suffers  his  name  to  be  used  as  a  partner,  he  is  a  corn- 
petent  witness  in  an  action  commenced  by  the  actual  proprietor  of  the  con- 
cern,  to  prove  a  contract  made  with  such  proprietor  in  the  joint  name  (Parsons 
y.  Crosby,  3  Esp.  199).  And,  in  an  action  on  a  contract,  a  dormant  partner, 
n»t  being  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  who  has  had  no  privity  of  com- 
munication with  them  on  the  subject  of  the  contract,  is  competent  to  prow 
the  contract  (Mawman  v.  Gillct,  2 Taunt.  325;  but  see  Lloyd  v.  Archbowl  •, 
ib.  324).  So,  a  party  is  competent,  although  he  lias  purchased  from  the  ph. 
an  interest  in  the  contract  on  which  the  action  is  brought  (3  Stark.  Ev.  1084). 
And,  where  there  is  an  agreement,  upon  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership,  that 
each  of  the  partners  shall  receive  certain  debts,  either  partner  is  competent, 
in  an  action  by  the  other  partner,  against  a  debtor  to  the  firm,  to  prove  pay- 
ment to  him  according  to  the  agreement  (Evans  v.  Silverlock,  Pea.  '21). 
As  to  competency  of  party  to  prove  he  was  not  a  partner,  ante,  p.  550;  1 
Stark.  25.  • 

A  partner  is  bound  by  the  admissions,  representations,  or  notice  made  by, 
or  to  his  co.partuer  (Nicholls  v.  Dowding,  1  Stark.  81,  161 ;  Doug.  051 ; 
Lucas  v.  Delacour,  1  M.  &  S.  249 ;  Rapp  v.  Latham,  2  B.  At  A.  795;  Big- 
nold  v.  Waterhouse,  1  M.  &  S.  259;  Vol.  I.,  pp.  74,  563.  592,  610). 
Though  the  former  be  no  party  to  the  suit  (Wood  v.  Braddick,  1  Taunt. 
104  ;  but  see  Booth  v.  Jauncy,  7  Pri.  198 ;  see  pott,  p.  592);  and 
though  made  after  the  dissolution  of 'partnership,  if  as  to  a  trans-  [  *566  ] 
action  which  took  place  before  (Wood  v.  Braddick,  $upra).  B  it 
not  as  to  a  transaction  which  occurred  previously  to  ihe  partnership,  unless 
a  joint  responsibility  be  proved  as  a  foundation  for  the  evidence  (Call  v. 
Howard,  3  Stark.  8).  In  nn  action  agninst  two  partners  on  a  deed  purport- 
ing to  be  executed  by  one  deft.  *'  for  self  and  partner,"  an  admission  by  the 
other  that  he  had  given  due  authority  to  execute  it  ou  his  behalf  is  not  evi- 
dence to  prove  the  execution  by  both,  without  showing  the  authority  (Steig- 
litz  v.  Eggington,  Holt,  N.  P.  141).  An  admission  by  a  partner  on  a  nutter 
not  of  co-partnership  but  of  joint  ownership  in  a  vessel  is  not  binding  on  his 
co-partner  (Jaggers  v.  Bindings,  1  Stark.  64).  A  declaration  by  one  of 
several  parners  joint  pits,  that  goods  the  subject-matter  of  his  suit  were  the 
separate  property  is  evidence  against  all  tl»e  pits.  (Lucas  v.  Delacour,  1  M. 
&  S.  249).  Admissions  made  by  one  of  several  partners  after  the  dissolu- 
tion are  admissible  to  prove  payment  ofler  such  dissolution  of  a  debt  due  to 
the  partnership  (Pritchard  v.  Draper,  1  Russ.  A;  M.  101).  Entries  in  o  book 
by  a  clerk  to  an  incorporated  company,  are  not  admissible  against  a  member 
suing  them  on  a  contract  with  him,  although  the  act  of  incorporation  directs 
the  clerk  to  keep  such  book,  and  gives  liberty  of  ins|>ection  to  all  the  mem- 
bers (Hill  v.  Manchester  Waterworks,  5  B.  &  Ad.  HOG).  After  evidence 
hus  Ix-cn  given  to  connect  two  persons  as  partners,  the  answer  of  one  will 
be  evidence  against  the  other  (Grant  v.  Jackson,  Pea.  203);  aud  MJC  further, 
post,  p.  001,  as  to  partnership  liabilities. 
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II.  ACTIONS  AGAINST. 

FORM  OP  REMEDY  AND  PAKTIES  TO  ACTION,  p.  566. — When  all  must  be 
sued  on  a  Contract,  p.  571. — Dormant  Partners,  p.  572. — Parceners, 
p.  573. — Retiring  Partners,  p.  673. — Survivors,  p.  575. — In  Torts, 
p.  575. 

FORM  OF  PLEADINGS,  p.  576. — Declaration,  p.  576. — Plea,  p.  576. — Ille- 
gality, p.  576. —  Tender  of  Amends,  p.  579. — Sit-off,  p.  579. 

EVIDENCE  FOR  PLAINTIFF,  p.  580. — Of  the  Existence  of  a  Banking  Com- 
pany, p.  580. — Proof  of  Partnership,  p.  581. —  Unincorporated  Socie- 
ties, p.  5^3. — Pullic  Company,  p.  588. — As  to  Third  Parties,  p.  590. 
— How  Partnership  proved,  p.  592. — Participation  in  Profits,  p.  595. 
— Partnership  for  Illegal  Purposes,  p.  597. —  One  Partner  Agent  for 
others,  p.  597. — In  Joint- Stock  Banking  Companies,  p.  597. — In 
Actions  for  Calls,  p.  598. — After  Assignment,  p.  599. — Of  Deft's 
Liability,  p.  600. — Bills  draitn  by  Joint-Stock  Companies,  p.  603. — 
Contracts  by  Partners  in  Individual  Character,  p.  607. — Subsequent 
Ratification,  p.  608. — When  Partnership  commences,  p.  610. —  Torts, 
p.  610. 

EVIDENCE  FOR  DEFENDANT,  p.  611. — -Lien,  p.  617. — Notice  of  Action,  p. 
619. — Limitation  of  Action,  p.  620. — Forfeiture,  p.  023. — Statute  of 
Frauds,  p.  623. — Stock-Jobbing  Act,  p.  623. —  Transfer  of  Shares, 
p.  623. 


Form  of  Remedy,  and  Parties  to  Action. 

There  is  nothing  peculiar  relating  to  the  form  of  remedy  in  actions  against 
partners. 

Case  lies  against  a  railway  company  for  erecting  a  station  whereby  a  re- 
versioner's  ancient  lights  were  obstructed  (Turner  v.  Sheffield  and  Rotherham 
Railway  Company,  10  M.  &  W.  425). 

*So  this  form  of  action  may  be  maintained  against  the  Bank  of 
[  *567  ]  England,  for  not  transferring  stock  to  the  pll.'s  vendee  (Stacey  v. 
England  (Bank  of),  6  Bing.  754;  Henly  v.  Lyme  (Mayor  of),  5 
Bing.  91  ;  Sutton  v.  England  (Bank  of),  1  C.  &  P.  193;  Forster  v.  En- 
gland  (Bank  of),  15  Law  J.,  212,  Q.  B. ;  Coles  v.  England  (Bank  op,  10 
Ad.  &  E.  437).  So,  against  the  East  India  Company,  for  the  like  injury 
(Gregory  v.  East  India  Company,  14  Law  J.,  226,  Q.  B.).  So,  against 
bankers,  by  a  customer,  for  not  paying  the  plt.'s  checks  (Margetti  v.  Wil- 
liams, 7  B.  &  Ad.  415  ;  Whittaker  v.  England  (Bank  of),  6  C.  &  P.  700). 

Case  lies  against  a  public  company  for  negligently  taking  up  the  pave- 
ment of  a  street,  and  depositing  the  materials  so  that  the  pit.  was  injured 
(Drew  v.  New  River  Company,  6  C.  &  P.  754;  see  Allen  v.  Hayward,  15 
Law  J.,  99,  Q.  B.).  So  it  lies  against  a  railway  company  for  negligently 
setting  fire  to  stacks  near  which  their  trains  passed  (Aldridge  v.  Great  Wes- 
tern Railway  Company,  3  Man.  &  G.  515;  Pigot  v.  Eastern  Counties  Rail- 
way Company,  15  Law  J.  235,  C.  P. ;  see  C;irpue  v.  London  and  Brighton 
Railway  Company,  5  Q.  B.  747.  As  to  the  liability  of  railway  companies 
for  injuring  passengers,  see  Ib. ;  Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction  Railway  Com- 
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pany,  5  Q.  B.  747);  or  animals  intrusted  to  them  for  conveyance  (Palmer 
T.  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  4  M.  A;  W.  747).  It  lie*  against  a 
railway  company  for  losing  a  parcel,  although  the  parcel  wns  losl  beyond 
the  limits  of  their  railway,  they  having  accepted  it  addressed  to  a  place 
beyond  such  limits  (Muschamp  v.  Lancaster  and  Preston  Railway  Company, 
8  M.  &  W.  422).  So  it  lies  against  a  railway  company  on  a  contract,  to 
carry  pork  on  the  evening  of  the  day  it  was  delivered  to  them  (Pirkford  T. 
Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  12  M.  At  W.  766).  So,  for  refusing  to 
carry  goods  (Ib. ;  8  M.  Ac  W.  373 ;  and  see  8  Ac  9  Viet.  c.  20,  s.  105).  So 
it  lies  ngninst  a  railway  company  for  the  loss  of  a  passenger's  Juggage  (El- 
well  v.  Grand  Junction  Rail  way*  Company,  5  M.  A:  W.  57).  It  IMS  against 
the  secretary  for  not  delivering  to  pit.  a  certificate  of  shires  purchased  by 
him  (Daly  v.  Thompson,  10  M.  Ac  W.  309).  So,  for  not  paying  money  to 
pit.  which  a  statute  rendered  it  a  duty  to  pay  (Cane  v.  Chapman,  5  Ad.  Ac 
E.  647 ;  see  Pardoe  v.  Price,  11  M.  Ac  W.  427). 

Case  lies  against  a  canal  company,  for  not  managing  the  cnnnl  according 
to  an  act  of  parliament  (Ulackmore  v.  Glamorganshire  Canal  Company,  3 
Y.  Ac  J.  60). 

A  canal  company  impowcred  to  levy  tolls  by  way  of  distress,  is  bound 
to  keep  the  navigation  secure,  and  is  liable  in  tort  in  case  of  mischief  occa- 
sioned by  its  failure  in  so  doing  (Burnaby  v.  Lancaster  Canal  Company,  11 
Ad.  At  E.  223;  see  Parrett  Navigation  Company  v.  Robins,  10  M.  Ac  W. 
Iff), 

By  a  railway  act  it  was  provided  that  nothing  in  the  act  contained  should 
authorize  the  company  Co  lake,  injure,  or  damage,  for  lite  purpose  of  the  act, 
any  house  or  building  which  was  erected  before  the  30th  of  November, 
1835,  without  the  content  of  the  owner  or  other  person  interest  therein,  or 
other  than  such  as  were  specified  in  the  schedule  to  ihe  act,  unless  theomis- 
sion  therefrom  proceeded  from  mistake,  Ace.  A  subsequent  clause  contained 
provisions  for  settling  all  differences  wi  h  owners,  A;c.,  of  any  Innd  which 
should  be  taken,  used,  damaged,  or  injuriously  affected  by  tbo  execution  of 
any  of  the  powers  granted  by  the  act,  and  for  the  payment  of  satisfaction 
and  compensation,  as  well  for  damages  already  sustained,  as  fur  future,  tem- 
porary, or  perpetual,  or  any  recurring  damages;  it  was  held,  that  the  com- 
pany were  liable,  in  an  action  on  the  case,  to  the  revcrsioncr  of  a  house 
erected  before  the  30th  of  November,  1H35,  and  not  specified  in 
the  schedule,  for  damage  done  to  it  by  the  obstruction  of  it*  "lights  [  *568  ] 
by  a  railway  station  erected  by  the  company  under  the  act,  and 
by  the  dust,  Ace  ,  drifted  from  the  station  and  embankment  into  the  house, 
and  that  the  pit.  was  not  bound  to  come  in  under  the  com|>ensation  clause 
(Turner  v.  Sheffield  and  Rotherhom  Railway  Company,  10  M.  At  W.  425). 
But  it  is  said,  if  part  of  the  injury  sustained  hath  b«x-n  made  under  the  pow- 
ers of  the  company's  net,  there  is  no  remedy  for  it  by  action,  but  by  manda- 
mus. It  becomes  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  or  not  tin?  party  has  suf- 
fered any  injury,  and  if  so  for  what  amount  (U.  v.  Nor  h  Midland  Railway 
Company,  Kailw.  Cas.  1  ;  Thicknesse  v.  Lancaster  Canal  Company,  4  M. 
At  W.  472;  sec  R.  v.  Hungerford  Market  Company,  3  Mo.  &  Mali.  622; 
Fenton  v.  Trent  and  Mersey  Navigation  Company,  9  M.  &i  W.  203). 

The  Hull  and  Selby  Railway  Act  provided,  that  where  any  carriage  road, 
"quay,  wharf,"  A:c.,  should  be  found  necessary  to  be  cut  through,  raised, 
sunk,  taken,  or  so  much  injured  as  to  be  impassible  or  inconvenient  for  passen- 
gers, &c.,  or  for  tlie  transporting,  conveying,  landing,  shipping,  or  depositing 
of  any  good*,  the  company  should,  before  such  culling  or  o:her  work  should 
be  done,  cause  another  good  und  sufficient  road,  quay,  wharf,  Ace.,  to  be  set 
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out  and  made,  instead  thereof,  die.  The  pit.  had  a  wharf  on  the  Humber, 
between  which  and  the  low-water  mark,  the  defts.  constructed  their  railway 
in  the  line  prescribed  by  their  act  of  parliament,  thereby  rendering  the 
wharf  and  the  river  inconvenient  and  dangerous :  held,  that  the  plt.'s  wharf 
was  thereby  injured  within  the  meaning  of  the  section,  which  was  not  con- 
fined to  an  injury  done  bodily  to  the  wharf  itself;  that  he  was  entitled  to 
have  a  new  wharf  constructed  ibr  him  by  the  defts.,  and  was  not  bound  to 
apply  for  compensation  under  another  section  (Bell  v.  Hull  and  Selby  Rail- 
way Company,  6  M.  &  W.  699). 

If  false  representations  be  made  of  the  affairs  of  an  insurance  company 
(for  instance,  in  a  prospectus  or  circular)  whereby  a  person  is  induced  to 
effect  an  insurance  with  the  company,  an  action  on  the  case  will  lie  against 
them,  although  no  actual  pecuniary  damage  may  have  been  sustained, 
beyond  the  payment  of  premium  (Pontifex  v.  Bignold,  3  Man.  &  G.  63). 

Where  in  a  private  act  of  parliament,  incorporating  a  railway  company,  it 
is  provided,  that  no  action  shall  be  commenced  "against  any  person,"  for 
any  act  done  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  unless  twenty  days'  previous  notice, 
in  writing,  shall  have  been  given  to  the  intended  deft. :  held,  that  this  provi- 
sion would  apply  to  the  company  for  whose  benefit  the  act  was  passed,  as 
well  as  to  a  single  individual  (Boyd  v.  London  and  Croydon  Railway  Com- 
pany, 4  Bing.  N.  C.  669). 

The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defts.  were  proprietors  of  a  certain  rail- 
way for  the  carriage  of  passengers,  cattle,  &c.  from  L.  to  B. ;  that  the  pit. 
delivered  to  them  nine  horses,  to  be  carried  on  the  railway,  yet  the  deft, 
took  so  little  care  in  and  about  the  carrying  and  conveying  the  said  horses, 
and  in  conducting,  &c.,  their  carriages  upon  the  railway,  that  the  carriages 
were  thrown  down  an  embankment,  and  one  of  the  horses  killed,  and  the 
other  injured.  The  compnny  were  an  incorporated  railway  company,  and 
there  was  a  clause  enabling  them  to  become  carriers,  if  they  should  think 
fit,  and  that  no  action  should  be  brought  for  "  anything  done  or  omitted  to 
be  done,"  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  unless  fourteen  days'  previous  notice  was 
given.  It  appeared  that  the  accident  was  caused  by  a  horse  straying  from 
the  adjoining  field,  and  lying  down  on  the  railway,  and  that  the  fence  separa- 
ting the  field  from  the  railway  had  been  removed  by  some  workmen  of  the 
company  :  held,  first,  that  no  notice  of  action  was  necessary  ;  secondly,  that  an 
objection  to  the  form  of  action  should  have  been  taken  at  the  trial, 
[  *6G9  ]  in  which  *case  it  might  have  been  amended  (Palmer  v.  Grand 
Junction  Railway  Company,  4  M.  &  W.  749). 

An  act  of  parliament  required,  that  before  an  action  should  be  brought  to 
recover  certain  rates,  a  demand  in  writing  should  be  made  at  the  place  of 
abode  of  the  persons  charged,  or  left  on  the  premises  charged  :  held,  that  a 
demand  served  on  the  chairman  of  a  public  company,  at  a  duly  convened 
meeting,  was  good,  or  a  demand  fixed  on  the  premises  charged  (Curtis  v. 
Kent  W.  W.  Co.,  7  B.  &  C.  314).  Certain  commissioners  were  authorized 
to  appoint  a  treasurer  at  any  meeting  at  which  not  less  than  thirteen  com- 
missioners should  be  present,  by  writing  under  their  hands  :  held,  that  it  was 
a  good  appointment  if,  at  a  meeting  of  at  least  thirteen,  a  majority  signed  the 
appointment,  and  that  it  did  not  require  thirteen  signatures  (Ib.).  A  general 
order  was  given  to  the  treasurer  to  bring  an  action  :  held,  that  it  authorized 
the  treasurer's  successor  to  bring  the  action  (Ib.) ;  arid,  that  he  might  recover 
rates  due  previous  to  his  appointment  (Ib.). 

An  act  authorizing  a  company  to  construct  a  canal,  gave  certain  com- 
missioners power  to  purchase  lands,  &c. ;  and  directed  them  to  make  com- 
pensation to  persons  interested  therein,  for  all  damage  sustained  ;  held,  that 
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a  party  entitled  to  an  easement  over  lands  so  purchased  by  them  could  not 
maintain  trespass  for  acts  done  upon  these  lands  to  the  prejudice  of  his  ease- 
ment ;  but  as  soon  as  any  damage  was  actually  sustained,  he  ought  to  have 
claimed  compensation  under  the  act  (Thicknesse  v.  Lancaster  Canal  Com- 
pany, 4  M.  6>  W.  472). 

Where  money  was  paid  into  a  banking-house  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
up  a  particular  bill,  which  was  then  lying  (here  for  payment,  and  the  banker's 
clerk  said  at  the  time  that  he  could  not  give  up  the  bill  until  he  had  seen  his 
master,  held,  that  it  was  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  owner 
and  holder  of  the  bill,  and  could  not  be  applied  by  the  bankers  to  the  general 
account  of  the  acceptor  who  had  paid  in  the  money  (Oe  Bcrnales  v.  Fuller,  14 
East,  590,  n.). 

A.  and  B.  severally  kept  cash  at  the  same  banking-house;  on  the  13th 
November  A.  paid  in  a  draft  for  250/.,  drawn  by  B.  in  favour  of  the  former, 
upon  the  bankers,  to  whom  the  latter  was  considerably  indebted.  The  draft 
was  received  by  the  bankers'  clerk,  without  anything  being  said  respecting  it, or 
any  entry  made  of  it  in  their  books.  In  the  course  of  the  same  day  the 
bankers  discounted  bills  for  B.  to  the  amount  of  100U/.,  the  produce  of  which 
they  expressly  appropriated  to  the  charges  of  the  day,  consisting  of  bills 
accepted  by  him  for  13427.,  two  drafts  for  507.  each,  given  to  other  persons, 
and  the  draft,  for  2507.  in  favour  of  A.,  which  was  presented  before  the 
latter  drafts ;  the  bills  and  the  two  50/.  drafts  were  paid  by  the  bankers  on 
the  same  day,  leaving  a  balance  only  of  137/.  in  their  hands.  On  the  morn- 
ing of  the  14ih,  they  wrote  a  letter  to  A.,  slating  that  they  had  not  carried 
the  draft  for  2507.  to  his  credit,  but  that  they  would  "  retain  it  by  them,  in 
the  hope  of  its  being  provided  for;"  and  they  promised  B.  that  they  would 
pay  it  when  they  had  funds.  On  that  day  the  bankers  discounted  bills  for 
B.  to  the  amount  of  699/.,  the  produce  of  which  they  specifically  appropriated 
to  claims  upon  him  amounting  to  599/.,  which  left  9H/.  unappropriated  in  the 
bankers'  hands:  held,  that  they  were  liable  lo  A.  fur  the  amount  of  the  250/. 
draft,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  though  they  had  not  at  any 
moment  an  unappropriated  sum  in  their,  hands  sufficient  lo  cover  the  draft 
(Kilsby  v.  Williams,  5  B.  Ac  A.  615). 

If  bankers  pay  a  cancelled  cheque,  drawn  by  a  customer  under  [  *570  ] 
•circumstances  which  ought  to  have  excited  their  suspicion  and  in- 
duced them  to  make  inquiries  before  payment,  they  cannot  take  credit  for 
the  amount  (Scholey  v.  Rambotham,  2  Camp.  495). 

A  banker  is  bound  by  law  to  pay  a  cheque  drawn  by  a  customer  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  the  banker  has  received  sufficient  funds  belonging  to 
the  customer,  and  the  Initer  may  maintain  an  action  of  tort  against  the 
banker  for  refusing  payment  of  a  cheque  under  such  circumstances,  although 
he  have  not  thereby  sustained  any  actual  damage  (Margetti  v.  Williams,  1 
B.  &  Ad.  415). 

A  banker  in  London  receiving  bills  from  his  correspondents  in  the  country, 
to  whom  they  had  been  indorsed,  to  present  for  payment,  is  not  guilty  of 
negligence  in  giving  up  such  bills  to  the  acceptor  upon  receiving  n  cheque 
upon  a  banker  for  the  amount,  although  it  turn  out  that  such  cheque  is  dis- 
honoured (Russell  v.  Hankcy,  0  T.  R.  12). 

Where  a  customer  pays  to  his  bankers  a  cheque  drawn  u[>on  thrm  by 
ano'her  customer,  he  must,  in  order  lo  make  them  liable,  nt  all  events  de- 
mand payment  or  request  that  the  amount  may  be  placed  to  his  rredit  (Boyd 
v.  Emmcrson,  2  Ad.  <Sc  E.  164).  An  assent  on  the  port  of  the  banker  to 
such  a  demand  or  request,  would  raise  an  implied  promise  to  pay  or  give 
credit  for  the  amount  (lb.).  And  where  a  customer  pays  into  a  bankers'  in 
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the  ordinary  way  a  cheque  drawn  upon  them  by  another  of  their  customers, 
the  bankers  are  entitled  to  the  same  time  for  ascertaining  whether  the  cheque 
will  be  paid  and  giving  notice  of  dishonour  (in  case  it  be  resolved  by  them 
not  to  pay  the  cheque),  ns  in  the  case  when  the  cheque  is  drawn  upon  other 
bankers  (Ib.),  and  in  such  case  no  promise  to  pay  the  cheque  on  the  part  of 
the  bankers  will  be  implied  from  the  absence  of  earlier  notice  (Ib.). 

A.  and  B.  are  both  customers  of  C.,  a  banker;  A.  goes  to  C.'s  bank  at  a 
quarter  before  one  o'clock  on  Monday,  and,  whilst  transacting  other  business 
with  C.'s  managing  clerk,  lays  on  the  counter  a  cheque  drawn  by  B.  on  C., 
and  says  "  Place  this  to  my  account,"  or  "  credit."  No  intimation  as  to 
whether  the  cheque  would  or  would  not  be  paid  was  given.  The  clerk  did 
not  debit  B.  with  ihe  amount,  or  place  it  to  A.'s  credit,  or  cancel  the  cheque. 
B.  having  overdrawn  his  account,  inquiries  were  made  on  Tuesday,  the  result 
of  which  was  that  C.  resolved  not  to  pay  the  cheque.  The  cheque  with  no- 
tice of  dishonour  was  sent  to  A.  at  his  residence  by  seven  o'clock  p.  m.  on 
Tuesday  :  held,  sufficient  notice  of  dishonour  (Ib.). 

If  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  delay  to  pass  a 
power  of  attorney  for  the  transfer  of  stock  for  an  unreasonable  time,  they 
are  liable  to  answer  in  damages  for  a  loss  sustained  in  consequence  of  an 
intermediate  fall  of  the  funds  (Sutton  v.  England  (Bank  of),  1  C.  &  P.  193). 
Where  an  action  is  brought  against  the  Bank  of  England  for  a  breach  of 
duty  in  not  paying  dividends  due  to  the  pit.,  upon  stock  standing  in  his  name 
in  the  bank  books:  held,  on  error,  that  the  action  was  not  maintainable  for 
not  showing  that  money  had  been  actually  issued  by  the  government  to  the 
bank  to  pay  the  dividends  in  question,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  breach  of 
duly  (England)  (Bank  of)  v.  Davis,  5  B.  &  C.  185). 

A  party  may  recover  from  the  bank  the  dividends  arising  on  his  stock, 
although  at  the  time  the  dividends  were  payable  he  knew  the  stock  had  been 
transferred  under  a  forged  power  of  attorney  to  the  name  of  another  person, 
and  had  omitted  to  inform  the  bank  of  that  circumstance,  and  did  not  demand 
payment  of  the  dividends  until  after  the  escape  of  the  offender  (Davis  v. 

England  (Bank  of),  2  Bing.  393). 

[  *571  ]  Where  a  customer  of  the  Bank  of  England  was  in  the  habit  of 
*making  his  acceptances  payable  at  the  bank,  and  one  of  such  ac- 
ceptances being  presented  for  payment  at  eleven  o'clock  in  the  morning  was 
dishonoured  for  want  of  assets,  and  was  presented  again  by  a  notary  at  six 
o'clock  in  the  evening,  when  the  same  answer  was  given;  held,  that  the 
bank,  all  hough  they  had  before  six  o'clock  received  assets,  were  not  bound 
to  pay  the  bill,  it  being  after  the  usual  hours  of  business  (Whitaker  v.  Eng- 
land (Bank  of),  1  C.  M.  &  R.  744).  It  seems  it  was  the  duty  of  the  bank 
to  have  informed  the  notary  that  they  had  received  assets,  and  that  the  bill 
would  be  paid  the  following  day  (Ib.). 

If  the  proprietors  of  a  scheme  to  be  carried  out  by  subscription  induce  a 
number  of  persons  to  subscribe  their  money  in  the  purchase  of  shares,  and 
the  scheme  is  abandoned  before  it  comes  into  operation,  the  subscribers  are 
entitled  to  maintain  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  against  the  pro- 
jectors for  the  whole  money  subscribed,  free  from  any  deduction  for  ex- 
penses incurred  in  the  formation  of  the  plan  (Nockells  v.  Crosby,  3  B.  &  C. 
814).  A  company  formed  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  railway,  one  of  the 
regulations  of  which  was  that  15,000/.,  in  shares  of  15^.,  each  should  be 
raised,  and  then  that  application  should  be  made  to  parliament,  and  which, 
after  continuing  for  rather  more  than  a  year,  was  dissolved,  because  no 
eligible  line  could  be  found,  was  not  an  illegal  company  under  the  act  6 
Geo.  I.  c.  18,  so  that  a  party  who  had  bought  shares  might  not  on  that 
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account  recover  back  the  money  paid  on  them.  But  tho  party  who  had 
•old  shares,  and  had  not  complied  with  the  regulation  of  the  company 
(•taring  ihnt  all  transfers  to  be  valid  must  be  approved  of  by  the  committee), 

00  that  the  transfer  to  him  was  not  a  legal  transfer,  was  liable  to  a  person 
who  had  purchased  of  him  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  paid,  on  the 
ground  that  the  consideration  had  failed,  although  he  did  not  lender  back 
the  scrip  receipts  he  had  received  (Kempson  v.  Saundcrs,  4  Bing.  5).     B. 
being  employed  by  A.  to  purchase  for  him  certain  transferable  shares  in 
an  unincorporated  company,  charged  and  received  from  him  25/.  beyond 
the  market  price  of  such  shares  at  the  time:  held,  that  an  action  would  not 
lie  to  recover  back  this  sum,  the  company  being  within  6  Goo.  I.  c.  18,  and 
the  parties  in  pari  de/icto  (Buck  v.  Buck,  1  Camp.  547;  see  Joint-stock 
Registration  Act).     The  proprietor  of  shares  in  a  public  company  is  liable 
lo  a  person  to  whom  be  has  sold  them,  in  assumpsit  for  money  had  and 
received,  on  failure  of  consideration  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  company 
(Watkins  v.  Huntley,  2  C.  &  P.  410,  n.;  see  Nockells  v.  Crosby,  3  B.  Ac 
C.  613;  Wnlstab  v.  Spottiswoode,  15  M.  At  W.  501 ;  Moore  v.  "(Jar wood, 
19  Law  J.  15,  Ex.;  but  see  Garwood  v.  Ede,  1   Exch.  26H;  Clements  v. 
Todd,  1  Etch.  208 ;  Jones  v.  Harrison,  2  Exch.  52 ;  Wontner  v.  Shairpe, 
4  C.  B.  404 ;  see  Jarrett  v.  Kennedy,  6  C.  B.  310;  Ashpitel  v.  Scrcombe, 
10  Law  J.  84,  Ex. ;  Burnside  v.  Dayrell,  18  Law  J.  46,  Ex.). 

As  to  actions  of  covenant  on  the  deed  of  settlement,  see  Smith  v.  Golds* 
worthy,  4  Q.  B.  430;  Uult  v.  Giles,  12  M.  At  W.  492). 

Jf Vim  they  must  all  be  rued  on  a  Contract.  ]  All  persons  who  have  a 
joint  interest  in  a  joint  contract,  at  the  lime  of  its  being  entered  into,  must 
be  made  defts.  (1  Saund.  153,  n.  1,  291  b.  n.  4).  And  pontons  imy  be 
jointly  liable  as  partners,  not  only  by  having  expressly  contracted,  but  by 
holding  themselves  out  to  the  world  as  partners  (16  East,  174, /MX/,  573, 
IWO).  And  it  will  make  no  difference,  though  the  partners  may  have  turned 
•mongst  themselves  to  make  some  particular  partner  alone  liable  (3  B.  At 
C.  611).  And,  even  where  a  contract  was  made  by  two  partners  lo  pay  a 
sum  of  money  *tu  a  third  person,  "equally  out  of  their  own 
private  cash,"  it  was  held,  thnt  they  should  be  jointly  sued  on  it  [  '572  ] 
(1  II.  HI.  230).  When  the  liability  of  partners  arises  from  their 
joint  interest,  such  joint  interest  must  be  contemporaneous  wilh  the  contract* 
itself.  Where  a  mnn  purchases  goods,  and  another  is  afterwards  permitted 
to  share  in  the  adventure,  the  vendor  cnnnot  sue  the  latter  for  the  price  of 
the  goods  (Young  v.  Hunter,  4  Taunt.  582) ;  but,  where  they  agree  to  share 
in  the  future  purchase  of  goods,  a  joint  interest  attaches  the  instant  they  are 
purchased  (12  East,  421).  Partners  in  a  contract  should  also  be  joined, 
although  one  of  them  is  nn  infant  (3  Taunt.  307  ;  see  ante,  p.  5'J5);  unless 
the  action  be  brought  upon  such  contracts  as,  if  made  by  infants,  are  void, 
and  not  merely  voidable,  as  upon  bills,  Ate.,  in  which  case  the  infant  should 
not  be  joined,  but  the  pit.  should  declare  on  it  as  accepted,  Ate.,  by  the  adult 
partner  in  the  names  of  both  (4  Taunt.  468  ;  6  ib.  17U).  And  they  must  all 
be  joined,  though  one  of  the  partners  may  have  become  a  bankrupt  and  ob- 
tained his  certificate  (2  M.  At  S.  23). 

JDomant  Partners.]    As  iodormant  partners,  and  m"re  nominal  partners, 
it  seems  they  need  not  be  joined  (3  Stark.  8  ;  1  L).  &  R.  584  ;  3  I'ri.  538 ; 

1  Siark.  272,  336;  Holt,  C.  253;  2  Cump.  302  ;  contra,   1   Marsh.  246). 
Tho  pit.  may,  however,  join  them,  if  he  ciin  prove  them  lo  be  such  (7  East, 
20U;  1  11.  Bl.  37;  1  M.  At  3.  412;  Ikckham  v.  Kui-ht,  5  Sco.  CIO;  De 
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Moutort  v.  Saunders,  1  B.  &  Ad.  398 ;  Lloyd  v.  Archbowle,  2  Taunt.  327? 
Russell  v.  Roberts,  4  Nev.  &  M.  31).  In  Ex  parte  Chuck,  in  the  matter 
of  Starkie  (8  Bing.  469),  where  W.  advanced  to  S.  and  S.  then  carrying 
on  business  in  partnership,  24,000/.,  and  all  three  executed  a  deed,  by 
which  joinst-stock  was  created,  but  W.  was  not  to  have  any  definite  portion 
of  the  profits,  but  was  to  have  an  account  of  the  profits  as  between  them- 
selves, so  as  to  get  2000/.,  or  2400/.  a  year,  as  the  case  might  be,  out  of 
the  profits :  held,  that  although  W.'s  name  never  appeared  to  the  world  as 
a  partner,  yet  he  was  liable  as  such. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  by  M.,  a  bookseller,  against  a  printer,  and 
it  appeared  that  several  other  booksellers,  and  amongst  them  E.,  a  witness, 
had  a  share  in  the  work,  but  inasmuch  as  E.  had  never  contracted  with  Gil- 
lett,  but  N.  was  the  only  ostensible  man,  the  court  held  that  he  was  the  only 
proper  pit.,  and  with  good  reason,  for  the  only  acting  partner  might  owe 
much  money  to  the  deft.,  which  he  might  set  off';  but  if  the  pit.  and  the  dor- 
mnnt  partner  had  sued,  that  debt  of  the  acting  partner,  could  not  be  set  off*. 
"  There  is  a  material  distinction  where  partners  are  deAs.  and  where  part- 
ners are  pits. ;  if  you  can  find  out  a  dormant  partner  deft.,  you  may  make 
him  pay,  because  he  had  had  the  benefit  of  your  work,  but  a  person  with 
whom  you  have  no  privity  of  communication  in  your  contract  shall  not  sue 
you."  The  liability  of  the  parties  depends  upon  their  being  partners  at  the 
time  when  the  contract  is  made,  and  a  dormant  partner  cannot  set  up  the 
plt.'s  ignorance  of  his  being  a  partner  to  obviate  such  liability  (see  Saville  v. 
Robertson,  4  T.  R.  725,  per  Lord  Kcnyon).  But  where  three  persons,  who 
appeared  to  the  world  as  partners,  stipulated  between  themselves,  that  one 
of  them  should  not  participate  in  the  profit  and  loss,  and  should  not  be  liable 
as  a  partner:  held,  that  he  was  not  liable  as  such  to  persons  who  had  notice 
of  such  stipulation  (Alderson  v.  Pope,  1  Camp.  404,  n.).  Where  A.  and  B. 
had  entered  into  a  written  engagement,  not  under  seal,  to  employ  pit.  in 
their  trade  for  a  certain  time:  held,  that  pit.  could  not  sue  C.,  who  was  a 
dormant  partner  with  A.  and  B.,  the  agreement  being  in  writing  inter  partes, 
and  it  did  not  contain  any  intimation  that  A.  and  B.  were  carrying  on  busi- 
ness as  members  *of  a  more  extensive  firm  (Bcckham  v.  Knight, 
[  *573  ]  4  Bing.  N.  C.  243).  "  I  know  of  no  authority  for  introducing  the 
name  of  a  dormant  partner  into  such  a  contract.  In  implied  con- 
tracts, where  the  benefit  is  equal,  and  the  liability  not  limited,  a  dormant 
partner  may  be  included,  but  there  is  no  authority  which  extends  the  prin- 
ciple to  express  contracts"  (Ib.  per  Tindal,  C.  J.).  But  it  has  been  subse- 
quently held  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  that  there  is  no  such  distinction 
between  contracts  by  parol  or  implied  contracts,  and  express  contracts  in 
writing  not  under  seal  (Beckham  v.  Drake,  9  M.  &  W.  79,  confirmed,  11 
M.  &  W.  315). 

Although  the  general  rule  clearly  is,  that  a  dormant  partner  is  liable,  when 
discovered,  in  all  implied  contracts  (sec  Robinson  v.  Wilkinson,  3  Pri.  538; 
Winter  v.  Crowther,  1  Cr.  &  J.  316);  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  when  it  has 
never  been  known  that,  he  was  such,  he  is  not  liable  for  goods  furnished  after 
he  has  actually  ceased  to  be  a  partner  (Evans  v.  Drummond,  4  Esp.  89; 
Parkin  v.  Carruthers,  3  Esp.  248;  see  Lloyd  v.  Ashby,  2  C.  &  P.  138). 
Creditors  are  not  bound  to  sue  dormant  partners  (1  Ch.  PI.  42  ;  De  Moutort 
v.  Saunders,  1  B.  &  Ad.  398 ;  overruling  Dubois  v.  Sudart,  1  Mar.  248 ; 
Mallett  v.  Hook,  Moo.  &  M.  88;  but  see  Bonfield  v.  Smith,  12  M.  &  W. 
405);  even  where  the  contract  is  in  writing,  to  which  the  dormant  partner 
is  no  party  (Backhand  v.  Knight,  1  Man.  &  G.  738;  overruling  same  case, 
4  Bing.  N.  C.  243 ;  and  see  Beckham  v.  Drake,  9  M.  &  W.  79,  supra). 
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Parceners.]  Parceners  should,  before  petition,  be  jointly  sued,  though 
they  be  entitled  to  the  estate  by  different  descents  (Rep.  t.  Hard.  399 ;  Vin. 
Abr.  Parceners).  And,  if  a  parcener  be  sued  alone  for  any  matter  relating 
to  the  property  in  co-parcenery,  he  may  plead  that  there  is  another  co-heir 
not  named  (Th.  D.  1.  5,  c.  1),  although  the  other  not  named  be  within  age, 
or  although  the  parceners  be  entitled  by  several  descents  (42  E.  HI.,  17). 
So  joint-tenants  should  be  joined  in  all  actions  relating  to  their  joint  pro- 
perty ;  and,  if  one  be  sued  alone,  he  may  plead  that  he  holds  jointly  with 
another  who  is  alive  and  not  named  (Co.  Lit.  180  6);  or  he  may  plead  joint- 
tenancy  with  his  wife,  though  the  wife  die  pending  the  writ  (Th.  D.  I.  ll,c. 
21,  s.  31,  &c.).  And  in  the  case  of  a  personal  chattle,  if  one  or  two,  or 
more  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  by  the  sale  thereof,  convert  the 
same  into  money,  the  joint  interest  is  determined;  and  each  having  a  sepa- 
rate interest  for  a  certain  sum,  may  support  an  action  against  the  other 
(Willc*,  209 ;  8T.  R.  188). 

Retiring  Partner.]  A  member  of  a  firm,  who  retires,  will  be  liable,  on 
account  of  the  remaining  members  continuing  his  name  in  the  firm,  though 
without  his  consent  or  knowledge,  unless  he  has  taken  the  necessary  pre- 
caution, as  by  giving  advertisements,  notices.  Ate.,  to  the  world,  that  he  has 
discontinued  being  such  member  (Newsome  v.  Coles,  3  Camp.  017  ;  post,  p. 
590;  Waugh  v.  Carver,  2  II.  HI.  247;  see  Withington  v.  Herring,  5  Bing. 
442). 

But  if  on  retiring  from  the  firm,  he  withdraws  his  name  therefrom,  the 
distinction  is  that  he  still  remains  liable,  if  be  agree  to  receive,  notwithstand- 
ing his  secession,  a  share  of  the  profits,  but  not  if  be  merely  be  entitled  to 
an  annuity  or  fixed  sum  payable  at  all  events  and  without  reference  to  tho 
profits* as  a  fund  for  payment  of  the  money  secured  to  him  (Waugh  v. 
Carver,  tupra;  Grace  v.  Smith,  2  Bl.  R.  WM  ;  Ex  partc  I  lumper,  17  Ves. 
404;  Ex  parte  Rawlandson,  1  Rose.  B.C.  91). 

A.,  B.  and  C.  were  partners ;  A.  retired  from  the  firm,  whereof  notice 
was  given  to  I).,  a  creditor  of  the  firm,  who  at  the  same  time  *was 
informed  that  the  business  would  be  continued  as  lieretofure  by  B.  [  *574  ] 
and  C.,  the  remaining  partners  "who  assume  the  funds  and  charge 
themselves  with  the  liquidation  of  the  partnerahip;"  the  bilnnce  due  to  D. 
was  transferred  to  his  credit  by  the  new  firm  of  which  be  was  informed,  and 
to  which  he  assented.  I),  afterward*  drvw  upon  the  new  firm  for  a  part  of 
this  balance,  and  they  accepted  and  paid  his  billu.  Tho  new  firm  became 
insolvent:  held,  that  B.  continued  liable  for  the  debt  due  to  D.  from  the  old 
firm  (David  v.  Eilee,  5  B.  A*  C.  196  ;  Lodge  v.  Dices,  3  B.  A:  A.  61 1  ;  but 
see  Kirwnn  v.  Ktrwnn,  2  C.  &  M.  6:24  ;  Thompson  v.  Percival,  3  Nev.  At 
M.  167).  C.,  M.,  ami  R.  carried  on  business  under  the  name  of  J.  K.  and 
Sons,  and  beinjj  indebted  to  A.;  C.  retinal  from  the  partnership  and  M.  and 
N.  agreed  to  liquidate  all  the  affairs  of  the  partnership.  M.  afterwards 
retired  and  notice  of  both  dissolutions  appeared  in  the  Gazette.  N.  then 
took  in  n  new  partner,  and  the  business  was  carried  on  in  the  old  name. 
A.'s  account  wns  transferred  to  the  new  firm,  and  he  received  accounts  and 
payments  from  them,  but  it  did  not  oppenr  that  he  ever  saw  the  Gazette,  or 
that  either  he  or  the  new  partner  ever  agreed  to  the  substitution  of  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  new  firm  for  that  of  the  old :  held,  that  the  three  original 
partm  rs  wore  not  released  from  their  responsibility,  but  were  liable  at  the 
suit  of  A.  (Kirwan  v.  Kirwan,  supra).  H.  an  ofliccr  in  the  king's  forces  in 
India,  in  1815,  deposited  money  with  A.,  B.,  C.,  and  D.,  bankers  at  C., 
trading  under  the  firm  of  A.  nod  Co.  In  1816  A.  came  to  England,  having 
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executed  a  deed,  whereby  he  was  to  cease  to  be  a  partner  in  1822,  and  E. 
was  to  come  in,  in  his  place.  In  1822  this  agreement  was  carried  into 
effect,  and  the  dissolution  was  announced  in  the  Gazette.  It  was  the  prac- 
tice of  the  firm  to  give  notice  of  changes  of  partnership  to  their  customers 
by  circular  letters.  There  was  no  proof  that  any  letter  reached  H.  announc- 
ing A.'s  retirement.  In  1822  A.  became  a  candidate  for  a  seat  in  the  direc- 
tion of  the  East  India  Company,  and  repeatedly  published  an  address  to  the 
proprietors  of  that  stock  in  the  newspapers,  stating  that  his  connection  with 
mercantile  affairs  in  India  had  ceased.  Two  of  these  newspapers  were  taken, 
in  at  the  town  where  H.  was  resident.  The  accounts  current  of  A.  and  Co. 
were  transmitted  to  H.  from  1817  to  1832,  and  the  rates  of  interest  allowed 
by  them  varied  several  times  after  the  year  1822.  In  1831  H.  executed  a 
power  of  attorney  to  the  then  members  of  the  firm  of  A.  and  Co.  to  collect 
the  effects  of  a  testator  in  India.  In  1882  A.  and  Co.  failed.  In  1833  H. 
executed  another  power  of  attorney  to  C.  (who  also  had  then  retired  from 
the  firm)  to  prove  debts  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupts  (naming  them 
and  describing  them  as  carrying  on  business  under  the  firm  of  A.  and  Co.), 
and  to  receive  dividends:  held,  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  to  show  that  H.  knew  that  A.  had  retired  from  the  firm  and  E.  had 
come  in  his  place, and  that  he  had  agreed  to  discharge  A.  from  his  liability, 
and  take  the  new  firm  as  his  debtors  (Hart  v.  Alexander,  2  M.  &  W.  484). 
But  where  S.  and  others  carried  on  business  under  the  name  of  the  "Plus 
Madoe  Colliery  Company;"  S.  withdrew  from  the  firm,  which  afterwards 
became  indebted  toC.no  notice  having  been  given  to  C.  or  the  public  of  S.'s 
withdrawal :  held,  that  S.  was  not  liable  for  the  debt,  for  the  name  of  the 
company  did  not  give  any  information  of  the  parties  composing  it,  and  there 
was  not  any  sufficient  evidence  that  S.  had  ever  while  a  partner  represented 
himself  as  such  to  C.,  or  appeared  so  publicly  in  that  character  that  C,  must 
have  been  presumed  to  know  it  (Carter  v.  Whalley,  1  B.  &  Ad.  11  ;  Heath 
v.  Samson,  1  Nov.  &  M.  104). 

*Wherc  Contract  joint  and  several.]  When  parties  contract 
[  *575  ]  jointly  and  severally,  they  may  be  sued  jointly  in  assumpsit,  as 
the  one  thereby  makes  himself  responsible  for  the  other,  or  sepa- 
rately. Therefore,  where  two  several  tenants  of  a  farm  agreed  with  a  suc- 
ceeding tenant,  lo  refer  to  arbitration  certain  matters  in  dispute  respecting 
the  farm,  and  jointly  and  severally  promised  to  perform  the  award,  and  it 
was  awarded  that  a  sum  of  money  should  be  paid  by  each  of  the  two  to  the 
third,  it  was  held,  that  they  were  liable  to  be  sued  jointly  for  the  sums 
awarded  to  bu  paid  by  each  (Mansell  v.  Burrage,  7  T.  R.  352).  But,  if 
there  be  more  than  two  several  parties  to  a  joint  and  several  contract,  it  is 
usual  to  sue  all  jointly,  or  each  separately  (3  T.  R.  782  ;  1  Saund.  291  e); 
and  in  some  cases  where  the  party  declares  on  an  express  contract,  it  is 
necessary  ;  but  where  pit.  sued  three  persons,  and  declared  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
change drawn  upon  and  accepted  by  three  persons,  and  it  was  proved  to 
have  been  drawn  and  accepted  by  three  jointly  with  a  fourth,  pit.  recovered, 
and  it  was  held  to  be  no  variance  (Mountstcphen  v.  Brooke,  1  B.  &  A.  224). 
It  is,  however,  advisable  to  sue  separately;  for,  in  the  case  of  a  joint  action, 
if  one  of  the  defts.  die  after  judgment,  and  before  execution,  there  is  no 
remedy  at  law  against  the  assets  of  the  deceased  (Com.  Dig.  Action,  K.  4; 
2  Saund.  50  a}.  But,  if  the  pit.  proceed  separately,  the  executor  of  the 
deceased,  as  well  as  the  survivor,  continues  severally  liable  at  law  (2  Burr. 
1190).  It  has  been  held,  that  overseers  are  not  jointly  liable  for  money  lent 
to  one  overseer  as  such,  unless  all  expressly  promise  to  pay  (3  Slark.  65  j 
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3  R.  &  A.  89).  And  though  several  parishioners  joined  at  a  vestry,  in 
signing  an  order,  authorizing  two  churchwardens  to  repair  the  church,  such 
parishioners  ore  not  jointly  or  separately  liable  (Lanchester  v.  Trewcr,  U 
Bing.  361 ;  Same  v.  Tricker,  1  Bing.  201). 

Survicort.]  Where  one  of  the  partners  dies,  pit.  must  sue  the  survivor 
alone,  without  adding  the  excutor  of  the  deceased  partner  (Carth.  170,  171 ; 
3  Lev.  200);  and  the  survivor  will  be  liable  in  his  own  right,  without 
allying  him  to  be  a  surviving  partner  ('2  T.  R.  470). 

F.,  a  partner  in  a  banking-house,  transferred  stock  out  of  the  name  of  K., 
in  the  books  of  the  Bauk  of  England,  under  a  forged  power  of  attorney,  and 
without  the  authority  of  K.,  and  caused  the  produce  to  be  mixed  with  the 
money  of  the  firm ;  F.  having  been  convicted  of  another  forgery  was  exe- 
cuted: held,  that  K.  might  recover  the  amount  against  the  surviving  part* 
ners  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  (Marsh  v.  Keating,  1  Bing. 
N.  C.  108). 

The  mode  of  taking  advantage  of  the  omission  of  a  partner  in  a  contract 
as  deft,  has  been  already  DO: iced  (a/tlf,  p.  545,  573).  It  is  no  variance  to 
omit  a  person  who  must  bo  joined  as  a  deft.  Tlte  non-joinder  must  be 
pleaded  in  abatement  (1  Suund.  201  </,  n.  4).  If  too  many  parties  be  made 
defts.,  and  the  objection  appear  on  the  pleadings,  the  deAs.  may  demur, 
move  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  bring  error  (7  T.  R.  352) ;  and,  if  the  objec- 
tion do  not  appear  on  the  pleadings,  th«-  pit.  will  be  nonsuited  at  the  trial  on 
failing  to  prove  the  partnership  of  all  (1  East,  52 ;  1  Lev.  03;  1  Esp.  303; 
1  Ch.  PI.  34). 

Where  they  iJtould  be  jointly  sutxl  for  TorU.]  In  cases  of  torts,  partners, 
as  such,  can  seldom  be  guilty  in  their  joint  capacity :  the  law,  in  some 
cases,  however,  considers  them  as  joint  trespassers,  and  renders  them  liable 
to  the  consequences  which  attach  to  llie  wrongdoer  himself  (Gow,  160). 

•With  respect  to  actions  of  tort,  such  as  trespass  q.  c.  f.  or  for 
taking  goods,  trover,  case  for  malfeasancn  or  nonfeasancc,  if  one   [  '570  ] 
only  of  two  or  more  joint  tenants,  parceners,  tenants  in  common, 
partners,  executors,  assignees  of  bankrupts,  and  others  who  regularly  ought 
to  join,  bring  any  such  actions,  the  deft,  must  plead  the  omission  in  abate- 
ment, and  cannot  give  it  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  or  in  any  other 
way,  or  by  pleading  in  bar,  or  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  though  the  matter 
be  found  specially,  or  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration,  or  any  other 
pleading  of  the  pit.  (2  Suuud.  201  m,  aud  cases  cited;  5  T.  R.  051). 

Form  of  Pleading*. 

Declaration.]  There  is  nothing  peculiar  relating  to  the  form  of  the 
pleadings,  except  that  cnre  must  be  taken  that  all  (he  causes  of  action  be 
staled  to  be  joint  (1  Ch.  I'l.  183).  In  an  action  against  a  surviving  partner, 
n  cause  of  ucliou  against  him  only  may  be  p/ovcd  (I  B.  Ai  A.  29;  2  Chit. 
Rep.  431)). 

The  creditors  of  n  corporation  or  company  carrying  on  tlie  business  of 
bankers  in  England,  under  the  provisions  of  7  (jeo.  IV.  c.  40,  and  for  which 
a  public  officer  resident  in  England  has  been  apj>ointed  in  in  inner  prescribed 
by  lite  art,  must  sue  the  cor|»orution  or  company  i»  the  munn<-r  pointed  out 
by  the  9th  section  of  i  ;  it  is  not  coni|>eten'  for  them  to  waive  that  mode, 
uinl  sue  the  individual  members  ut  common  law  (Stevens  v.  CJ  rerws,  0  Jur. 
1140,  Exch. ;  sec  Stewart  v.  Duun,  7  Jur.  17»).  iSemble^  that  it  would  not 
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be  competent  for  them  to  do  so,  even  if  no  public  officer  were  appointed,  or 
he  were  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  that  the  corporation  or 
company  are  compellable  at  all  times  to  appoint  a  public  officer,  resident 
within  the  jurisdiction  (Ib. ;  see  Blewitt  v.  Gordon,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  815). 
Where  the  act  under  which  the  company  was  instituted  was  different  in  its 
terms,  see  also  Beech  v.  Eyre,  6  Sco.  N.  R.  627. 

In  an  action  on  a  policy  declaring  that  the  pit.  should  be  entitled  to  a 
remuneration  out  of  the  society's  funds  in  case  of  loss  by  fire  happening  to 
the  property  therein  specified,  and  stipulating  that  neither  of  the  directors 
who  signed  the  policy,  nor  the  ph.,  nor  the  holder  of  it,  should  as  members 
of  the  company,  be  liable  to  any  demand  for  loss  except  under  the  articles 
establishing  the  society,  and  as  was  provided  by  the  same,  it  is  sufficient  to 
aver  in  the  declaration  that  the  funds  of  the  association  are  sufficient  to 
satify  the  amount  of  the  loss  (Andrew  v.  Ellison,  6  Moo.  199;  see  Alchorne 
v.  Saville,  ib.  202). 

Flea.']  A  scheme  is  not  within  the  Bubble  Act,  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  18,  "  unless 
it  is  formed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  some  mischevious  project  or  un- 
dertaking, and  unless  it  can  be  predicated  of  it  that  it  is  likely  to  tend  to  the 
common  grievance,  prejudice,  and  inconvenience  of  his  majesty's  subjects, 
or  great  numbers  of  them,  in  their  trade,  commerce,  or  other  lawful  affairs" 
(Nockells  v.  Crosby,  3  B.  &  C.  814,  per  Bayley,  J.,  where  it  was  agreed 
that  a  tontine  company,  the  funds  of  which  were  to  be  invested  in  the  public 
securities,  and  not  engaged  in  speculation,  was  not  within  the  act).  In  order 
to  support  the  objection  of  illegality,  it  is  necessary  either  that  the  association 
should  have  been  found  by  a  jury  to  have  been  a  nuisance  in  point  of  fact, 
or  that  the  nature  itself  of  the  undertaking  must  be  such  as  not  to  admit  of 
any  other  conclusion  in  point  of  law  (Harrison  v.  Heathorn,  6  Sco.  735). 
So  where  2500  (to  be  extended  to  20,000)  persons  covenanted,  by  deed  of 

co-partnership,  *to  raise  20,000/.,  by  subscription  of  I/,  a  share, 
[  *577  ]  for  the  purpose  of  buying  corn  and  making  bread,  and  dealing  in 

and  distributing  flour  or  bread  amongst  the  partners,  under  the 
na'me  and  firm  of  the  "  B.  flour  and  bread  company,"  and  under  the  manage- 
ment of  a  committee,  and  covenanted  that  no  partner  should  hald  more  than 
twenty  shares,  unless  the  same  should  come  to  him  by  marriage,  &c.,  or 
act  of  law,  and  that  each  member  should  weekly  purchase  of  the  partnership 
a  certain  quantity  of  bread  or  flour  not  exceeding  a  shilling  in  value  for  each 
share,  as  the  committee  should  appoint,  and  that  no  partner  should  assign  his 
shares  unless  the  assignee  should  covenant  with  the  other  partners  for  the 
performance  of  all  covenants  in  the  original  deed.  The  jury  found  specially, 
on  an  indictment  for  a  public  nuisance  under  the  act,  that  the  company  was 
originally  established  (when  provisions  were  high)  for  laudable  purposes, 
and  for  more  regularly  supplying  the  town  of  B.  and  its  neighbourhood  with 
bread  and  flour,  and  that  the  same  was  and  still  is  beneficial  to  the  inhabi- 
tants at  large,  but  is  prejudicial  to  the  bakers  and  millers  of  the  town  and 
and  neighbourhood  in  their  trades.  The  court  gave  judgment  for  the  defts., 
considering  the  case  not  to  be  a  nuisance  within  the  act  (R.  v.  Webb,  14 
East,  406). 

Where  it  appeared  that  the  deft,  in  1807  had  published  two  different 
schemes.  One  of  them,  "  A  prospectus  for  the  London  Paper  Manufacturing 
Company,"  the  other,  "A  prospectus  of  the  intended  London  Distilling  Com- 
pany, for  making  and  rectifying  Genuine  British  Spirits,  Cordials  and  Com- 
pounds." The  first  proposed  to  raise  by  subscription  50,000<?.,  by  2500  trans- 
ferable shares  of  50/.  each,  payable  by  instalments,  not  exceeding  IQl.  per 
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cent.,  the  whole  to  be  under  a  deed  of  trust  or  enrolment  in  chancery,  by 
u/ii'- 1  >  o  parly  (it  teas  saiil)  uouitl  It  accountable  for  more  titan  tlir  sum 
mbtcrtbtol  under  the  regulations  then  stipulated.  The  prospectus  of  the 
second  scheme  contained  n  similar  announcement.  Held,  that  they  were 
both  tll.-g-il  (K.  v.  Dodd,  9  E  .st,  516  ;  see  Blundell  v.  Winsor,  8  Sim.  601  ; 
and  see  Wulburn  v.  Ingilby,  1  Myl.  &  K.  61). 

There  was  no  objection,  upon  6  Geo.  I.  c.  18,  ss.  18,  19,  as  for  a  public 
i nee   and  grievance,  to  articles  of  agreement,  whereby  fifty   persona 
d  to  raise  '200  shares,  at  '2101.  each,  by  small  monthly  subscriptions, 
for  building  houses  for  each  other,  every  holder  paying  ink  rest  on  his  shares 
till  paid  up,  with  n  stipulation  for  the  members  to  employ  certain  tradesmen 
only  in  the  building,  wiih  power  to  each  member  to  sell  his  shares  and  trans* 
fer  tin  m  in  the  books  of  the  society,  provided  that  the  purchases  should  be 
approved  of  at  a  meeting  of  the  society,  and  should  on  his  admission  be- 
come a  party  to  (he  original  articles  (Pratt  v.  Hutchison,  15  Bast,  51 1). 

An  association  will  be  illegal  if  the  prospectus,  without  containing  any  ex- 

press  pretence  of  limited  liability,  show  that  such  was  the  conclusion,  which 

tii--  director*  of  the  company  intended  the  public  to  draw  from  it  (DllV<         r  \. 

•ws,  5  Ding.  243;  Gurrard  v.  Hardy,  6  Sco.  N.  R.  476  ;  Harrison  v. 

inrn,  ib.  735). 

Under  :hc  Bubble  Art  it  was  held,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  declaration, 
either  express  or  implied,  on  the  part  of  the  projectors  of  an  association,  that 
the  subscribers  should  by  mere  transfer  of  their  shares  get  rid  of  all  liability 
incurred,  the  mem  fact  that  by  the  constitution  of  the  company  the  oharcs 
were  to  be  generally  transferable  rendered  it  illegal.  Thus,  where  B.  being 
employed  by  A.  to  purchase  fur  him  certain  transferable  shares  in  an  unin- 
corporated company,  charged  and  received  from  him  2«W.  beyond  the  market 
price  of  such  shares  at  tlw  lime:  held,  that  an  action  would  *  not  lie 
to  recover  back  this  sum,  the  company  being  wi.hiu  the  Bubble  [•  578  ] 
Act,  and  the  parties  tn  pirn/tttclo,  and  an  indictment  was  held  not 
to  lie  for  a  conspiracy  to  deprive  a  man  of  tlm  office  of  secretary  to  an  unin- 
corporated joint-stock  company  with  transferable  share*,  for  acting  a«  such 
is  an  office  under  the  Bubble  Act  (U.  v.  Siratton,  1  Camp.  549,  n  ;  *r  Ellison 
v.  Bignold,  2  J.  &  W.  503,  Cli.).  In  an  action  of  atu»ump»it  for  work  and 
labour  and  money  expended  in  the  purchase  of  shares  in  a  concern  called  the 
"Equitable  Loan  Bank  Company,"  it  appeared  that  the  company  professed 
to  have  a  capital  of  '..',000,000.'.,  m  bhares  of  50/.  each ;  that  a  deposit  of  I/, 
per  share  was  n  quired  on  the  delivery  of  certificates  for  shares  to  the  holders  ; 
that  the  shares  were  to  bo  transferable  without  any  restriction,  and  that  the 
holdbrs  were  to  be  subject  to  such  regulations  as  might  be  contained  in  any 
act  of  parliament  passed  for  the  government  of  the  society,  and  in  the  mean 
time  to  such  regulations  as  might  be  made  by  a  committee  of  management, 
and  no  evidence  was  given  as  to  the  particular  objects  or  tendency  of  the 
company :  held,  that  the  company  were  to  be  considered  illegal  and  within 
the  ojteration  of  the  Bubble  Act,  as  having  transferable  shan-s,  and  affecting 
to  net  as  a  body  corporate  without  authority,  by  charter  01  act  ol  parliament, 
and  that  the  pit.  consequently  could  not  rnaiinain  his  action,  as  it  arose  out 
of  an  illegal  transaction  (Josephs  v.  1'ebrer,  3  B.  At  C.  639).  And  where  a 
company  hud  been  formed  lor  the  purpose  of  making  a  railway  ;  the  sh-ires 
were  intended  to  bo  generally  transferable,  but  it  was  agreed  that  nothing 
should  bu  done  until  an  act  of  parliament  bhould  have  been  attained:  held, 
that  under  the  Bubble  Act  this  would  have  Ix-cn  an  illegal  company,  on  ac- 
count of  the  transferability  of  the  shares,  but  for  the  last  proviso,  iL.-it  (he 
act  was  to  bo  obtained  be  lure duing  anything  ^Kcmpsun  v.  Sautulcrs,  4  Ding. 

Vox..  11.  30 
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5.  See  a  very  clear  commentary  upon  the  principle  involved  in  these  case* 
by  Mr.  Wordsworth  in  his  work  on  Joint-Stock  Companies,  241).  At 
common  law  it  appears  that  the  transferability  of  the  stock,  though  totally 
unrestrained,  forms  no  substantial  objection  to  the  constitution  of  the  compa- 
ny, therefore  a  plea  framed  in  the  very  words  of  the  Bubble  Act  was  held 
since  its  repeal  to  be  no  answer  to  a  claim  arising  out  of  the  relations  of  a 
company  with  a  stock  so  constituted  (Harrison  v.  Heathorn,  6  Sco.  N.  R. 
735  ;  Garrard  v.  Hardey,  ib.  476  ;  see  London  Grand  Junction  Railway  Com- 
pany  v.  Freeman,  2  Man.  &  G.  606 ;  Jackson  v.  Cocker,  4  Beny.  59.  But 
see  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  110,  Wordsworth's  Joint-Stock  Companies,  243). 

A  co-parnership  consisting  of  more  than  six  persons  carrying  on  the  busi- 
ness of  bankers  within  sixty  miles  of  London,  cannot  legally  in  the  course 
of  such  business  accept  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  at  less  than  six  months 
from  the  time  of  giving  such  acceptance,  such  a  course  of  dealing  being  con- 
trary to  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  98,  and  (he  other  acts  now  in  force  respecting 
the  Bank  of  England  (Enghnd  (Bank)  v.  Anderson,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  589;  4 
Sco.  50).  Qucere,  whether  an  acceptance  given  by  more  than  six  persons 
carrying  on  the  business  of  bankers,  but  not  as  bankers,  or  by  more  than  six 
persons  as  bankers,  but  given  in  payment  of  their  private  debt,  as  for  goods 
sold,  or  salaries  of  clerks,  or  rent,  or  the  like,  would  or  would  not  fall  within 
the  restrictions  of  the  bank  act,  as  to  the  acceptance  by  companies  consisting 
of  more  than  six  persons,  of  bills  of  exchange  of  a  less  date  than  six  months 
(Ib.;  4  Sco.  107). 

The  acceptance  by  a  banker  of  a  bill  drawn  by  a  customer  on  account  of 
money  of  the  latter,  in  the  hands  of  the  banker,  is  a  borrowing  of  money 
on  the  acceptor's  bill  within  the  meaning  of  the  bank  *acts  (Ib. 
[*579]  120).  The  acceptance  by  a  banker  of  a  bill  drawn  upon  him  by 
a  customer  at  a  distinct  day  for  the  payment  of  the  drawer's  money 
in  the  hands  of  the  drawee,  is  a  borrowing  of  money  on  the  acceptor's  bill, 
wilhin  the  bank  acts  (Ib.  118).  A  London  joint-stock  bank  (being  a  part- 
nership in  London,  consisting  of  more  than  six  persons)  agreed  with  a  bank 
in  Canada,  that  G.  P.,  manager  of  the  London  joint-stock  bank,  but  not  a 
partner  therein,  should  accept  bills  drawn  by  the  Canadian  bank,  payable: 
at  a  date  earlier  than  six  months,  and  thiit  the  London  joint-stock  bank 
would  provide  funds  for  the  payment  of  such  bills:  held,  that  the  acceptance 
of  such  bills  in  execution  of  such  agreement  was  unlawful  within  the  Bank 
of  England  acts;  and  2ndly,  would  not  have  been  lawful  even  if  the  Lon- 
don joint-stock  bank  had  at  the  time  of  such  acceptances  in  their  hands 
funds  of  the  Canadian  bank  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  bill;  nor,  3dly,  if 
without  such  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  London  joint-stock  bank,  the  bills 
had  been  accepted  by  G.  P.,  on  the  credit  of  a  contract  by  the  Canadian 
bank  to  remit  such  funds  to  meet  the  acceptances ;  4th,  that  the  Bank  of 
England  might  maintain  an  action  against  the  London  joint-stock  bank, 
founded  on  such  transactions  (Booth  v.  England  (Bank  of),  2  Sco.  N.  R. 
701  ;  6  Bing.  N.  C.  415  ;  affirmed  in  Dom.  Proc.  2  Jur.  510). 

Where  a  company  authorized  by  act  of  parliament  to  raise  money  for 
certain  purposes,  has  given  a  bond  purporting  to  be  for  a  sum  borrowed  and 
advanced  conformably  to  the  act,  it  is  not  sufficient  for  them  to  plead  to  an 
action  on  such  bond,  that  it  was  executed  colourably,  and  that  the  money  in 
fact  was  not  borrowed  or  lent  for  the  purposes  of  the  statute  as  the  obligee 
well  knew,  the  pleas  not  disclosing  any  fraud  done  to  the  shareholders  in 
the  company  (Hill  v.  Man.  and  Salford  Waterworks  Company,  2  B.  &  Ad. 
545). 

See  pleas  by  one  public  company  sued  by  another,  denying  that  pit.  vv&s 
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public  officer,  that  there  was  no  such  co-partnership  as  defts.,  and  that  it  did 
not  carry  on  business  as  alleged  (Steward  v.  Dunn,  11  M.  At  W.  63).  A 
plea  of  deft.'s  personal  bankruptcy  was  disallowed  (Ib.). 

That  the  action  only  accrued  against  the  deft,  as  the  member  of  a  public 
company,  and  that  the  registered  public  officer  ought  to  have  been  sued 
(Steward  v.  Dunn,  10  M.  As  W.  711). 

Pleas  to  declaration  for  not  transferring  or  accepting  railway  shares  will 
be  similar  to  those  under  "SALE  OF  GOODS."  (See  Woolmer  v.  Toby,  Q. 
B.,  E.  T.  1846  ;  Walstab  v.  Spottiswoode,  15  M.  At  W.  501). 

P/«x,  Tinder  of  Amends.]  See  a  form  of  this  plea  in  Ch.  PL,  by  Pear- 
son, 673,  in  an  action  against  a  railway  company  for  neglect,  &c.,  to  the 
plt.'s  injury  (Ib.). 

See  a  plea  justifying  expulsion  of  pit.  from  a  railway,  and  justifying 
taking  pit.  before  a  magistrate  under  3  Ac  4  Viet.  c.  07,  for  trespassing  on 
the  railway  (Manning  v.  South-Eastern  Railway  Company,  12  M.  At  W. 
237). 

Defence — Set-off  Lettceen  Company  and  individual  Mtm'rrs.]  It  is  pro- 
vided that  no  claim  or  demand  of  any  member  of  a  joint- stock  banking 
company,  in  respect  of  his  share  of  the  partnership  property,  shall  be  set 
off,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  against  any  demand  which  the  company  may 
have  against  the  member  on  account  of  any  other  matter  or  thing  what- 
soever (1  Ac  2  Viet.  c.  00,  ».  4,  and  3  &  4  Viet.  c.  1 1 1 ;  see  Ex  pnrle  Da- 
vidson, Law  J.,  1642,  1 ;  Ex  pnrto  Law,  1  M.  D.  A:  Do  G.  16;  1  Mont.  At 
Ch.  500). 

•To  an  action  against  one  of  the  members  of  a  joint-stock  com- 
pany, which  was  by  a  private  act  of  parliament  to  sue  and  be    [  *580  ] 
sued  in  the  name  of  its  secretary  or  one  of  the  directors,  the  deft, 
pleaded,  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  company  but  not  the  secretary  or 
director,  and  that  the  promise,  A:c.,  was  undo  by  him  jointly  with  the  other 
members  of  the  company,  and  not  otherwise:  held,  not  an  usuabte  plea 
(Blewitt  v.  Gordcn,  Law'j.  201,  Q.  B.  (1842) ). 

By  4  Viet.  c.  14,  s.  1,  merely  re-cinctiug  the  provision  of  the  1  Ac  2 
Viet.  c.  10,  B.  1,  no  association  or  co-partnership  or  contract  entered  into 
by  any  of  them,  to  be  illegal  or  void  by  reason  only  of  Npiriiuul  persons 
being  members  of  such  association.  Ik-lure  ihc  1  Ac  2  Viet.  c.  10,  s.  1,  it 
was  held,  that  clergymen  could  not  be  members  of  a  joint-stock  banking 
company  (Hall  v.  Franklin,  3  M.  oc  W.  259). 

Whore  the  ph.  surd  tis  the  payee  of  a  note  made  payable  on  demand  to 
"the  Manager  of  thu  Provincial  Bank  of  England,"  but  did  not  sue  as  a 
public  officer,  held  thnt,  U|x>n  proof  that  he  was  in  fuel  the  manager,  and 
that  a  demand  had  been  duly  made  on  In-half  of  the  bank,  the  pit.  was 
entitled  to  recover;  and  tint  in  the  absence  of  a  plea  that  tlin  bank  was 
established  under  the  provisions  of  ttie  7  Gen.  IV.  c.  4G,  and  that  the  pit. 
was  not  the  public  officer,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  pit.  to  show  that  be 
was  not  such  public  officer  (Robertson  v.  Stewart,  1  JSco.  N.  K.  410). 

A  public  officer,  as  ho  is  a  mere  parliamentary  deft.,  will  nut  bo  allowed 
to  plead  that  he  has  ceased  to  bo  sjch  before  the  action  was  commenced, 
without  an  affidavit  of  the  fact,  for,  in  effect,  it  is  a  plea  in  abatement,  but 
does  not  give  a  better  writ,  if  he  become  bankrupt,  lie  cannot  plead  his 
bankruptcy  to  the  whole  action,  but  only  so  fur  as  he  him*  If  is  con- 
CRrn^d  (Wood  v.  Manton,  7  DjwL  P.  C.  ttGJ;  Steward  v.  Uann,  1 1  M.  At 
W.  CJ). 
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In  Needham  v.  Lnw,  11  M.  &  W.  400,  a  plea,  thnt  the  deft,  was  not  the 
public  officer  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  was  refused  to 
be  allowed  in  addition  to  a  plea  of  fraud,  &c. 

Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

Evidence  of  the  Existence  of  a  Banking-Company.']  The  7  Goo.  IV. 
c.  46  makes  the  returns  rendered  to  the  Stamp-office  evidence  that  tlie  par- 
ties named  therein  were  members  at  the  date  of  the  returns  (Cross  v.  Law, 
6  M.  &  W.  219).  But  this  is  not  the  only  admissible  evidence,  it  may  be 
proved  oliumle  (Edwards  v.  Burhannon,  3  B.  &  Ad.  788;  R.  v.  Brand,  8 
C.  &  P.  143;  Armifage  v.  Harmer,  3  B.  &  Ad.  793).  So,  the  returns  are 
not  the  only  admissible  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  ol  a  banking  com- 
pany under  that  act  (R.  v.  James,  7  C.  &  P.  553). 

To  entitle  a  joint-stock  binking  company  to  sue  by  its  public  officer,  pur- 
suant to  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  46,  it  is  sufficient  if  in  the  return  made  at  the  Stamp- 
office  he  be  described  as  A.  B.,  Esq.,  of  &c,,  a  public  officer  of  the  co-part- 
nership; at  least  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  he  had  any  specific  office,  it 
will  not  be  presumed  that  he  was  more  than  an  officer  appointed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  suing  and  being  sued  (Armitage  v.  Hamer,  3  B.  &  Ad.  793);  and 
the  right  to  sue  by  such  officer  is  not  defeated,  if  it  appear  that  in  such 
return  the  places  of  abode  of  one  or  more  of  the  partners  are  omitted, 
there  being  no  evidence  that  the  return  varies  in  this  respect  from  the  com- 
pany's books;  and  if  such  proof  were  given,  scmble  that  the  return,  if 
correct  as  to  the  public  officers,  would  still  be  sufficient  to  maintain  an 
action  (lb.). 

A  copy  purporting  to  be  a  certified  copy  of  the  return  made  to 

[*581]    the  *Starnp-office,  under  the  7  Geo.   IV.  c.  46,  s.  4,  and  of  the 

affidavit  of  the  officer  verifying  it,  will  be  evidence  on  a  traverse  of 

the  nomination  and  appointment  of  a  public  officer  (Steward  v.  Dunn,  12 

M.  &  W.  655;  H  &  9  Viet.  c.  113). 

The  secretary  or  o:her  publicofficer  is,  also,  to  make  out  on  oath  as  often 
as  occasion  may  render  necessary,  and  transmit  to  the  Stamp-office  a  further 
return  of  the  name  of  the  person  appointed  a  new  or  additional  public  officer, 
and  of  any  person  who  sh;tll  have  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  company  ; 
and  of  any  person  who  shall  have  become  a  member  of  it,  either  in  addition 
to,  or  in  place  of  any  former  member,  and  of  the  name  of  any  new  or  addi- 
tional town  where  their  bills  and  notes  are  or  are  intended  to  be  issued,  and 
where  the  same  arc  to  be  made  payable  (7  Geo.  JV.  c.  43,  s,  8) ;  and  they 
are  also  to  be  filed  and  registered  at  the  Stamp-office,  and  certified  copies 
under  the  hand  of  a  commissioner  of  stamps  and  t;ixcs  is  made  evidence  of 
the  appointment  of  the  public  officers  named  in  the  return;  and,  also,  of  the 
fact  that  all  persons  named  therein  as  members  of  the  company,  were  mem- 
bers of  it  at  the  dale  of  such  return  (lb.  s.  6).  ] I' these  returns  are  made  out 
of  time,  or  if  it  do  not  appear  on  the  face  of  (hem  that  the  person  before 
whom  they  were  verified  on  oath  was  a  justice  of  the  p:?aee,  they  are  still 
admissible  in  evidence,  (or  th  ,•  provisions  with  reference  to  them  are  merely 
directory  (Bosanquet  v.  Woodford,  5  Q.  B.  310). 

After  his  appointment  he  is  presumed  to  continue  public  officer,  unless 
the  contrary  be  shown.  And  where  the  co-partnership  deed  contained  u 
stipulation  that  if  the  public  officer  should  become  bankrupt  ho  should  be 
disqualified,  and  his  office  become  vacant ;  this  was  held  to  mean  that  he 
should  be  the  public  officer  at  ihe  election  of  the  company,  and  not  abso- 
lutely (Steward  v.  Dunn,  supra).  Where  the  deft,  gave  a  cognovit  in  a 
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suit  by  a  public  officer,  and  before  judgment  wns  entered  the  officer  was 
<vcd  from  his  office,  but  his  nime  us  ph.  on  the  record  had  not  been 
altered,  and  judgment  w  >s  signed  in  his  name,  and  the  deft,  was  arrested, 
upon  n  c<i.  MI.  issued  upon  ihe  judgment;  the  court  allowed  the  record  and 
suit  to  b  •  amended  upon  the  application  of  the  banking  comp-iny,  who  were 
the  rent  pits.,  by  the  insertion  of  the  name  of  1)14  new  public  officer,  iiunc 
pro  tune,  and  refused  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  of  the  irregu- 
larity (Webb  v.  Taylor,  1  D.  &  L.  076). 

An  alteration  with  resfiert  to  the  appointment  of  a  person  to  conduct  the 
business  of  a  public  company,  which  is  incor|>orated,  can  only  be  by  con- 
sent of,  or  after  notice  given  to  all  the  sub-cri!>ers  (Uavies  v.  Hawkins,  3 
M.  At  S.  498).  Where  a  number  of  persons  formed  themselves  into  a  com. 
pany,  and  entered  into  a  deed  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  trade  should  be 
carried  on  in  the  name  of  two  persons,  and  that  they  should  be  trustees  for 
the  company,  and  all  actions  should  be  brought  in  their  names,  and  that  the 
directors  for  the  time  bring  should  have  the  power  to  regulat«  the  general 
business  of  the  company,  and  that  general  quarterly  meetings  should  be 
holden :  held,  that  the  pit.,  who  alone  had  be*  n  appointed  at  a  general  quar- 
terly meeting,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  directors,  to  conduct  the 
busines-*,  in  place  of  the  two  persons  originally  appointed  under  the  deed, 
could  not  maintain  nssumpsit  for  goods  of  the  company  delivered  to  the 
deft  ,  as  the  alteration  had  not  been  mode  with  the  consent  of  or  after  notice 
given  to  all  the  company  and  particularly  to  the  deft.,  who  was  one  of  the 
company  (Ib.). 

Pronf  of  Partnership.]  A  partnership  may  be  created  by  deed  by  writ- 
ing, not  under  seal,  or  it  may  exist  by  pirol  contract,  but  in  the 
•last  instance,  if  it  be  to  con'inuc  beyond  a  year,  it  would  be  in*  [  *582  ] 
operative  under  the  Statute  of.  Fraud*,  liut  although  the  contract 
be  not  capable  of  being  performed  within  a  year,  the  ngnvtiHMit  to  shnre  in 
the  profits  may,  nevertheless,  be  proved  by  pa  ml  (M'K-iy  v.  Kutherford,  13 
Jur.  21).  In  action*  against  several  as  partner*,  thft  ph.  must  prove  that 
all  the  dcfts.  were  jointly  interested  in  tin-  demand  on  which  the  action  is 
founded,  at  the  time  it  accrued  (Young  v.  Hunter.  4  Taunt.  5*4  ;)  thin  may 
be  proved,  by  showing  that  they  held  themselves  out  ns  partners,  or  that 
they  jointly  participated  in  the  profits  of  the  concern  with  n  *;«-rt  to  which 
the  action  is  brought,  li  is  essential,  in  a  joint  action  against  several,  that 
there  should  be  sufficient  evidence  to  tilled  every  individual  deft  ,  as  a  joint 
partner;  for,  if  the  pit.  fail  to  fix  any  one  of  them,  he  will  be.  nonsuited 
(Young  v.  Hunter,  4  Taunt.  592;  antr,  p.  501). 

In  order  to  complete  a  partnership,  a  communication  of  profit  and  lost 
between  the  parlies  is  essential,  and  this  is  the  true  criterion  to  j'idge  by 
(Coope  v.  Eyre,  1  II.  HI.  37  n.  4S).  The  shares  must  be  joint,  though  it 
is  not  necessary  that  they  should  be  equal ;  8  Bin;:.  409).  It  the  parties  lie 
jointly  concerned  in  the  purchase,  they  must  also  be  jointly  concerned  in 
the  I'u' ure  sale,  otherwise  they  arc  not  partners  (Coope  v.  Eyre,  mpfn ;  per 
Lord  Louuhborough,  C.  J.);  where  it  appeared  lint  E.,  for  lumsrli'  and 
partners  (general  merchants)  11.  for  himself  and  partner  (oil  merchants), 
and  1*.,  for  himself  and  son  (also  oil  merchants),  agreed  to  purchase  jointly 
as  much  oil  as  they  could  procure,  that  E.  should  be.  the  ostensible  buyer, 
and  the  others  share  in  his  purchase  at  the  same  price  which  he  rninht  give. 
E.  was  to  have  n  moiety,  H.  a  fourth,  and  P.  a  fourth;  they  bought  large 
quantities  of  oil  in  the  name  of  E.  mid  Co.;  11.  and  P.  occasionally  came 
forward  uud  guve  direction  us  to  the  delivery  oi  the  oil,  and  otherwise  inter- 
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fered  in  the  transaction,  and  declared  that  they  were  all  jointly  interested  in 
the  different  purchases,  and  that  there  was  a  general  concern  between  them. 
With  respect  to  the  plt.'s  oil,  the  purchase  was  made  in  the  name  of  E.  and 
Co.,  only,  without  any  notice  that  the  other  defts.  had  any  concern  in  il : 
held,  Wilson,  J.,  dissentiente,  that  H.  and  Co.  and  P.  and  Co.  were  not  to 
be  considered  as  partners  with  E.  and  Co.,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
communion  of  profit  and  loss,  each  party  was  to  have  a  distinct  share  of 
the  whole,  the  one  to  have  no  interference  with  the  share  of  the  other,  but 
each  to  manage  his  share  as  he  judged  best.  The  profit  or  loss  of  the  one 
might  be  more  or  less  than  that  of  the  other.  This  was  a  sub-contract,  by 
which  was  to  be  understood  a  contract  subordinate  to  another  contract  made 
or  intended  to  be  made  between  the  contracting  parties  on  one  part  or  some 
of  them,  and  a  stranger.  E.  and  Co.  were  the  only  purchasers  known  to 
the  pits.;  entire  credit  was  given  to  them  alone.  The  contracts  made  with 
the  other  merchants  were  not  admissible  evidence  in  this  cause  except  to 
prove  a  fraud  if  the  facls  had  gone  that  length;  namely,  that  the  house  of 
E.  and  Co.  as  a  failing  house,  was  to  stand  forward  in  order  to  protect  the 
other  defts.,  who  by  such  means  might  have  the  benefit  of  the  speculation 
if  it  proved  fortunate,  without  sustaining  any  loss  in  the  event  of  its  fail- 
ing. No  such  evidence  had  been  adduced ;  on  the  contrary  it  appeared 
that  the  objection  made  by  the  other  vendors  to  the  firm  of  E.  and  Co. 
was  "  that  they  were  unknown  and  new  in  the  trade"  (Coope  v.  Eyre,  1  H. 
Bl.  37). 

Where  it  appeared  that  the  pit.  and  deft,  had  jointly  taken  the  eatage  of 
some  pasture-land,  and  put  on   it  their  respective  cattle,  but  there  was  no 

proof  in  what  proportion  each  was  to  contribute  to  *the  payment 
[  *583  ]    of  the  rent,  nor  of  how  many  cattle  each  might,  or  had  put  on  the 

land  ;  qucere,  whether  these  facts  showed  a  partnership  between  the 
parties  (Sharpe  v.  Canning,  2  D.  &  L.  504). 

Members  of  unincorporated  Societies.']  There  is  a  distinction  between  an 
actual  partnership  and  an  inchoate  right  of  partnership ;  where  no  regular 
company  has  been  actually  and  definitively  formed  according  to  the  pros- 
pectus, &c. ;  so  that  no  partnership  exists  in  reality,  it  seems  that  a  subscriber 
is  not  responsible  unless  he  has  actually  authorized  the  making  the  particular 
contract  upon  which  he  is  charged,  or  has  interfered  and  held  himself  out 
to  the  public  as  a  partner  (Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  1  B.  &  C.  141,  per  Parke, 
J. ;  Fox  v.  Clifton,  6  Bing.  779,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Bourne  v.  Freeth,  9  B. 
&  C.  632;  Wood  v.  Argyle  (Duke  of),  6  M.  &  G.  928).  If  a  subscriber 
or  member  interfere,  and  appear  to  the  world  to  be  interested  as  a  partner, 
by  attending  meetings  (Ellis  v.  Schmscck,  5  Bing.  521),  or  by  becoming  a 
director,  and  acting  as  one  (Maudslay  v.  Le  Blanc,  2  C.  &  P.  402 ;  Double- 
day  v.  Muskett,  7  Bing,  110),  or 'giving  orders,  Ly  being  a  party  to  resolu- 
tions for  work  to  be  done  (Braithwaite  v.  Skofield,  9  B.  &  C.  400),  he  be- 
comes a  partner,  and  is  responsible  as  such  to  the  creditors  thereof,  although 
the  company  originated  in  fraud  to  which  he  is  not  privy  (Ellis  v.  Schma3ck, 
supra);  or  the  company  has  become  insolvent.  (Keasley  v.  Codd,  2  C.  &  P. 
408);  or  has  been  abandoned  (Doubleday  v.  Muskett,  supra;  Nockells  v. 
Crosby,  3  B.  &  C.  814) ;  or  the  company  has  never  been  actually  and  finally 
formed  (Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  10  B.  &  C.  141  ;  Fox  v.  Clifton,  6  Bing.  776  ; 
9  Bing.  115  ;  Maudslay  v.  Le  Blanc,  supra] ;  or  he  has  not  become  an  actual 
partner  by  signing  the  deed  (see  Ellis  v.  Scbmaack,  supra;  Perring  v.  Hone, 
4  Bin&  2=!;  6  Bing,  800,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.).  Where,  by  a  deed  dated  7th 
May,  1839,  a  company  was  formed,  called  the  W.  Mining  Association,  of 
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which  defts.  were  directors,  and  the  pit.,  by  nn  agreement  dated  10:h  July, 
1839,  agrcd  to  sell  lo  this  company  1000  shares  in  the  Penzance  Mills 
Mining  Company,  to  be  paiJ  for  by  the  sum  of  13S")/.,  and  by  the  delivery 
to  him  of  200  scrip  certificates  of  shares  in  the  W.  Mining  Association ;  the 
money  was  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  of  August,  1841;  immediately  upon  the 
execution  of  the  warrant  200  scrip  certificates  were  obtained  by  the  plt.'s 
agent,  and  entered  in  the  register  book  of  the  W.  Mining  Company,  in  the 
pit. 'a  name;  thedcfis.  afterwards  gave  the  pit.  the  following  promissory  note, 
dated  17ih  August,  1839: — "We  jointly  promise  to  pay  J.  F.  (the  ph.) 
1385/.  on  the  1st  of  August,  1841,  for  value  received  in  Penzance  shares, 
pursuant  to  annexed  contract;*1  all  the  defts.  signed  this  note  in  their  indi- 
vidual names ;  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  W.  Mining  Company  provided 
th  it  holder*  of  scrip  certificates  should  not  by  considered  as  qualified  pro- 
I  »rs,  and  that  a  certain  proportion  of  the  net  profits  of  the  year  should 
!»•  divided  among  the  shareholders  and  scrip-certificate  holders,  in  proportion 
to  their  several  shares  and  interests;  the  pit.  had  not  paid  any  instalments, 
nor  signed  the  deed  of  settlement,  but  continued  to  be  the  holder  of  the  scrip 
certificate:  held,  in  an  action  brought  upon  the  note,  that  a  plea  that  the 
dells,  made  the  note  as  directors,  and  on  behalf  of  the  mining  co-partnership, 
and  that  the  pit.  was  a  partner  with  the  defts.,  was  not  supported  by  proof 
of  the  above  facts  (Fox  v.  Frith,  10  M.  &  W.  131).  So  where,  in  May, 
1839,  A.,  a  creditor  of  the  firm  of  B.  and  S.,  proposed  to  become  a  partner 
with  them,  the  terms  of  the  intended  partnership  being  that  A.  should  bring 
in  1000/.  in  money  and  1000/.  in  goods,  and  should  bu  entitled  to  a 
third  of  the  profits,  and  be  a  dormant  partner,  the  name  of  the  firm  [  *594  ] 
•was  to  be  changed  to  B.  and  S.  and  Co.,  and  the  partnership  wns 
lo  date  from  1st  April,  1839,  but  A.  reserved  the  option  of  determining  within 
twelve  months  whether  he  would  become  a  partner;  the  name  of  the  firm 
was  altered  accordingly,  and  a  new  banking  account  was  opened  in  the 
altered  name*,  and  A.  advanced  the  2000/.  to  the  firm,  but  within  the  twelve 
months  declared  his  determination  not  to  enter  into  the  partnership:  held, 
that  A.  was  not  liable  for  good*  supplied  lo  the  firm  after  May,  1839,  for 
that  he  never  bee  tine  a  complete  partner  (Gabriel  v.  Evill,  9  M.  &  W.297). 
"  If  there  be  a  contract  to  carry  on  any  business  by  way  of  present  part* 
nership  between  a  c*»r  ain  definite  number  of  persons,  and  the  terms  of  that 
contract  arc  unconditional  or  complete,  1  have  already  said  that  the  partners 
give  to  each  other  an  implied  authority  to  bind  the  rest  lo  a  certain  extent ; 
but  if  a  person  agree  to  become  a  partner  at  a  future  time  with  others,  pro- 
•  vided  other  persons  agree  to  do  the  same,  and  advance  stipulated  portions  of 
capital,  or  provided  any  other  previous  conditions  are  performed  ;  if  any  of 
the  other  intended  partners  in  the  mean  lime  en'er  into  contracts,  it  seems  to 
me  to  be  clear  that  hu  is  not  bound  by  them,  on  the  simple  ground  that  lie  has 
never  authorized  them  (always  supposing  lie  has  not  held  himself  out,  directly 
or  indirectly,  to  the  party  with  whom  tin-  contracts  nre  made,  as  having,  in 
substance,  given  that  authority).  In  those  cases  in  which  a  pit.  has  not  been 
induced  by  :li  d'-i't.'s  representation  to  give  credit  to  him,  hut  seeks  to  fix 
him,  because  he  has  really  authorized  the  contract  to  be  made,  the  pit.  must 
show  that  authority,  and  an  authority  upon  condition  not  performed  is  no 
authority  at  all"  (Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  10  B.  A:  C.  14.',  per  Parke,  J. ;  see 
Howull  v.  Bro  lie,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  44).  Where  the  prospectus  for  forming  a 
company  for  distilling  whiskey  was  in  the  following  form: — "The  condi- 
lion*  upon  which  this  establishment  is  formed  are — the  concern  will  be 
divided  into  twenty  shares  of  100/.  each,  live  of  which  to  belong  to  A.  B., 
the  founder  of  the  works,  the  other  fifteen  subscribers  to  pay  iu  thiyr  sub- 
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scriptions  to  M.  and  Co.,  Liverpool,  in  such  proportions  as  mny  be  called 
for;  the  concern  to  be  under  the  management  ofa  committee  of  three  of  the 
subscribers,  to  be  chosen  annually,  on  the  10th  of  October;  101.  per  cent,  to 
be  paid  info  the  bank  on  or  before  the  1st  of  June  next."  It  was  considered 
that  this  prospectus  indicated  that  a  company  was  about  to  be  formed,  and 
not  that  one  was  actually  formed;  that  the  parlies  subscribing  their  names 
to  it  contemplated  forming  a  company  on  certain  conditions :  it  was  there- 
fore held,  that  a  person  who  subscribed  his  name  to  it,  who  was  present  at 
a  meeting  of  subscribers  when  it  was  proposed  to  take  premises  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  on  the  distillery,  which  were  afterwards  taken,  and  solicited 
others  to  become  shareholders,  but  never  paid  his  subscription,  was  not 
chargeable  as  a  partner  for  goods  supplied  to  the  company  (Bourne  v.  Freeth, 
9  B.  &.  C.  632).  A  prospectus  for  establishing  the  British  Metropolitan 
Tontine  stated  that  the  money  subscribed  was  to  be  laid  out  at.  interest,  and 
that,  at  the  expiration  of  a  year,  every  subscriber  should  receive  a  share- 
holder's ticket,  which  would  be  saleable  or  transferable.  After  some  sub- 
scriptions had  been  paid  to  the  directors,  in  whom  the  management  of  the 
concern  was  vested,  but  before  any  part  of  the  money  was  laid  out  at  interest, 
and  before  any  shareholder's  tickets  had  been  delivered,  the  directors  resolved 
to  abandon  the  project.  It  was  decided  that  each  subscriber  might  recover 
the  full  amount  of  his  subscription  from  the  directors,  because,  until  the 
money  had  been  laid  out  in  the  execution  of  the  proposed  scheme,  the  share- 
holders did  not  become  jointly  interested  in  the  funds  of  the  concern, 
[  *585  ]  and,  consequently,  *were  not  partners,  and  that  the  respective  sub- 
scriptions were  not  subject  to  any  deductions  on  account  of  expenses, 
for  all  the  expenses  incurred  in  endeavouring  to  bring  an  abortive  scheme 
into  actual  operation  must  be  bourne  by  the  original  projectors,  and  not  by 
those  who  advance  their  money  on  the  faith  of  its  going  on  (Nockles  v. 
Crosby,  3  B.  &  C.  822);  and  the  action  might  have  been  maintained  even 
if  the  scheme  had  been  within  the  Bubble  Act  (Ib.  per  Bayley,  J.).  So, 
where  the  deft,  had  sold  to  the  pit.  twenty  shares  at  3/.  5s.  premium,  in  a 
projected  railway,  on  which  a  deposit  of  '<ll.  had  been  paid  by  the  original 
holder,  of  whom  deft,  had  purchased  them,  the  committee  who  had  formed 
the  project  and  issued  the  scnp  agreed  that  nothing  should  be  done  until  the 
sanction  of  the  legislature  had  been  ob'ained,  before  doing  which  the  scheme 
failed  ;  the  pit.  sued  on  the  ground  of  failure  of  considerntion,  and  recovered 
(Kempson  v.  Saunders,  4  Bing.  5,  recognised  in  Watkins  v.  Huntley,  2  C. 
&  P.  410,  n.;  see  post;  see  ante,  p.  571). 

Where  one  of  the  defts.  had  been  made  president,  and  the  other  vice,  and 
one  of  ihe  consulting  council  of  an  association  for  emigration  and  coloniza- 
tion, both  of  whom  attended  three  meetings,  and  subscribed  their  names  to 
an  agreement  "to  subscribe  for  the  number  of  shares  herein  mentioned,  and 
to  pay  a  deposit  of  51.  per  share,  when  shares  to  the  amount  of  50,000^.  shall 
have  been  subscribed:"  this  number  had  never  been  subscribed.  In  an  action 
for  work,  &c.,  the  jury  found  that  there  was  no  partnership:  the  questions 
•were  left  to  the  jury: — 1st,  whether  there  had  been  any  direct  contract 
between  the  pit.  and  clefs.  2nd,  whether  there  was  any  partnership  formed 
of  which  the  defts.  were  members.  3rd,  whether  the  delis,  had  held  them- 
selves out  to  the  pit.  as  members  of  the  association  (Wood  v.  Argyle  (Duke 
of),  Lnw  J.  1844,  C.  P.  96;  see  Lake  v.  Same,  6  Q.  B.  477).  So  the  fol- 
lowing instrument: — "  At  a  meeting  of,  &c.,  it  appearing  from  the  estimate 
that  to  make  a  new  line  from  A.  to  L  an  expense  of  4600/.  will  be  involved, 
it  was  proposed  that  the  necessary  applications  be  made  without  delay,  in 
order  to  raise  funds  to  meet  the  expenses,  and  the  gentlemen  undcrnumed 
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have  proposed  to  subscribe  such  sums  for  the  purpose  as  nro  set  opposite  to 
their  respective  names,  nnd  which  it  is  proposed  to  secure  by  mortgage  on 
the  tolls,"  was  held  to  be  n  mere  proposal  and  not  an  agreement,  »nd  ihis, 
al. hough  a  U>-nl  net  hud  been  obtained  in  consequence  of  the  list  being  sub- 
scribed at  such  meeting,  and  the  rood  had  been  made:  the  deft,  who  had 
signed  ih-  proposal  was  held  not  liable  for  calls  made  upon  it,  although  he 
had  promised  by  parol  to  pny  them  (Meij-h  v.  Clinton,  11  Ad.  &  E.  418). 
So  also  the  following  prospectus: — "Imperial  Distillery  Company,  capital 
00i',000/.,  12,000  shares  at  5u7.  each**  (then  followed  the  names  of  the  trus- 
tees,  &c.,  A:c.,  together  with  an  explanation  of  the  merits  of  the  scheme,  and 
the  advertisement  proceeded):  »» the  affairs  of  the  company  are  under  the 
management  of  a  board  of  directors,  the  capital  is  6UO,OOO/.  in  12,000  shares 
of  50/.  each  ;  a  deed  of  settlement  will  be  prepared  forthwith,  which  must  be 
executed  within  thirty  days  after  the  same  shall  be  ready  for  that  purpose; 
and  every  person  who  shall  neglect  to  execu:e  the  same  within  that  lime* 
shall  forfeit  all  share  and  interest  in  the  company.  The  deed  is  to  contain 
all  such  clauses  and  conditions  as  the  standing  counsel  and  solicitors  to  the 
company  shall  deem  necessary  for  carrying  on  the  business  of  ihe  company, 
and  for  enforcing  UK?  observance  and  performance  of  the  aeveral  regulations 
to  be  contained  therein,  or  in  any  bye-law.  Application  is  intended  to  be 
made  to  parliament  for  an  act  to  enable  ihc  company  to  sue  and  be  sued  in 
the  name  of  one  of  their  officers,  and  the  said  deed  of  settlement 
when  settled  and  approved  by  *the standing eoun*el  and  solicitors,  [  *586  ] 
and  the  act  of  parliament  when  passed,  shall  be  (he  deed  of  settle- 
ment and  art  of  parliament  for  managing  the  affairs  of  this  company.  Till 
shares  shall  be  forthwith  allotted,  and,  un  il  offices  aro  taken,  nil  communi- 
cations  arc  requested  to  be  made  to  the  directors,  at  the  City  of  London 
Tavern.**  The  court  said,  that  paying  deposit*  under  thi«  prospectus  must 
be  token  to  imply  an  assent  to  the  term*  of  the  advertisement,  that  i*,  an 
assent  to  become  partners  in  a  company  raining  a  capital  of  tfOJ,000/.,  con- 
sisting of  12,000  shares,  and  to  bo  governed  by  a  deed,  which  should  contain 
the  clauses  and  conditions  lo  be  agreed  upon  in  future,  but  that  I  he  prospectus 
implied  nothing  more,  and  that  it  could  not  be  construed  as  an  assent  lo  the 
terms  of  a  partnership  already  formed  (Fox  v.  Clifton,  8  Bmg.  770).  Under 
the  above  circumstances,  the  court  observed  th  it  the  subscribers  were  at 
liberty  to  say  "this  was  not  the  trading  company  upon  which  we  paid  our 
deposits,  neither  the  copi  al  nor  the  number  of  shares  bearing  any  reason- 
able proportion  to  the  original  plan  nnd  project"  (per  Tindul,  C.  J.).  So, 
where  the  prospectus  of  a  company  for  the  manufacture  of  bect-root  sugar 
Slates  that  the  proposed  company  was  to  consist  of  10,000  shares  of  25/. 
each;  the  directors  begun  their  works,  and  entered  into  contracts  respecting 
them,  and  manufactured  and  sold  some  sugar,  but  only  a  small  portion  of 
the  proposed  capital  was  raised,  and  only  14<  0  out  of  10,000  shares  were 
taken.  This  was  considered  as  an  agreement  for  a  future  partnership,  when 
the  specified  capital  should  have  been  subscribed  i  and  ihc  court  said  that, 
"when  a  prospectus  is  issued,  and  shares  collected  for  a  speculation  lo  bo 
carried  on  by  means  of  a  certain  capital  to  be  received  in  n  certain  number 
of  shares,  a  subscriber  is  not  liable  in  th«  first  instance,  unless  the  terms 
of  the  prospectus  in  that  respect  are  fulfilled  (Pitchford  v.  Duvis,  5  M.  &  W. 
2 ;  seu  Whitchead  v.  Birron,  2  Moo.  &  It.  24-*). 

The  unauthorized  act  of  the  secretary  of  an  intended  company,  in  insert- 
ing a  subscriber's  name  in  a  subscription  list,  will  not  render  such  person 
liable  as  a  partner  to  third  persons  (Fox  v.  Clifton,  0  Bing.  776).  A  party 
who  merely  assents  to  his  name  being  published  in  a  list  ul  the  provisional 
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committee  of  a  projected  railway  company  does  not  thereby  implied!)'  au- 
thorize any  one  to  pledge  his  credit  for  poods  supplied  to  or  work  dune  for 
the  company  (Bnrker  v.  Stead,  3  C.  B.  946;  Reynell  v.  Lewis,  and  Wyld 
v.  Hopkins,  15  M.  &  W.  517  ;  and  see  Williams  v.  Pigott,  2  Exch.  201). 
It  is  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  he  has  authorized  the  solicitor  or  secretary, 
or  any  member  of  the  committee,  to  pledge  his  credit  for  the  necessary  and 
ordinary  expenses  of  forming  the  company:  and  if  so,  whether  the  work  was 
done  or  the  credit  given  on  the  faith  of  his  being  liable  (Reynell  v.  Lewis  and 
Wyld  v.Hopkins,  15  M.  &  W.  517,  519  ;  and  see  Williams  v.  Pigott,  $?/pra; 
and,  per  Alderson,  B.,  Barnett  v.  Lambert,  15  M.  &  W.  489,  493).  Where 
the  deft,  acted  as  a  member  of  the  provisional  committee  of  a  projected  rail- 
way company,  and  the  prospectus  stated  that  the  affairs  of  the  company 
were  to  be  under  the  control  of  a  managing  committee,  and  it  appeared  that 
a  managing  committee  had  been  appointed,  and  that  the  provisional  commit- 
tee had  ceased  to  act,  and  afterwards  the  solicitor  who  had  been  appointed 
by  the  provisional  committee  gave  orders  for  the  publication  of  advertise- 
ments, and  that  the  deft,  had  attended  two  meetings  of  the  provisional  com- 
mittee, but  was  not  a  managing  committee-man  nor  a  shareholder :  held, 
thai  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  deft,  having  authorized  the  insertion  of  the 
advertisements,  nor  of  his  liability  (Cooke  v.  Tomkin,  9  Q.  B.  936 ;  Bourne 
v.  Freeth,  9  B.  &  C.  632). 

*  Where  a  shareholder  is  sought  to  be  charged  as  a  partner  upon 
[  *587  ]  a  contract  entered  into  by  the  directors  of  a  company,  carried  on 
under  a  provisional  agreement  or  prospectus,  the  party  suing  must 
show  that  the  instrument  was  one  of  present  partnership,  and  connect  the 
shareholder  with  it  by  facts  of  a  direct  or  indirect  character  (see  Fox  v. 
Clifton,  6  B.  776 ;  Perring  v.  Hone,  4  Bing.  28  ;  Pitchford  v.  Davis,  supra}. 

The  deft.,  a  director  of  the  West  Cork  Mining  Company,  ordered  certain 
goods  of  the  pit's,  and  signed  his  name  P.,  director  of  the  W.  C.  Mining  Co., 
intimating  at  the  time,  that  the  goods  were  for  the  company,  which  was  in- 
corporated by  act  of  parliament,  and  in  the  act  was  a  chiuse  enabling  the 
company  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  respect  of  contracts  made  by  any  individual 
director  on  behalf  of  the  company :  held,  that  deft,  was  liable  in  his  private 
capacity  (Dews  v.  Pike,  M.  <Si  H.  131).  So,  the  directors  of  a  joint-stock 
company  were  held  personally  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  mines  on  an 
agreement  under  seal  which  they  had  entered  into  as  directors  of  the  com- 
pany, though  they  had  not  received  subscriptions  from  the  proprietors,  and 
though  they  had  covenanted  to  pay  the  money  out  of  these  subscriptions 
(Hancock  v.  Hodgson,  4  Bing.  269);  and  so  where  A.  B.  and  C.,  directors 
of  a  projected  joint-stock  company,  contract  in  their  own  names  with  D.,  a 
shareholder,  for  the  purchase  of  the  mine,  and  after  the  formation  of  the 
company,  enter  into  further  agreement  with  D.  respecting  the  purchase,  with 
a  clause  exempting  them  from  personal  liability  upon  certain  parts  of  the 
contract  to  which  the  exemption  does  not  apply  (Attwood  v.  Small,  7  B.  & 
C.  390). 

Even  though  a  society  be  conducted  under  a  deed  of  settlement,  a  person 
may  be  proved  to  be  a  shareholder  or  partner  by  parol  evidence,  without 
producing  the  deed  ;  but  wherever  a  shareholder  hns  executed  that  instru- 
ment, notice  to  produce  it  ought  to  be  given,  for  it  is  the  most  conclusive 
evidence  on  the  subject.  Where  the  pits,  weie  mnnufacturers  of  leaden 
pipes;  the  deft,  was  a  member  of  the  G.  and  F.  W.  W.  Company;  lho>  action 
was  for  goods  sold,  &c.;  the  pit.  proved  by  oral  testimony  that  this  company 
existed;  that  the  deft,  was  a  member  of  it ;  that  N.,  who  was  also  a  member, 
hud  given  orders  by  letters  to  the  pits,  to  send  the  leaden  pipes  in  question 
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on  account  of  the  compnny ;  the  deft,  had  at'ended  several  meetings,  ond 
acted  ns  chnirmnn  ;  the  clerk  look  minutes  of  the  business  that  was  transacted 
at  the  meetings,  nnl  afterwards  entered  ihem  in  a  book,  which  was  submitted 
to  the  inspection  of  the  society  at  the  next  meeting,  when  it  was  Inid  on  the 
table,  and  accessible  to  all  who  attended  the  meeting.  It  appeared  thnt  the 
minutes  were  copied  by  another  clerk  into  this  book,  who  was  called  as  a 
witness,  and  that  there  was  a  deed  of  partnership  in  the  hands  of  the  society'* 
clerk,  which  was  not  produced.  It  was  proposed  to  read  the  entries  in  the 
book  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  order  given  by  N.  was  authorized 
by  the  society,  and  consequently  to  establish  the  deft.'*  liability.  But  Lord 
EMeiiborou»h,  C.  J.,  said  »» it  had  been  proved  that  the  deft,  was  present  at 
these  meetings,  and  a  witness  has  stated  that  the  deft,  is  a  proprietor;  this 
evidence  makes  him  privy  to  the  acts  of  the  society  to  which  he  belongs,  and 


see  Harrison  v.  Henthorn,  Sheffield  and  Manchester  Railway  Company  v. 
Woodcock.  7  M.  &  W.  574;  see  Ruggclt  v.  Musgrave,  2  C.  &  P.  556; 
Wiltzie  v.  Adaimon,  Ph.  Ev.  875). 

Where  goods  are  supplied  to  a  charitable  institution  it  seems 
thit  a  •member  of  the  committee  of  management  taking  an  active  [  *568  ] 
part  in  its  concerns  is  liable  to  the  tradesmen  (Glevester  v.  Hunter, 
5  C.  &  P.  82). 

The  evidence  to  constitute  a  partnership,  by  parties  holding  themselves) 
out  to  the  world  as  partners,  must  nccmsarily  dejiend  on  tin-  circiimsuiMM 
of  each  case.  The  fact  is  usually  proved  by  rira  vox  evidence  of  persons 
acquainted  with  the  defts.  and  their  dealings. 

Evirlrncf  of  Partnfrthip  in  a  Public  Company  ]  The  deft.,  a  shareholder 
in  a  mining  company  in  Cornwall,  was  sued  for  the  price  of  cools.  Ate.,  fur- 
nished in  1»38  and  1889  to  a  mine  belonging  to  the  company.  The  com- 
pany  was  formed  in  1837  ;  the  prospectus  slating  that  the  capital  was  30,000/. 
in  3000  shares  of  107.  each.  Th«-  deft,  (resident  at  Liverpool)  took  200 
shares,  but  altogether  only  2000  were  disposed  of  (see  Pick  ford  v.  Davis,  5 
M.  At  W.  2;  ante,  p.  580).  There  were  directors,  secretary,  Ate.,  and  an 
office  in  London.  The  mines  were  worked,  and  minerals  raised,  but  no 
profit  made.  The  goods  sued  for  were  supplied  l»y  the  order  of  the  directors, 
and  were  necessary  for  the  ordinary  use  of  the  mine.  It  did  not  appear  that 
the  deft,  had  ever  been  at  the  mine,  or  attended  any  met  tings  of  the  com- 
pany. Rut  two  letters  signed  by  him, and  oilier  shareholder*,  dated  Novem- 
ber, 1837,  and  February,  1838,  being  requisitions  to  thedirectors  to  remove 
one  of  their  body,  were  put  in.  Verdict  for  the  ph.  It  seems  thut  the  mere 
circumstance  of  the  deli,  being  a  shareholder  would  not  have  been  sufficient 
authority  to  the  directors  to  pledge  his  credit  to  the  pit.  His  letter*,  how* 
ever,  showed  llmt  he  knew  that  ihe directors  were  acting  in  the  nvinngement 
of  the  partnership,nnd  that  he  was  taking  a  personal  interest  in  the  concern, 
and  they  were  therefore  evidence  for  the  jury  that  he  authorized  the  directors) 
to  do  what  they  did  for  his  benefit  (Tredwen  v.  liournr,  6  M.  At  W.  401). 
Where  ihe  deed,  establishing  a  min  ng  company,  stipulated  thut  any  share, 
holder,  desirous  of  transferring  his  shares,  was  to  give  notice  at  the  office  of 
the  company,  that  he  had  agreed  to  sell  th<  in,  and  no  puri  Itaser  was  to  be 
deemed  a  proprietor,  until  he  executed  the  deed, and  the  directors,  on  notice, 
were  to  c.iuse,  lh«  transfer  to  be  registered  in  the  books,  and  the  persons 
transferring  such  shares  were  immediately,  after  registration,  to  CCUM;  to  be 
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proprietors.  The  deft,  was  sued  for  goods  sold  as  a  member  of  the  compnny, 
and  his  letters,  admitting  himself  to  be  a  slum-holder  on  the  30th  March, 
1826,  were  IK  Id  to  be  proof  of  that  fact,  although  it  did  not  appear  that  he 
ever  executed  the  deed  (Harvey  v.  Kay,  9  B.  &  C.  356;  see  Alderson  v. 
Clay,  1  Siark.  N.  P.  C.  405).  There  being  no  proof  of  any  actual  transfer 
of  the  shares  to  a  purchaser,  or  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  him,  an  entry 
in  the  books  of  the  transfer  to  a  purchaser  on  the  28th  March  was  held  not 
to  be  evidence  that  the  deft,  had  censed  to  be  a  partner,  or,  if  it  be  pr**  a, 
facie  evidence  of  that  fact,  it  was  rebutted  by  the  le'*ers  of  the  deft,  of  a  sub- 
sequent date,  admitting  himself  to  be  a  partner  (lb.).  In  Vice  v.  Anson 
(Lady),  (7  B.  &  C.  49)  it  was  held,  that  the  deft,  was  not  a  partner,. not- 
withstanding she  had  spoken  and  written  of  herself  in  private  letters  and 
society,  as  being  one.  In  that  case,  Lord  Teriterden  at  nisi  prius  said,  that 
the  deft,  did  not  actually  give  credit  to  Lady  A.,  and  that  she  never  held 
herself  out  to  the  world  as  a  partner.  If  therefore,  she  be  chargeable,  she 
can  only  be  so  on  the  ground  that  she  is  really  inlerested,  and  no  mistaken 
supposition  of  her  own,  that  she  was  so,  would  make  her  liable,  unless  it 

was  communicated  to  the  pit.,  so  as  to  mislead  him.  The  part- 
[  *589  ]  nership,  if  any.,  is  not  *stric;ly  a  trading  partnership.  It  is  one 

formed  for  the  purpose  of  working  a  mine,  or  shares  of  real  estate, 
and  the  plt.'s  claim  is  for  goods  and  labour  employed  in  working  that  mine. 
An  interest  in  real  estate  can  only  pass  by  certain  formalities;  and  it  is  clear 
that  the  certificates  are  not  sufficient  to  pass  it,  nnr  would  the  registration  in 
the  account  book  of  the  company,  even  if  made,  of  which  there  was  no  proof, 
be  so.  But  in  Stcigenberger  v.  Carr,  (3  Man.  &  G.  191),  Tindal,  C.  J., 
says,  "with  respect  to  this  case  I  cannot  think  its  doctrine  will  ever  be  ex- 
tended, and  certainly  none  of  the  subsequent  cases  place  much  reliance  upon 
it."^  In  an  action  lor  goods  sold,  &c.,  to  a  mining  company,  it  appeared 
that  the  (lefts,  had  received  from  the  secretary  of  the  company  certificates  of 
their  having  paid  a  deposit  upon  certain  shares  in  the  concern,  r.nd  received 
"scrip,"  but  they  had  not  signed  the  deed,  and  had  transferred  their  scrip 
before  the  action  was  brought.  Both  defts.  attended  a  meeting  of  the  com- 
pany in  August,  1825,  but  one  of  them  had  not  purchased  his  scrip  until 
after  some  of  the  goods  sued  for  had  been  delivered  ;  held,  liable,  although 
the  defts.  had  parted  with  their  scrip,  and  had  not  signed  the  deed,  as  the 
defts.  had  attended  all  the  meetings  of  the  company  (Ellis  v.  Schmaock,  5 
Bing.  521  ;  see  Perring  v.  Hone,  post;  but  see  Fox  v.  Clifton,  post). 

The  deft,  was  sued  as  a  shareholder  of  a  mining  company,  for  the  bal- 
ance of  salary  due  to  the  pit.  from  November,  1837,  to  April,  1840.  The 
company  was  formed  in  1»36;  the  prospectus,  dated  the  2nd  of  April,  sta- 
ted, "that  the  capital  was  to  be  10l),000/.  in  5000  shares  of  20/.  each.  Of 
this  sum  it  is  not  probable  that  more  than  10/.  per  share  will  be  required, 
which  is  to  be  paid  as  follows :  3/.  per  share  to  Messrs.  B.,  &c.,  on  the 
apportionment  of  their  shares;  3/.  in  four  months,  21.  in  eight,  and  21.  in 
twelve  from  this  date."  On  the  7th  of  April,  1836,  deft,  received  fifty  share?, 
and  paid  all  the  calls  upon  them,  except  the  last.  No  act  of  incorporation, 
nor  deed  of  partnership,  was  obtained  or  executed.  By  a  written  agreement, 
not  under  seal,  dated  the  21st  April,  1836,  between  the  directors  and  J.  C. 
Hocheder,  the  latter  surrendered  to  the  company,  for  1000/,  his  conditional 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  mines  of  the  company  for  the  sum  of 
35,000/.  And  he  proceeded  to  the  Brazils  as  the  superintendent  of  the 
mines  ihere.  In  August,  1837,  under  an  agreement  with  the  directors,  the 
pit.  proceeded  to  the  Brazils  as  servant  of  the  company  in  the  mines.  The 
directors  carried  on  the  concern  uniil  October,  1839.  The  deft,  had  more 
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ttnn  once  called  at  the  company's  office  and  inquired  into  their  proceedings; 
and  he  attended  a  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders  in  18^9  (after  the 
working  of  the  mine  had  been  given  up)  at  which  the  liabilities  of  iherompany 
had  be«  n  st.ited  by  the  directors  :  held,  that  as  the  deft  had  knowledge,  or 
meansorkm.wli  d^e,  ofthe  proceeding  of  the  directors,  the  jury  were  jus  ified 
in  cumin,;  to  the  conclusion  that  he  had  sanctioned  their  acts,  and  in  considering 
him  liable  in  respect  of  n  contract  entered  into  by  them  with  reference  to  the 
w.'king  of  the  mines  (Sieigenbrrger  v.  Carr,  b  Man.  dt  G  191).  So,  where 
it  np|*-ur«l  tliat  the  deft.,  on  the  17th  December,  1835,  attended  a  special 
meeting  of  the  company,  called  by  a  circular,  at  the  office  of  the  solicitor,  in 
the  minutes  of  which  the  names  of  tlic  several  shareholders  were  inserted, 
with  '.In-  number  of  shares  each  person  held  placed  opposite  to  his  name, 
amongst  which  was  the  deft's  with  one  share;  the  object  of  (hat  meeting 
was  to  confirm  the  sale  of  one  ruin**,  and  to  empower  the  directors  to  sell 
another;  t<»  send  out  a  new  agent  for  the  company,  and  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  bills  forming  the  subject  of  the  agreement,  dated  'J4  li 

mber,  1635,  on  which  the  tic;  ion  was  brought.  *It  ap|>ear<d  [  *590  ] 
that  the  minutes  were  also  at  the  meeting  read.  It  did  not  appear 
that  the  deft,  had  signed  any  deed,  or  that  his  name  was  inserted  in  the 
share-book,  but  be  was  not  present  at  the  meeting  of  the  24ih  December 
when  the  agreement  respecting  the  bills  was  entered  iiro  by  th<«  directors: 
held,  sufficient  to  fix  deft,  as  a  shareholder  (Harrison  v.  Ileathorn,  G  Sco. 
N.  R.  735).  It  appeared  that  at  the-  meeting  of  the  17th  December,  1885, 
it  was  agreed  that  certain  property  should  bo  sold  by  the  direc'ora,  or  that 
they  should  raise  money  by  additional  shares  to  pay  certain  bills.  The 
directors  on  the  vM.h  December,  when  the  deft,  was  not  present,  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  the  pits,  under  which  they  returned  the  bills;  this  agree* 
iiH-nt  was  functioned  and  adopted  at  a  subsequent  mixling  of  the  sharehol- 
ders, at  which  al*o  the  deft,  was  not  present :  11  M,  sufficient  evidence  of 
assent  on  ihe  port  of  the  company  to  bind  even  those  who  were  not  present 
at  that  meeting  lib.). 

A  pary  paying  a  deposit  on  shares  in  a  trading  company,  and  afterwards 
signing  the  deed  of  partnership,  is  to  l»  considered  as  n  pir:n«-r  from  the 
time  of  paying  the  dcjiosii  (Lawl<r  v.  Kepthaw,  I  M-KI.  A:  M.  03).  Where 
a  deft,  was  charged  wuhu  debt  as  partner  in  a  mining  company  :  held,  that 
ill'-  fuct  of  partnership  might  be  shown  by  evidence  simrt  of  strict  proof  that 
he  had  executed  a  deed  of  co-partnership,  or  was  legally  interested  in  the 
mine,  and  tliat  declarations  made  by  him  either  before  or  after  ihe  debt  was 
incurred  im.li!  In-  used  lor  this  purpo»u  (Kulpli  v.  Harvey  and  U.churds  V. 
Uarvey,  1  Q.  B.  S45). 

Partners/tip  as  to  third  Persons.]  Although,  by  the  agreement  between 
Severn!  parties,  they  m.iy  have  avoided  as  between  lhein*elves  constituting  a 
partnership,  )ctlhey  may  be  so  quotul  third  parti*  s;  then-lore  when;  A.  and 
1$.,  bliip  agents  at  dilferent  ports,  entered  into  an  agreement  to  hharc  in  cer- 
tain proportions  the  protirs  of  their  respective  commissions,  and  Ir-  discount 
on  tradesmen's  bills  employed  by  them  in  repairing  the  ships  consigned  to 
them,  &c.,  n nd  it  wus  stipulated  between  llu-in  that  they  were  not  to  be 
answerable  for  each  other's  losses:  held,  that  although  with  respect  to  each 
olh'-r  iliesr  parties  were  not  lo  be  con&iJered  us  partners  under  this  agree- 
nu-ir,  yet  tlial  they  made  themselves  such  wish  regard  to  all  persons  with 
whom  either  contacted  as  ship  agents  (Waugh  v.  Carv«-r,  snpru;  recog- 
nisc-d  by  Holland,  B.,  in  Bond  v.  l'i;turd,  3  M.  At  \V.  301).  Again,  where 
A.  of.cjx-u1  lo  B.  that  if  be  would  order  \\iih  him  certain  goods  to  be  shipped 
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upon  an  adventure,  and  if  any  profit  should  arise  from  them  B.  should  have 
half  for  his  trouble.  B.  having  lent  his  credit  on  this  contract,  and  ordered 
the  goods  on  their  joint  account,  which  were  furnished  accordingly,  and 
afierwards  paid  for  by  B.  alone:  held,  that  B.  was  entitled  to  recover  back 
such  payment  from  A.,  who  had  not  accounted  with  him  for  the  profits,  such 
contract  not  constituting  a  partnership  as  between  themselves,  but  only  an 
agreement  for  compensation  for  trouble  and  credit,  though  B.  was  liable  as  a 
partner  to  third  persons,  creditors  (Hesketh  v.  Blanchard,  4  East,  144; 
Cheap  v.  Cramond,  4  B.  &  Ad.  6(53).  And  the  liability  of  each  partner  to 
third  persons  dates  from  the  term  at  which  he  is  entitled  to  an  account  of  the 
profits  of  the  business  (Gabriel  v.  Evill,  9  M.  &  W.  297;  Battley  v.  Brad- 
ley, 1  Sco.  N.  R.  143;  Howell  v.  Brodie,  8  Sco.  372). 

Where  a  person  allows  his  name  to  remain  in  a  firm,  either  exposed  to 
the  public  over  a  shop  door,  or  used  in  the  printed  invoices  of  bills  or  par- 
cels, or  published  in  advertisements,  the  knowledge  of  the  party 
[  *591  ]  that  his  name  is  used,  and  his  assent  *ihere',o  are  the  very  grounds 
upon  which  he  is  estopped  from  disputing  his  liability  as  a  partner 
(Fox  v.  Clifton,  6  Bing.  794,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.). 

A  nominal  partner  is  one  who,  without  having  an  actual  interest  in  the 
profits  of  the  concern,  or  being  in  reality  a  partner,  allows  his  name  to  be 
used,  or  agrees  that  it  shall  bo  continued  therein  as  a  partner,  and  such  per- 
son is  clearly  liable  as  a  partner,  although  the  particular  creditor  was  ignorant 
at  the  time  of  dealing  that  the  name  was  so  used  (VVaugh  v.  Carver,  supra; 
De  Berkom  v.  Smith,  1  Esp.  31;  Guidon  v.  Robson,  2  Camp.  302;  M'lver 
v.  Humble,  16  East,  174;  Smith  v.  Watson,  2  B.  &  C.  411).  But  Lord 
Ellenborough  is  reported  to  have  held  in  Alderson  v.  Pope  (1  Camp.  404,  n. 
(a)  ),  at  nisi  prius,  that,  where  there  was  a  stipulation  between  A.,  B.,  and 
C.,  who  appeared  to  tbe  world  as  co-partners,  that  C.  should  not  participate 
in  the  profit  and  loss,  and  should  not  be  liable  as  a  partner,  C.  was  not  liable 
to  those  who  had  notice  of  this  stipulation.  However  in  Brown  v.  Leonard, 
2  Ch.  Rep.  120,  it  was  held  that  a  party  was  liable  on  a  promissory  note 
made  in  the  name  of  the  firm  in  which  he  had  been  a  partner,  though  it  was 
drawn  after  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  he  having  suffered  his  name 
to  continue  in  the  firm,  and  although  the  pit.  knew  that  fact  at  the  time  he 
took  the  note.  The  above  rule  has  no  reference  to  the  real  transaction  and 
undertaking  between  themselves,  but  is  founded  on  principles  of  genera! 
policy  and  expediency  to  prevent  the  frauds  and  inconveniences  to  whicli 
creditors  would  be  exposed,  were  parties  allowed  with  impunity  to  afford 
others  the  means  of  assuming  an  appearance  of  credit  and  responsibility 
(Ch.  Contr.  221). 

It  has  been  said  too,  that  it  makes  no  difference  in  his  liability,  that  the 
creditor  of  the  firm  who  seeks  to  charge  him  was  not  aware  of  such  holding 
out  at  the  time  he  made  his  advance  (Young  v.  Axtel,  cited  in  VVaugh  v. 
Carver,  2  II.  Bl.  242).  But  in  Dickenson  v.  Valpy,  10  B.  &  C.  140,  Parke, 
J.,  says:  "  If  it  could  be  proved  that  the  deft,  had  held  himself  out  to  be  a 
partner,  not  to  the  world,  for  that  is  a  loose  expression,  but  to  the  pit.  him- 
self, or  under  such  circumstances  of  publicity  as  to  satisfy  a  jury  that  the 
pit.  knew  of  it,  and  believed  him  to  be  a  partner,  he  would  be  liable"  (and 
see  Sholt  v..Streatfield,  1  Moo.  &  R.  8;  Ford  v.  Whitmarsh,  1  Ilulst.  & 
W.  53;  Wood  v.  Argyle  (Duke  of),  6  Man.  &  G.  932,  per  Cresswell,  J. ; 
and  Lake  v.  Argyle  (Duke  of),  6  Q.  B.  477).  The  accepting  bills  drawn 
upon  the  firm  wil'l  be  a  holding  out  (Spencer  v.  Billing,  3  Camp.  310;  see 
Valpy  v.  Dickinson,  10  B.  &  C.  140);  or  describing  himself  us  having  a 
joiut  interest  in  the  partnership  property  (Parker  v.  Barker,  4  B.  &  B.  t> ; 
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we  Goodo  v.  Harrison,  ft  B.  &  A.  147;  Swann  v.  St«>el,  7  East,  210).  But 
if  such  description  be  limited  to  a  particular  transaction,  it  cannot  be  extended 
so  as  to  make  him  a  general  partner  in  other  transactions  (De  Berkom  v. 
Smith,  6  Esp.  21  ;  Ridgway  v.  Phillips,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  415).  Nor,  if  the 
acts  proved  were  done  without  his  knowledge,  &c.,  or  if  the  party  charging 
him  hud  notice  of  the  real  circumstances  of  the  case  will  he  be  responsible 
(Fox  v.  Clifton,  6  Ring.  776;  9  Bin?.  118;  Alderson  v.  Pope,  1  Camp.  404t 
n. ;  Mmnett  v.  Whinery,  5  Bro.  P.  C.  499). 

If  it  be  agreed  between  two  persons  who  appear  to  the  world  as  partners, 
that  one  of  them  should  not  puriripate  in  the  profits  and  lueses,  and  shall 
not  bn  liable  as  a  partner,  such  person  is  not  liable  to  those  who  have  notice 
of  this  stipulation  (Galway  v.  Matthews,  1  Camp.  404 ;  Batty  v.  M'Cundie, 
3  C  &  P.  20*). 

Where  two  persons  who  wtro  never  in  partnership  as  general  [  '592  ] 
•partners,  concur  in  giving  an  order  for  an  undivided  parcel  of 
goods,  they  are  not  therefore  liable  jointly  to  the  sellers,  if  upon  the  whole 
of  the  transaction  the  indention  of  the  parties  appears  to  have  been  that  the 
buyers  should  be  severally  responsible  for  the  amount  of  their  respect  interest! 
in  the  goods  (Gibson  v.  Lupton,  9  Bing.  297). 

How  Partnership  proved.]  The  fact  of  partnership  may  be  proved  by 
act*  or  declarations  of  the  defts.  themselves,  who  acknowledge  it  (Gibbons 
v.  Wicox,  2  Stark.  43;  see  antf,  p.  565);  as,  where  a  person  represents 
himself  as  n  partner,  and  is  trusted  as  such,  he  is  bound  thereby  (Do  Berkom 
v.  Smith,  1  lisp.  29;  9  Moo.  153).  So,  by  admissions  in  a  letter  that  a 
•fjflj  was  a  shareholder  (Harvey  v.  Kay,  9  B.  Ac  C.  356;  see  a»U,  p.  698). 
But  a  mere  admission  by  a  person  that  ho  is  a  partner  in  a  firm,  after  a  con- 
tract his  been  entered  into  with  such  firm,  is  not  conclusive  as  to  his  liability, 
but  a  declaration  by  him  before  the  imking  of  such  contract  would  bo  to 
(ili.lgway  v.  Phillips,  1  C.  M.  At  R.  417,  per  Parke,  B.). 

Thus,  where  A.,  the  patentee  of  an  engine,  and  B.,  being  partners  under 
the  firm  of  A-  and  Co.,  having  purchased  the  license  to  erect  such  engines 
in  Cornwall,  D.  contract**!  with  A.  and  Co.  to  erect  an  engine  in  Cambridge- 
shire, when  A.  informed  1).  that  B.  and  C.  wen?  his  part  item;  and  C.,  on 
being  afterword*  applied  to,  said  it  wus  correct,  and  it  appeared  thut  during 
the  in  ikn«4  of  the  engine  C.  frequently  came  to  see  how  the  work  went  on: 
D.  sued  B.  nnd  C.  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  when  C.  prov<  d  his  limited 
interest  in  the  patent,  and  ill  •  jury  having  found  that  C.  was  not  a  partner, 
the  court  refused  a  new  trial. 

Parties  jointly  employing  an  attorney  to  do  an  act,  arc  liable  as  partner* 
(ante,  Vol.  1.  p.  iJ5i).  Where,  a  bill  is  drawn  on  a  firm,  the  acceptance  by 
an  individual,  in  their  name,  is  evidence  to  charge  him  as  a  partner  (Sjicncer 
v.  Billing,  3  Camp.  312;  Carrick  v.  Vickery,  L)oug.  053;  Hi  Hast,  174). 
So,  nn  entry  at  the  Excise  O.ficv,  by  one  partner,  in  his  name,  and  that  of 
his  partners,  is  evidence,  against  him  of  partnership  (Ellii  v.  Watson,  2 
Stark.  4o3).  And  where  it  appeared  that  all  the  delis,  had  been  outlawed, 
except  one,  a  letter  written  by  lum,  in  wliK-Ii  he  acknowledged  being  a  partner 
with  tl»o  co-defts.  was  held  to  be  etidcncc  of  th'i  partnership,  as  the  record  iu 
tint  notion  would  not  be  sufficient  evidence  in  any  future  ac;ion  that  might 
bo  broti glit  by  tlio  then  deft,  against  the  co-defts.,  for  contribution,  to  prove 
that  ilii-y  were  parties  to  the  pr  »iiii-«-  ;  and  it  would  be  incumlteni  on  dim  to 
prove  the  fact  by  ulterior  evidence  (Sangstcr  v.  Mazarredo,  1  Stark.  101). 
But,  win.-re  u  particular  transaction  only  is  unjer  discussion,  and  a  person 
acknowledge*  himself  to  bo  the  partner  of  another  in  it,  ho  will  not  bo  bound 
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by  a  contract  unconnected  with  the  par'icular  object  (De  Berkom  v.  Smith, 
1  Esp.  29).  But  the  net  or  admission  of  one  parner  is  inadmissible  against 
the  other  members  of  the  firm,  unless  the  partnership  be  established  (Spencer 
v.  Billing,  3  Camp.  312;  14  East,  226;  16  East,  169;  3  Camp.  240;  5 
Esp.  31).  And  no  act  done  by  third  persons,  which  may  affect  to  treat  them 
ns  joint-owners,  is  evidence,  unless  it  appear  lhat  such  act  has  been  recognized 
by  them.  Thus,  for  the  purposeof  charging  two  persons  as  joint  purchasers 
of  a  cart,  an  entry  of  such  cart  in  the  tax-gatherer's  book,  as  the  property 
of  both,  is  not  evidence,  without  showing  that  the  paries  authorized  or 
adpp  cd  the  rntry  (Weaver  v.  Prentice,  1  Esp.  369).  Upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple, an  entry  in  books,  kept  in  the  office  for  licensing  stage-coac.hes  in 
Somerset  House,  is  no  proof  that  the  persons  specified  in  the 
[  *593  ]  license  are  owners  of  a  coach  *(Strolher  v.  Willan,  4  Camp.  24). 
Though  the  acts  and  admissions  of.  a  person,  made  subsequently 
to  a  contract,  are  admissible  to  prove  him  a  partner  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
tract, yet,  if  it  be  clearly  established  that  he  was  not  then  a  partner,  his 
subsequent  admission  will  not  render  him  liable  (Saville  v.  Robertson,  4  T. 
R.  720).  But  see  per  Parke,  B.,  in  Ridgway  v.  Phillips,  ante,  p.  592).  If 
an  infant  partner  do  not  on  coming  of  age  repudiate  the  partnership,  he  will 
be  liable  on  the  subsequent  contracts  of  the  firm  (Good  v.  Harrison,  5  B.  & 
A.  147). 

It  seems  that  the  members  of  clubs  whose  affairs  are  managed  by  a  com- 
mittee are  not  to  be  considered  in  the  light  of  partners,  but  such  cases  are  to 
be  viewed  as  one  of  principal  and  agent,  and  an  individual  member  cannot  be 
sued  on  contracts  entered  into  by  the  committee,  they  being  supplied  before- 
hand with  funds  to  answer  all  the  claims  on  the  club;  but  this  depends  upon 
the  rules  and  formation  of  the  particular  club  (Flemyng  v.  Ilecior,  2  M.  & 
W.  172).  Where  a  club  was  formed  by  the  regulations  of  which  the  mem- 
bers paid  entrance  money,  and  an  annual  subscription,  and  cash  was  paid 
for  provisions  supplied  to  the  house;  the  funds  of  the  club  were  deposited  at 
a  banker's  and  a  committee  was  appointed  to  manage  the  affairs  of  the  club, 
and  to  administer  the  funds,  but  no  member  of  the  committee  had  authority 
to  draw  cheques  except  three,  who  were  chosen  for  that  purpose,  and  whose 
signatures  were  countersigned  by  the  secretary  :  held,  in  an  action  against 
two  of  the  committee  by  a  tradesman  who  had  supplied  wine  on  credit,  ordered 
by  a  member  of  the  committee  for  the  use  of  the  club,  that  the  deft,  was  not 
enti;led  to  recover  without  proving  either  that  the  deft,  was  privy  to  the  con- 
tract, or  that  the  dealing  on  credit  was  in  furtherance  of  the  common  object 
and  purposes  of  the  club  (Todd  v.  Emly,  7  M.  &  W.  427  ;  see  Delavvney  v. 
Strickland,  2  Stark.  416). 

Where  several  parties  dine  together  at  a  tavern,  they  are  jointly  liable  for 
the  whole  expense,  and  not  merely  each  for  his  own  share  (Forster  v.  Taylor, 
3  Camp.  49;  1  Rol.  Abr.  Action  sur  Case,  24,  15).  But  the  officers  of  a 
regimental  mess  are.  liable  separately  only  for  their  individual  shares  (Ib. : 
Brown  v.  Dogle,  3  Camp.  51  n.). 

The  evidence  to  constitute  a  partnership  may  also  be  shown  by  a  joint 
pariicipation  in  the  profits  of  the  concern  in  question,  which  must  depend  on 
the  facts.  A.  joint  participation  in  the  profits  of  a  trade  or  concern,  as  pro- 
fits, without  a  participation  in  the  losses,  constitutes  a  partnership,  so  as  to 
make  the  parties  participating  in  such  profits  liable  as  partners  to  third  per- 
sons (Waugh  v.  Carver,  2  H.  Bl.  235  ;  Hesketh  v.  Blanchard,  4  East,  146; 
Reid  v.  H.illinshead,  4  B.  &  C.  867  ;  Smith  v.  Watson,  2  B.  &  C.  401); 
and  this,  al, hough  a  party  has  no  interest  in  the  capital,  or  no  apparent  one 
in  the  participation  of  the  profits,  and  though  the  division  of  the  profits  be 
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ever  so  unequal,  or  the  party  may  have  no  right  to  any  definite  aliquot  por- 
tion of  the  profits  (Ex.  pane  Church,  in  re  Starkic,  9  Ring.  469;  Ex  parte 
Hodgkinson,  19  Ves.  291;  Ex  pnrte  Lan-idal",  18  Ves.  300;  Morisset  v. 
King,  2  Burr.  891 ;  Bond  v.  Pittnrd,  3  M.  &  W.  357 ;  Grace  v.  Smith,  2 
Bl.  R.  10DO;  Coo;*  v.  Eyre,  1  H.  Bl.  43;  M'lver  v.  Humble,  16  East, 
174;  Cheap  v.  Cramonce,  4  B.  &  A.  670;  Fox  v.  Clifton,  6  Bing.  786; 
Fromont  v.  Coupland,  2  Bing.  171 ;  R.  v.  Dodd,  infra).  The  presumption 
is  that  each  party  was  to  share  equally  in  the  profits  (Peacock  v.  Peacock, 
16  Ves.  49 ;  Farrar  v.  Beswick,  1  M.  At  R.  527).  It  is  not  necessary  that 
a  partner's  share  should  be  ascertained,  but  its  not  being  so  is  a  circum- 
stance tending  to  shiw  the  non-existence  of  the  partnership  (Howell  v.  Hrodie, 
6  Bing.  N.  C.  50,  per  Bosanquet,  J.). 

And  he  is  equally  n  partner,  although  he  does  not  receive  the 
'profits  for  liis  own  use,  but  ds  a  trustee  for  others.    Therefore,    [  *594  ] 
the  executors  of  a  deceased  partner,  carry  ing  on  trade  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  estate,  are  liable  personally  as  co-partners  (Wightman  v.  Townroe, 
1  M.  At  S.  412).     It  is  immaterial  whether  the  pit.  knew  at  the  time  of  his 
dealing  wiih  the  concern,  that  the  party  whom  he  chirges  as  a  partner,  par- 
ticipated  in  ihe  profits  (Ex  parte  Gillccn,  1  Rose.  297  ;  Vere  r.  Ashby,  10 
B.  dt  C.  298). 

This  doctrine  was  confirmed  in  Cheap  v.  Cramond,  4  R.  AT  A.  663,  in. 
which  the  court  tuiid  that  the  principle  is  that  where  two  houses  agree  that 
each  shall  share  with  the  other  the  money  received  in  a  certain  part  of  the 
business,  they  are  as  to  such  part  partners,  with  regard  to  those  who  deal 
with  them  therein,  though  they  may  not  be  partners  inter  te.  So,  where  A. 
and  B.  carried  on  bu«in«*s  as  partners,  I),  rrcdviog  3007.  a  year  out  of  the 
profits,  but  not  being  liable  to  the  losses,  and  having  a  lien  on  the  profits  for 
his  indemnity :  held,  that  B.  ought  to  be  joined  at  pit.  in  an  action  for  work 
and  labour  done  by  the  firm,  (or  the  money,  mhcn  recovered,  would  be  the 
property  of  both,  un'.il  a  division  look  place  (Bond  v.  Pittard,  ante,  p.  590)  ; 
and  they  are  equally  partner*,  however  small  the  portion  received  by  one 
(II.  v.  Dodd,  9  East,  527,  supra). 

Where  A.  sold  to  B.  his  interest  in  the  practice  of  a  surgeon  and  apothe- 
cary, by  de<  d,  with  a  covenant  thai,  during  the  space  of  one  year,  from  the 
date  of  the  deed,  A.  should  continue  to  n  side  in  P.  street  aforesaid,  and  to 
carry  on  an<i  attend  to  tin;  said  profession  and  practice,  as  he  had  hitherto 
done,  and  that  he  would,  to  the  utmost  of  his  power  introduce  R.  to  his 
patients,  and  do  every  reasonable  art  for  promoting  the  interest  of  the  con« 
cern;  and  B.  covenanted,  in  consideration  thereof,  to  allow  A.  during  the 
year  a  moiety  of  the  profits  of  I  he  concern,  to  be  paid  at  the  expiration  thereof. 
Held,  that  thu  parties  were  not  thereby  constituted  partners  in  the  trade  during 
the  first  year,  and,  therefore,  that  B.  might  sue  A.  (or  money  received  by  him 
from  their  patients,  during  that  year  (Ruwlmson  v.  Clark,  15  M.  At  W.292). 
As  to  the  liability  of  the  part  owner  of  a  ship,  see  Harrington  v.  Fry,  2  Bing. 
179;  registered  owner,  see  Cox  v.  Reid,  1  C.  Ai  P.  002.  E.,  one  of  the  defts., 
being  concerned  in  a  colliery,  agreed  with  J.  for  opening  a  fully  shop  near 
it,  for  supplying  goods  to  the  workmen,  E.  built  the  shop,  and  his  name  was 
placed  over  the  door;  J.  managed  the  shop;  E.  received  in  the  first  instance 
7/.  per  cent.,  and  afterwards  5/.  per  cent,  on  the  account  of  all  sales  to  the 
workmen,  and  J.  received  all  the  rest  of  the  profits.  The  pits,  were  the 
assignees  of  bankrupts  with  whom  J.  had  opened  an  account,  and  who  had 
advanced  money  to  J.  for  the  purchase  of  goods  for  the  shop;  the  jury 
having  found  thai  there  was  no  sharing  of  profit  and  loss  between  E.  and  J., 
and  that  credit  was  not  given  by  the  bankrupts  to  E. :  held,  that  thu  verdict 
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was  not  against  the  evidence ;  that  as  credit  was  given  to  J.  alone,  E.  could 
only  be  made  liable  on  the  ground  ol'an  actual  partnership  between  him  and 
J.,  and  that  E.'s  taking  51.  on  the  sales  to  his  workmen,  did  not",  as  a  matter 
of  legal  inference,  render  him  liable  as  partner  to  third  persons,  but  was  in 
the  nature  of  a  commission  on  certain  sales,  supposed  to  be  effected  through 
his  influence  over  his  workmen  (Pott  v.  Eyton,  3  C.  B.  32).  N.  agreed  with 
L.  to  sell  him  a  newspaper,  for  1500^.  to  be  paid  by  annual  instalments, 
with  interest,  during  a  period  of  seven  years,  N.  guaranteeing  toL.  the  clear 
yearly  profit  of  150/.  over  and  above  the  annual  instalments.  In  conside- 
ration whereof,  L.  agree  to  pay  all  surplus  profits  over  and  above  the  1507. 
per  annum  to  N.,  until  they  should  amount  to  500/..  and  if  they  amounted 

to  more  than  that  sum  L.  agree  to  pay  *besides  the  purchase- 
[  *595  ]  money,  and  500/.,  the  then  existing  liabilities;  but,  if  they  did  not 

amount  to  500/.,  then  N.  was  to  pay  the  liabilities.  And  it  was 
agreed  that  N.  should  receive  the  surplus  profits,  until  they  amounted  to 
500^.,  and  that  all  additional  surplus  profits  should  belong  to  L.  Held,  in 
an  action  for  paper,  &c.,  supplied  subsequently  to  the  agreement,  on  L.'s 
order,  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  the  newspaper,  and  which  were  used 
for  it,  that  N.  was  a  partner,  and  liable  to  satisfy  the  demand  (Barry  v. 
Neesham,  16  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  B.  21). 

Where  a  Participation  in  Profits  uill  not  form  a  Partnership.]  An 
agreement  to  pay  so  much  out  of  the  profits  of  the  concern,  for  the  labour 
of  a  party,  or  to  pay  an  outgoing  partner  an  annuity  for  his  interest  in  the 
profits  and  good-will  in  the  business,  is  no  partnership  as  to  third  persons 
(Ex  parte  Hamper,  17  Ves.  404;  19  ib.  431  ;  see  Grace  v.  Smith,  2  B.  & 
C.  409). 

In  order  to  constitute  a  community  of  profits,  so  as  to  create  a  partnership, 
the  partner  must  not  only  share  in  the  profits  of  his  companions,  but  must 
share  in  them  as  a  principal,  and  not  as  servant  or  agent,  &c. 

If  there  be  an  agreement  between  A.,  the  sole  owner  of  a  lighter,  and  B., 
a  lighterman,  that  B.  shall  work  the  lighter,  and  that  the  net  profits  made 
by  her  shall  be  divided  equally  between  them,  A.  and  B.  are  partners  in  this 
concern,  and  are  liable  for  repairs  done  to  the  lighter.  But  if  the  agreement 
between  them  be,  that  B.,  in  consideration  of  working  the  lighter  shall  have 
half  her  gross  earnings,  this  does  not  constitute  a  partnership,  being  only  a 
mode  of  paying  B.  for  his  labour  (Dry  v.  Boswell,  1  Camp.  329).  A  re- 
muneration made  to  a  traveller,  or  other  clerk  or  agent,  by  a  portion  of  the 
sums  received  by  or  for  his  master  or  principal,  in  lieu  of  a  fixed  salary, 
which  is  only  a  mode  of  payment  adopted  to  increase  or  secure  exertion, 
will  not  constiiute  a  partnership  (Benjamin  v.  Porteus,  2  H.  Bl.  590;  Meyer 
v.  Sharp,  Taunt.  74;  Cheap  v.  Cramond,  4  B.  &  Ad.  670).  So,  where  a 
person  receives  from  a  trader  an  agreed  sum  in  respect  of  goods  sold  by  his 
recommendation,  as  one  shilling  per  chaldron  on  coals,  or  the  like,  there  is 
no  mutuality,  and  such  a  case  resembles  a  payment  to  an  agent  for  procuring 
orders,  and  has  no  distinct  reference  in  the  terms  of  the  agreement  to  any 
particular  coals  purchased  by  the  coal  merchant  for  resale,  upon  which  a 
third  person  may  become  a  creditor  of  the  coal  merchant,  and  probably  could 
not  in  any  instance,  be  shown  to  apply  in  its  exaction  to  any  such  par- 
ticular purchase  (Cheap  v.  Cramond,  supra,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.).  So,  where 
a  factor  received  for  his  commission  a  per  centage  on  the  amount  of  the  price 
of  the  goods  sold  him,  instead  of  a  certain  sum  proportioned  to  the  quality  of 
the  goods  sold  (Dixon  v.  Cooper,  3  Wils.  40 ;  Cheap  v.  Cramond,  supra). 
Nor  does  a  partnership  arise  on  an  agreement  between  the  owner  of  cattle 
and  the  occupier  of  land,  that  the  cattle  shall  be  pastured  upon  the  land,  and 
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the  profit,  after  they  are  fatted,  above  a  certain  sum  at  which  the  cattle  are 
estimated,  shall  be  equally  divided  between  them,  such  transactions  being 
inertly  a  mode  of  paying  for  the  pasture  (Green  v.  Beesley,  2  B.  N.  C.  108; 
tee  further  Wilkinson  v.  Frazier,  4  Esp.  182;  Muir  v.  Glennie,  4  Moo.  &S. 
240;  llcsketh  v.  Blanchard,  4  East,  144;  Perrott  v.  Bryant,  9  Y.  &  C.  68; 
Wish  v.  Small,  ib.  331 ;  Kawlinson  v.  Clark,  15  M.  &  W.  292 ;  Wittington 
v.  Il.-ning,  3  Moo.  &  P.  30;  Geddes  v.  Wallace,  2  Bing.  270).  But  one 
who  lakes  a  share  of  the  profits  as  such  of  a  trading  concern,  thereby  be- 
comes a  partner,  as  to  third  persons,  on  the  ground  of  these  profits  forming 
a  portion  of  the  fund  upon  which  creditors  have  a  *right  to  rely 
for  payment ;  yet,  the  receipt  of  a  per  centage  upon  the  gross  [  *596  ] 
amount  of  sales  made  to  certain  customers  by  the  person  who  re- 
commended such  customers,  does  not  constitute  him  a  partner  as  against 
third  persons  (Pott  v.  Eylon,  3  C.  B.  32);  and  if  a  servant  or  agent  stipulate 
for  a  share  in  the  profits,  so  as  to  entitle  himself  to  an  account  of  them,  he 
becomes  as  to  third  persons,  a  partner  (Smith  v.  Watson,  supra;  Ex  pane 
Rowlandson,  I  Rose,  91 ;  Ex  pnrte  Langdale,  18  Ves.  809;  Green  v.  Bee* 
ley,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  108 ;  R.  v.  Hartley,  Russ.  Ac  Ry.  139). 

But  an  agreement  between  a  merchant  and  a  broker,  tint  the  latter 
should  purchase  goods  for  the  former,  and  should  receive  for  his  trouble,  in 
li<  11  of  brokerage,  a  certain  proportion  of  the  profrs  anting  from  the  sale, 
ami  should  bear  a  proportion  of  the  losses,  may  render  the  broker  liable  M 
a  partner  to  persons  who  become  creditors  in  rettpect  of  the  particular  adven- 
ture or  transaction,  although  it  does  not  vest  in  the  broker  any  sharu  in  the 
property  so  purchased,  or  in  the  proceed*  thereof,  the  panic*  having  treated 
the  broker  as  acting  merely  in  that  character  (Smith  v.  Watson,  2  B.  At  C. 
401 ;  see  Reid  v.  Hollingfthcad,  4  B.  AtC.  867).  An  agreement  that  a  sailor 
shall  receive  a  certain  share  of  the  produce  of  the  voyage  in  liru  of  wages 
does  not  make  him  a  partner  with  the  owners  of  the  cargo  (Wilkinson  v. 
Frazier,  4  Eip.  182;  Mair  v.  Glennie,  4  M.  &  8.  244). 

There  is  no  liability  as  a  partner  where  there  is  neither  a  participation  of 
profit*  nor  any  USA  made  of  the  parties'  name,  to  obtain  credit,  although  there 
may  be  to  a  certain  extent,  a  community  of  interest.     Therefore,  where  a 
broker,  employed  by  several  persons  to  purchase  some  tea,  of  which  the 
employer*  and  the  broker  were  to  have  separate  shares,  borrowed  money 
upon  the  security  of  the  tea  warrant  without  hi*  employer's  knowknl^e:  held, 
that  they  were  not  liable  to  the  lender  (iloarc  v.  I  to  we*,  Doug.  371).     So, 
a  purchase,  by  one  of  several  persons,  or  an  agreement  between  them,  that 
each  shall  have  a  distinct  share  of  the  whole,  without  any  communion  of 
profit,  does  not  create  a  partnership  but  teen  them,  so  as  to  render  them 
jointly  liable  to  third  persons  (Coopc  v.  Kyre,  1  II.  HI.  37).     And  where  the 
contract  is  made  by  one  only,  there  being  no  joint  purchase,  a  subsftjuent 
joint  interest  and  communion  of  profits  will  nut  constitute  a  joint  liability 
upon  such  contract;  therefore,  if  several  agree  upon  an  adventure,  and  each 
is  to  furnish  a  certain  portion  of  goods,  the  creditor  supplying  the  goods  can 
only  sue  each  for  his  share  of  the  goods,  and   nut  the  whole  jointly,  there 
being  no  partnership  in  the  goods  until  they  arc  mixed  in  th  •  common  ad- 
venture on  board  the  ship  (Seville  v.  Robertson,  4  T.  U.  720;    Young  v. 
Hunter,  4  Taunt.  5sJ  ;  lieale  v.  Mouls,  10  Q.  B.  970;  see  Williams  v.  Bar. 
ton,  3  Bing.  139).     But  where  such  community  of  profit  exists,  each  of  the 
sharers  in  it  may  be  treated  by  the  creditor*  us  a  partner,  although  he  and 
hi*  companions  have  stipulated  that  h  •  shall  not  be  responsible  lor  the  en* 
gagement  entered  into  with  strangers,  to  whom  he  will  still  be  liable  (Waugh, 
v.Carvon,  2  H.  Bl.  235;  Barry  v.  Nesuam,  16  Law  J.  21,  U.  B.). 
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But  where  the  agreement  is  for  a  joint-purchase  for  the  adventure,  the 
partnership  commences,  and  the  joint  responsibility  attaches  immediately  the 
goods  are  bought  (Gouthwaite  v.  Duckworth,  12  East,  421  ;  Smiih  v.  Wat- 
son, 2  B.  &  C.  401);  even  where,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  one  partner  only 
was  known,  and  the  credit  was  given  to  him  (Raphell  v.  Roberts,  4  Nev.  & 
M.  31  ;  and  see  Paterson  v.  Gandasequi,  15  East,  62),  and  where  it  appeared 
that  the  pits.,  (stationers)  supplied  paper  to  the  defts.,  by  the  order  of  A.,  a 
printer,  to  whom  credit  was  giyen,  and  A.  afterwards  became 
[  *597  ]  bankrupt,  *when  it  was  discovered  ihcit  the  defts.  and  A.  were 
jointly  interested  in  (he  publication  of  the  work  for  which  the  paper 
was  supplied,  the  jury  found  that  a  partnership  existed  between  the  defts. 
and  A.  at  the  time  the  paper  was  supplied  :  held,  that  the  defts.  were  liable 
(Gardiner  v.  Childs,  8  C.  &  P.  345;  2  Jur.  283). 

Parner ship  for  Illegal  Purposes.]  Effect  will  not  be  given  to  an  agree- 
ment to  form  a  partnership  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  operation  illegal 
transactions  (Armstrong  v.  Lewis,  2  C.  &  M.  274;  Ewing  v.  Osbuldiston, 
2  Myl.  &  Cr.  53).  No  action  can  be  maintained  for  the  breach  of  an  agree- 
ment to  become  a  partner,  without  proof  of  the  specific  terms  for  the  intended 
parnership  (F<jis  v.  Cutler,  2  Stark.  139;  Gale  v.  Luckie,  2  Stark.  107). 
But  where  a  person  who  was  a  partner  in  a  firm  already  created  upon  specific 
terms  agreed  that  the  pit.  should  be  received  as  a  partner  in  the  concern,  as 
to  a  certain  share  thereof:  held,  that  an  action  for  not  receiving  the  pit.  as 
such  partner  was  maintainable,  although  it  was  objected  that  there  was  no 
sufficient  degree  of  certainty  in  the  terms  of  the  agreement  (M'Neil  v.  Reid, 
9  Bing.  08). 

One  Partner  Agent  for  Others.]  It  is  a  general  rule  that  each  partner  is 
the  agent  for  the  others,  whether  active,  nominal,  or  dormant;  and  he  has 
authority,  as  such,  to  bind  them  by  simple  contracts,  made  in  the  course  of 
and  with  reference  to  the  partnership  business,  or  by  negotiable  instruments, 
circulated  for  partnership  purposes,  to  any  person  dealing  Lona  Jide  (Vere 
v.  Ashby,  10  B.  &  C.  288;  Bond  v.  Gibson,  1  Camp.  185;  Wintle  v. 
Crowther,  1  Cr.  &  J.  316;  Thicknesse  v.  Bromilow,  2  Cromp.  &  J.  425). 
And  it  makes  no  difference  that  they  agree  amongst  themselves  that  there 
shall  be  no  such  authority,  unless  notice  thereof  be  brought  home  to  the  creditor 
(South  Carolina  Bank  v.  Case,  8  B.  &  C.  427;  Minnett  v.  Whinery,  5  Bro. 
P.  C.  489;  Willis  v.  Dyson,  1  Stark.  164;  Hawken  v.  Bourne,  8  M.  &  W. 
703).  And  the  contract  must  be  made  respecting  the  partnership  business; 
for  when  the  transaction  has  no  apparent  relation  to  the  partnership,  then  it 
will  not  be  bound  by  the  act  of  one  of  the  partners  without  special  circum- 
stances (Armitage  v.  Winterbottom,  1  Man.  &  G.  130).  It  has  undoubtedly 
been  hr-ld  that,  in  a  matter  wholly  unconnected  with  the  partnership,  one 
partner  cannot  bind  the  other;  but  the  true  construction  of  the  rule  is,  that 
the  act  and  assurance  of  one  partner,  made  with  reference  to  business  trans- 
acted by  the  firm,  will  bind  all  the  partners  (Sandelands  v.  Marsh,  2  B.  & 
Ad.  673;  see  Hooper  v.  Leesly,  4  Camp.  66;  Marsh  v.  Keating,  1  Bing. 
197 ;  Hasleham  v.  Young,  5  Q.  B.  833). 

A  partnership  peremp  orily  commences  from  the  date  of  the  agreement  to 
become  partners  (Williams  v.  Jones,  5  B.  &  C.  108);  and  if  there  be  no 
express  stipulation  on  the  subject,  an  implication  as  to  its  duration  may  arise 
from  circumstances  to  ba  gathered  from  the  deed  of  partnership  (Wheeler  v. 
Van  Wart,  2  Jur.  252). 
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ifJence  against  SJiarekoIder*  in  Joint-stock  Banking  Companies  since 
•<  Viet.  c.  113.]  Ky  7  Ar  8  Viet.  c.  1 13,  a  nacmoriaf  is  to  be  made  out, 
showing,  amongst  other  things,  the  true  title  of  the  coinpiny,  the  names  aud 
places  of  ubode  of  all  the  shareholders,  of  every  director  or  manager,  or  other 
like  officer,  and  this  is  to  be  repea:ed  every  year,  between  the  28th  of  Febru- 
ary and  25th  of  March,  and  are  to  be  sent  to  the  stamp-office,  where  they 
are  to  be  filed  and  regis  ered.  A  like  memorial  is  to  be  mude  out  as  occa- 
sion may  require,  of  changes  in  the  directors  and  shareholders, 
&c.,  aud  *tln-y  must  be  signed  by  the  manager  or  one  of  the  di-  [  *59S  ] 
rectors,  and  verified  by  the  same  person,  by  declaration,  before  a 
J.  I'.,  or  in  t^'-r  extraordinary  in  chancery,  and  copies  of  them  certified  by 
a  comiiiiiMoner  of  stamp  is  made  evidence  (seer.  19).  Persons  named  in 
the  memorial  last  delivered,  and  their  legal  representatives,  arc  liable  to  ex* 
isting  shareholders  to  all  legal  proceedings  under  the  act  (sect.  21). 

Action  for  Calls.}  In  actions  for  calls,  the  pk*a  of  "  never  indebted**  is 
not  an  admission  that  deft*,  arc  shareholders  in  the  company.  The  only 
register  of  shareholders  which,  by  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  10,  s.  28,  is  mni\<*  primd 
facie  evidence  of  the  party  being  a  shareholder  in  the  company  is  the  register 
duly  prepared  and  sealed  according  to  th  provisions  of  section  9  (Birken- 
head  Railway  Company  v.  Brownings,  19  Law  J.,  Ex.  27). 

The  powers  of  the  directors  to  make  these  calls  must  be  strictly  pursued. 
It  is  a  specific  power,  and  must  be  strictly  pursued  (Mcigh  v.  Clinton,  11 
Ad.  At  E.  428;  per  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.).  As  to  the  construction  of  a 
power  to  make  calls  on  shin-holders  for  the  time  being,  see  Aylesbury  R. 
Co.  v.  Mount,  4  Man.  At  G.  651 ;  7  Man.  At  0. 806 ;  Thames  Tunnel  Com- 
pany  v.  Shelden.O  B.  At  C.  341  ;  Midland  and  Great  Western  Railway  Com- 
pany v.  Gordon,  15  Ltw  J.  100,  Exch  ).  As  to  the  meaning  of  the  word 
subscribers,  see  London  Grand  Junction  R  ulwuy  v.  Freeman,  2  Man.  Ac 
06;  Great  North  of  England  Railway  Company  v.  Biddulpb,  7  M.  At 
W.  262 ;  Mcigh  v.  Clinton,  11  Ad.  At  K.  428. 

It  will  not  lie  necessary  to  prove  the  appointment  of  the  directors  who  made 
the  call,  or  any  matter,  except  that  th"  deft,  was  a  holder  of  shares,  that  tho 
call  was  made,  and  notice  thereof  given,  as  directed  by  the  acts  of  7  Ac  8 
Viet.  c.  113,  s.  35;  8  At  9  VicU  c.  16).  Tho  production  of  the  register- 
book  is  evidence  of  the  deft,  being  a  shareholder,  and  the  number  of  bis 
•hares  (7  At  8  Viet.  c.  113,  s.  30). 

'I'll  •  liability  of  the  shareholders  or  subscriber*  depends  of  course  mainly 
upon  the  deed  or  net  of  parliament  (*ec  Huddcrsfiuld  Catml  Company  Y. 
Buckley,?  T.  R.  30;  Norwich  and  Lowcstoft  Navigation  Company  v.  Theo- 
bald, Moo.  At  M.  151  ;  Stafford  nnd  Morton  Railway  Company  v.  Mrn'ion, 
2  B.  At  Ad.  619;  Cromford  and  llighpurk  Railway  Company  v.  Lacy,  3 
Y.  At  J.  80). 

The  Sheffield  and  Manchester  Railway  act  emj>owered  the  dircr'ors  from 
time  to  time  to  make  such  calls  from  the  proprietors  on  their  respective  shame 
as  they  from  time  to  lirm:  should  find  necessary,  so  that  no  cull  should  exceed 
ID/,  on  each  share,  and  (lint  there  should  be  an  interval  of  three  month*  be- 
tween each  call,  and  twenty-one  days'  notice  given  of  any  call,  by  advertise- 
ment in  the  local  papers,  and  tho  proprietors  were  required  to  pay  the  calls 
to  such  |  <  r>on,  at  such  time,  Arc.,  as  the  directors  should  direct.  The  direc- 
tors made  a  resolution  for  a  call,  specifying  therein  the  amount  and  day  of 
paymen',  but  not  the  place  where,  or  the  person  to  whom  the  p-iynvut  was 
to  be  made,  but  the  notice  of  the  call  inserted  in  the  paper  specified  all  those 
matters ;  in  un  action  for  a  call  against  a  person  who  was  proprietor  at  the 
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date  of  the  resolution,  of  the  notice,  and  at  the  date  appointed  for  payment, 
it  not  appearing  that  there  was  any  change  in  the  directors  during  the  in- 
terval :  held,  that  the  call  was  properly  made  (Sheffield,  Ashton-under- 
Lyne,  and  Manchester  Railway  Company  v.  Woodcock,  7  M.  &  W.  574; 
Great  North  of  England  Railway  Company,  7  M.  &  W.  243);  and  the 
publication  of  the  notice  must  be  assumed  to  be  the  act  of  the  directors  (Ib.). 
A  prospective  resolution  would  not  be  invalid;  thus,  where  the  directors,  on 
the  13th  of  March,  resolved,  that  a  call  of  51.  should  be  made  on 
[  *599  ]  the  30th  of  March  instant,  to  be  paid  on  the  *lst  of  May ;  held, 
that  the  call  was  not  invalid,  because  the  resolution  was  prospec- 
tive (Ib.). 

Where  a  company  were  empowered  under  an  act  of  parliament  to  make 
calls  for  money  on  the  proprietors,  not  exceeding  101.  per  share  from  time 
to  time  as  they  should  find  necessary,  at  intervals  of  not  less  than  two 
months  from  each  other,  none  of  the  powers  of  the  act  were  to  be  put  in 
force  until  33,500/.  were  subscribed.  The  committee  began  the  works  be- 
fore that  sum  had  been  subscribed,  and  made  a  single  order,  calling  upon 
the  proprietors  for  several  payments  of  10/.  each,  to  be  made  at  the  specified 
intervals.  A  subsequent  act  recited,  that  the  capital  above  stated  had  not 
been  subscribed ;  that  the  company  had  proceeded  in  the  works ;  incurred 
debts,  &c.;  and  that  a  certain  sum  was  due  from  defaulters  in  the  payment 
of  calls;  it  provided  for  carrying  on  the  works  and  making  further  calls, 
and  enacted,  that  the  po.wers  of  the  former  act  (except  when  expressly 
altered)  should  remain  vested  in  the  company,  although  the  above  sum  had 
not  been  subscribed.  In  an  action  by  the  company  against  one  of  the  com- 
mittee, for  money  due  on  some  of  the  calls  made  as  above-mentioned,  others 
of  which  he  had  paid,  held,  that  the  calls  being  all  made  at  one  time  were 
irregular,  that  they  were  not  ratified  by  the  notice  of  them  in  the  second 
statute,  as  it  could  not  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  any  expression  to 
such  effect,  that  the  legislature,  when  passing  the  act,  was  apprised  of  their 
being  improperly  made,  and  that  the  deft,  was  not  estopped  from  having 
joined  in  making  the  calls,  and  by  his  payment  of  part  of  them,  from  dis- 
puting their  validity,  for  the  calls  being  against  law,  no  person  ought  to 
have  been  misled  into  a  compliance  with  them  by  the  delt.'s  conduct  or 
admissions  (Stratford  and  Moreton  Railway  Company  v.  Stratton,  2  B.  & 
Ad.  519). 

A  railway  act  provided  that,  for  the  purpose  of  voting,  25/.  of  the  capital 
should  represent  a  share,  and  that  no  one  should  vote  in  respect  of  any  less 
proportion.  The  22nd  section  of  the  8  Viet.  c.  16,  the  Companies  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  empowered  the  company  to  make  calls.  The  90th  sec- 
tion authorized  the  directors  to  exercise  all  the  powers  of  the  company, 
except  as  to  matters  directed  by  that  and  the  special  act,  to  be  transacted  by 
a  general  meeting  of  the  company.  Neither  the  8  Viet.  c.  16,  nor  the  spe- 
cial act  directed  calls  to  be  made  at  a  general  meeting  of  the  company.  The 
special  act  directed  that  three  months  at  least  should  be  the  interval  between 
successive  calls.  After  the  formation  of  the  company  the  shares  were 
altered  to  201.  each.  The  directors  on  the  llth  of  January,  passed  a  reso- 
lution for  a  call  to  be  paid  on  the  26th  of  February;  and,  on  the  8th  of 
May,  a  resolution  for  a  second  call  to  be  paid  on  the  19th  of  June.  Held, 
in  an  action  against  a  shareholder  to  recover  the  amount  of  these  calls; 
first,  that  the  calls  were  not  illegal,  by  reason  of  the  shares  being  altered  to 
201..  secondly,  thut  it  was  competent'  for  the  directors  to  make  a  call;  and 
lastly,  that  an  interval  of  three  months  had  elapsed  between  the  two  culls, 
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pursuant  to  the  act  (The  Ambergate,  Nottingham  and  Boston,  and  Eastern 
Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Mitchell,  19  Law  J.  89,  Ex.). 


Calls  after  Assignment.]     With  respect  to  companies  formed 
under  the  registration  act  7  At  8  Viet.  c.  110,  the  liability  of  a  shareholder 
for  calls  will  cease  only  on  his  transfer  being  registered  at  the  lie. 
office,  and  this  regulation  will  not  be  granted  un'il  the  transferee  shall  have 
executed  the  company's  deed  of  settlement  (Wordsworth  on  Joint-stock 
Companies,  363).     Of  banking  companies  formed  under  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  113, 
see  ib.  177.     This  liability  in  other  companies  depends  upon  their 
act  of  incorporation  *or  particular  deed  of  settlement,  as  the  case    [  *600  J 
may  be,  and  may  be  determined  by  assignment  or  forfeiture  of  the 
shares;  and  in  both  cases  a  shareholder  being  registered,  or  having  exe- 
cuted the  deed,  as  the  case  may  be,  can  only  assign,  subject  to  the  requisites 
or  conditions  of  the  act  of  incorporation  or  deed  of  settlement  (Ib.  355, 
393  ;  see  8  At  9  Viet  c.  16,  ss.  14,  15,  16). 

In  an  action  for  two  calls,  it  appeared  the  act  provided  that,  upon  the 
trial,  it  should  only  bo  necessary  to  prove  that  the  d«-ft.  at  the  time  of  making 
the  respective  calls  was  the  proprietor  of  a  share  in  the  undertaking,  and 
that  there  should  be  twenty-one  days'  notice  of  the  making  of  the  call, 
Notice  of  the  first  rail  was  given  on  the  6th  of  March,  to  be  payable  on  the 
9th  of  April  ;  of  the  second  call  on  the  23rd  of  June,  to  be  payable  on  the 
28th  of  July:  the  deft,  became  a  proprietor  by  the  transfer  of  shares  on  the 
7th  of  April;  held,  not  liable  for  a  call  made  previously,  but  not  required 
to  be  paid  until  after  tli-  7th  of  April  (Birmingham  and  Aylesbury  Railway 
Company  v.  Thompson,  Law  J.,  Q.  B.  124  (1841);  Aylesbury  Railway 
Company  v.  Mount,  4  Man.  &  G.  651). 

The  act  in  making  than*  transferable  by  de*d  generally,  directs  that  on 
every  sale  the  deed  being  executed  by  the  seller  ana  purchaser  shall  be  kepi 
by  the  company,  who  am  to  enter  in  a  book  kepi  fur  that  purpose  •  memo* 
rial  of  such  transfer  and  sale,  and  indorse  th  •  entry  of  such  memorial  on 
the  deed  of  transfer;  and  until  such  memorial  shall  have  been  made  and 
entered,  the  seller  shall  remain  liable  for  all  future  calls,  and  th-  purr  hater 
shall  have  no  part  or  share  in  the  profits  (s  -c  the  statutes).  The  effect  of 
this  provision,  with  rospoct  to  the  memorial,  is  not  to  make  any  alteration  in 
the  commoo-luw  operation  of  the  deed,  but  is  intended  men  ly  fur  the  keen* 
rity  of  the  company,  but  the  deed  being  complete,  it  is  sufficient  evidence  in 
an  action  for  calls,  without  proving  the  entry  of  any  memorial  (London  and 
Birmingham  Railway  Company  v.  F.iirclough,  2  Man.  oi'Ci.  674).  Until 
the  deed  is  enrolled  and  entered,  the  comjwiny  may  compel  the  seller  to  pay 
all  the  future  calls  (Ib.  7U6,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.). 

An  act  vested  the  shares  in  the  subscribers,  their  executors  and  assigns, 
with  power  to  the  subscribers  to  assign  their  shares,  and  a  committee  to  be 
appointed  under  the  act  were  authorized  to  make  calls  on  the  proprietors 
of  shares,  at  such  times  as  they  should  think  fit.  An  original  subscriber 
was  held  not  to  be  liable  for  any  calls  made  by  the  committee  alter  he 
had  assigned  hid  shares  (Huddercficld  Canal  Company  v.  Buckley,  7  T. 
It.  36). 

By  the  deed  of  settlement  of  a  joint-stock  company,  it  was  agreed,  that 
the  directors  should,  without  notice  or  summons,  meet  on  such  a  day  and 
hour  ;n  they  should  from  time  to  time  agree;  held,  that  a  meeting,  on  a 
day  which  had  not  previously  been  fixed  or  agreed  to,  and  which  was  not 
hold  by  adjournment,  was  uwt  duly  convened,  aud  that  a  call  maJu  on  the 
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proprietors  on  that  day,  could  not  be  enforced  (Moore  v.  Hammond,  6  B.  & 
C.  456). 

A  member  of  a  joint  stock  company,  who  has  been  forced  to  pay  calls 
after  he  has  parted  with  his  shares,  on  account  of  his  not  having  formally 
perfected  the  transfer,  has  no  right  to  maintain  an  action  to  recover  the 
amount  on  an  implied  assumpsit  by  the  transferee  (Humble  v.  Langston,  7 
M.  &  W.  517). 

Proof  of  defendants  Liability. ~\  When  the  partnership  has  been  esta- 
blished, evidence  may  be  adduced  to  show  the  deft.'s  liability,  as  partner, 
by  proof  of  the  acts  of  one  or  all  of  them,  although  it  violate  any  private 
arrangement  between  the  partners  (Anon.  12  Mod.  446 ;  Kemble  v.  Atkins, 

Holt,  N.  P.  434;  v.  Layfield,   1    Salk.  292;  *Shirreff  v. 

[  *601  ]    Wilks,  1  East,  48 ;  Fox  v.  Clifton,  6  Bing.  796,  per  Tindal,  C. 

J.);  and  it  makes  no  difference  although  the  other  partners  were 
ignorant  of  the  transaction,  and  were  even  intentionally  defrauded  by  their 
partner  (see  Wilkie  v.  Chambers,  Cowp.  814;  Rapp  v.  Latham,  2  ^ 
795;  Wilson  v.  Bayley,  9  Dowl.  13).     Thus,  one  partner  may  buy  (Bo. 
v.  Gibson,  1  Camp.  185),  or  sell  the  partnership  property  (Lambert's  case, 

Godb.  224;  Fox  v.  Hanbury,  Cowp.  445  ;  v.  Layfield,  1  Salk.  292, 

n.),  receive  payment  of,  or  release  the  debts  (Kemble  v.  Atkins,  Holt,  N.  P. 
434;  Wilkie  v.  Chambers,  Cowp.  814;  2  Rep.  68;  Stead  v.  Salt,  3  Bing. 
103) ;  or  borrow  money  (Rothwell  v.  Humphreys,  1  Esp.  406  ;  2  C.  &  P. 
335);  or  insure  (Hooper  v.  Frisby,  4  Camp.  66) ;  or  pledge  the  partner- 
ship property  (Baker  v.  Charlton,  Pea.  79 ;  Reid  v.  Hollinshead,  4  B.  &  C. 
867;  7  D.  &  R.  444;  4  Taunt.  684;  Tupper  v.  Haythorn,  Gow,  132); 
although  the  pledge  be  made  without  the  privity  and  consent  of  the  other 
partners,  if  there  be  no  fraud,  and  the  pledgee  did  not  know,  nor  had  means 
of  knowing,  that'the  properly  was  partnership  property  (Rabee  v.  Ryland, 
Gow,  132,  per  Dallas,  C.  J.) ;  and  by  such  acts  bind  the  partnership,  ante, 
p.  561).  And  where  one  of  two  partners,  with  the  intention  of  cheating  the 
others,  purchases  such  articles  as  might  be  used  in  the  partnership  business, 
which  he  converts  to  his  own  separate  use,  if  there  be  no  collusion  between 
him  and  the  seller,  the  innocent  partner  is  liable  without  proof  of  any  pre- 
vious dealings  between  the  parties  (Bond  v.  Gibson,  1  Camp.  185).  And 
by  such  other  acts  and  contracts  as  are  necessary  or  incidental  to  the  car- 
rying on  of  the  business  of  the  firm,  and  whereby  the  credit  of  the  firm  is 
pledged.  There  may,  however,  be  cases  in  which  all  the  partners  will  not 
be  liable  for  all  that  is  done  by  such  individual  partner;  but  even  then  there 
must  be  something  exclusive  in  the  nature  of  the  transaction  ;  not  only  the 
other  should  not  be  known  in  it,  but  the  ordering  of  the  goods  should  be 
the  exclusive  act  of  the  particular  partner  (Gardiner  v.  Cliilds,  2  Jur. 
233,  per  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. ;  Young  v.  Hunter,  4  Taunt.  583,  per 
Gibbs,  J.). 

A  company  may  stipulate  that  the  directors  or  others  entering  into  an 
engagement,  shall  not  be  personally  liable,  but  the  funds  of  the  society  only. 
Thus,  in  insurance  companies,  the  policy  often  stipulates  that  the  parties 
covenanting  for  the  company  shall  not,  in  their  capacity  of  directors  or  of 
shareholders,  be  liable  for  losses,  except  as  provided  by  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment (Andrews  v.  Ellison,  6  Moo.  199;  recognised  in  Bedford  v.  Bruton,  1 
Bing.  N.  C.  408). 

The  directors  of  a  gas  company  are  answerable  for  an  act  done  by  their 
superintendent  and  engineer  under  a  general  authority  to  manage  the  works, 
though  they  are  personally  ignorant  of  the  particular  plan  adopted,  and 
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though  such  plan  be  a  departure  from  the  original  and  understood  mothod 
which  the  directors  had  no  reason  to  suppose  discontinued  (Rea  v.  Medley, 
«  C.  At  P.  292). 

One  partner  may,  by  procuration,  indorse  bills  for  the  firm  (Williamson 
T.  Johnson,  1  B.  At  C.  146).  One  partner  may,  in  general,  bind  his 
co-partners  by  accepting,  drawing,  or  indorsing  a  bill  of  exchange,  or  in 
making  or  indorsing  a  promissory  note  in  the  name  and  on  the  behalf  of  the 
firm  (see  Ch.  Hills,  8th  ed.  45,  59 ;  South  Carolina  Bank  T.  Case,  8  B.  At 
C.  638;  per  Bay  ley,  J.,  see  Wintle  v.  Crowther,  1  Cr.  Ac  J.  316;  Thick- 
MM  v.  Bromilow,  2  Cr.  At  J.  425 ;  Kirk  v.  Blurton,  0  M.  Ac  W.  284 ;  Faith 
v.  Richmond,  11  Ad.  Ac  E.  339;  see  Norton  v.  Seymour,  3  C.  B.  792 ;  Ch. 
Contr.  227 ;  see  post,  p.  602).  Where  a  bill  is  to  be  considered  the  accept, 
•nee  of  the  whole  firm,  though  the  name  of  one  partner  be  omitted  (Lloyd 
T.  Ashby,  2  B.  &  Ad.  23),  the  firm  will  be  bound,  although  all  »its 
member*  be  not  specified^  thus,  where  the  partnership,  comprising  [  *602  ] 
several,  is  carried  on  in  the  name  of  one,  or  in  the  name  of  two,  or 
of  a  mere  stranger,  or  in  a  fictitious  name  (Wintle  v.  Crowther,  1  Cr.  At  J. 
816).  So,  where  two  firms  have  a  common  partner  and  a  common  name, 
each  can  bind  the  other  by  bills  or  notes  in  that  common  name  (Swann  v. 
Steele,  7  East,  210  ;  Baker  v.  Carlton,  1  Pea.  80;  no  Lloyd  v.  Ashby,  2 
B.  At  Ad.  23).  If  a  bill  be  drawn  upon  the  partnership  in  their  usual  style 
and  firm,  and  accepted  by  one  of  them  in  bis  own  name,  all  are  bound;  for 
such  acceptance  is  according  to  the  terms  in  which  it  is  drawn  (Wills  v. 
Masiermnn,  2  E*p.  731 ;  Mason  v.  Ramsey,  1  Camp.  864;  Dolman  v.  Or* 
chard,  2  C.  Ac  P.  104).  But  the  partnership  is  not  bound  unless  by  an  accept- 
ance in  the  true  style  thereof  (Kirk  v.  Blurton,  9  M.  At  W.  284).  Mr.  Dow. 
dcswell,  in  his  edition  of  Smith's  Mercantile  Law,  has  the  following  note 
upon  this  case: — **Thc  marginal  note  is  wrong;  there  is  obviously  a  great 
difference  between  holding  that  thn  acceptance  of  a  bill  drawn  upon  a  firm 
by  ill  right  name  and  accepted  by  one  partner  does  not  bind  the  firm  because 
that  partner  signs  his  name  to  the  acceptance,  which  require*  no  signature 
at  all  (Despard  v.  Oxenden,  1  Moo.  At  R.  90),  and  holding  that  a  bill  in 
which  the  firm  is  not  mentioned  shall  bind  its  members.  In  Faith  v.  Ham- 
mond, 11  Ad.  At  E.  331),  where  a  partner  in  the  Newcastle  and  Sundcrland 
WalUend  Coal  Company,  drew  a  note  in  the  name  of  the  Newcastle  Coal 
Company,  tho  Lord  Chief  Justice  told  the  jury  that  it  would  be  binding  on 
the  company  if  the  pit.  had  been  used  to  deal  with  them  as  the  Newcastle 
Goal  Company,  and  this  direction  was  approved  of  by  the  court.  There  is  a 
mistake  in  the  marginal  note  of  this  case  also;  it  states  the  question  left  to 
the  jury  to  have  been,  "whether  the  name  used,  though  inaccurate,  substan- 
tially describes  the  firm,  or  so  varies  it  that  the  indorser  must  be  taken  to 
have  issued  the  note  on  his  own  account."  It  might  be  argued,  that  to  leave 
.such  a  question  to  the  jury  would  be  to  leave  to  them  the  construction  of  a 
writing.  The  question  really  left  to  tln-m  was  obviously  a  fit  one  for  their 
consideration,  since  if  the  firm  had  dealt  by  the  name  of  the  Newcastle  Coal 
Company  with  the  pit.,  he  had  n  riuht  to  (rent  that  as  tho  real  name.  It 
would  also  appear  that  the  rule  luid  down  in  Kirk  v.  Blurton  only  applied  to 
the  case  of  a  fictitious  name  of  the  firm,  and  that  if  the  true  names  of  the 
partners  were  used  they  would  be  bound  (Norton  v.  Seymour,  10  Law  J. 
100,  C.  P. ;  see  also  Ex  parte  Buckley,  15  M.  A:  W.  40U).  A  firm  may 
use  a  name  for  all  other  purposes,  and  the  name  of  the  managing  partner 
for  tin;  purpose  of  indorsing  bills,  Ate.  (Williamson  v.  Johnson,  1  B.  Ac  C. 
146).  Where  a  debtor  is  in  execution,  at  the  suit  of  several  pits.,  on  a  joint 
debt,  one  of  them  may  give  a  note  fur  the  weekly  payments  of  3*.  (id., 
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under  the  Lords'  Act,  signed  by  him  alone,  for  himself  and  partners  (Moux 
v.  Humphrey,  8  T.  R.  25).  Yet,  where  several  executors  are  pits.,  a  note 
given  to  an  insolvent  debtor  under  the  Lords'  Act  must  be  signed  by  all  of 
them  (Lepine  v.  Ba\  ley,  ib.  325 ;  see  "  BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE"). 

Since  the  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  113,  s.  8,  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes 
may  be  made,  accepted,  or  indorsed  in  any  manner  provided  by  the  deed  of 
partnership,  so  that  they  be  signed  by  a  manager  or  a  director,  or  be 
by  bin]  expressed  to  be  done  on  behalf  of  the  company;  but  no  mana- 
ger or  director  is  liable  thereon  to  a  greater  extent,  or  in  a  different 
manner,  than  any  other  contract  signed  by  him  on  the  company's  behalf 
(sect.  22). 

A  retired  partner  may  give  authority  by  parol  to  a  continuing  partner  to 
indorse  bills  in  the  partnership  name  after  the  dissolution  *of  the 
[  *603  ]  partnership   (Smith   v.    Winter,   4  M.  &  W.   454).     A   bill   of 
exchange,  duly  drawn  by  the  partnership,  and  accepted  during 
the  continuance  thereof,  continues  to  be  the  joint  property  of  the  firm,  not- 
withstanding a  dissolution  of  partnership,  and   may,  therefore,  be  indorsed 
after   the   dissolution  by  any  of  the  partners  in  the  name  of  the  firm, 
although  the  indorsee  has  notice  of  the  dissolution  (Lewis  v.  Reilly,  1  Q.  B. 
349). 

Bills  drawn  by  Joint-Stock  Companies.']  Provisional  directors  cannot 
bind  the  others  by  bills  of  exchange  in  absence  of  express  authority  to  that 
effect  (Bramah  v.  Roberts,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  96M).  Where  a  bill  of  exchange 
was  drawn  by  R.  P  ,  addressed  "  to  the  Imperial  Salt  and  Alkali  Company," 
"  accepted,  pnyable  at,  &c.,  R.  P.  manager,  J.  R.,  J.  P.,  R.  G.,  directors." 
The  payee  sued  the  three  defts.,  who  were  directors  of  this  joint-stock  trading 
company,  but  did  not  sign  the  acceptance ;  J.  R.  and  J.  P.,  who  were  direc- 
tors, had  signed,  and  R.  P.,  J.  R.,  and  J.  P.,  and  R.  P.  suffered  judgment  to 
go  by  default;  R.  P.  was  a  shareholder  and  officer  of  the  company;  the  jury 
found  that  R.  P.  did  not  sign  as  acceptor,  hut  only  as  manager."  It  was 
held  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  against  the  deft,  individually, 
nor  against  the  five  defts.  who  were  directors,  and  Richard  Parker  as  share- 
holder, there  being  no  implied  authority  in  the  directors  to  bind  the  company 
(Bult  v.  Morell,  12  Ad.  &  E.  745;  see  Connell  v.  Sawyer,  2  Jur.  1085; 
Perring  v.  Hone,  4  Bing.  28). 

A  partner  in  a  mining  company  is  an  agent  for  his  co-partners  so  as  to 
bind  them  upon  all  contracts  for  things  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing on  the  business  of  the  concern ;  but  this  general  agency  does  not  extend 
to  the  making  or  accepting  of  bills  of  exchange,  or  borrowing  money.  Lord 
Tenterden  said  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  deft.'s  having  become  a 
shareholder  in  a  mining  company  did  not,  in  point  of  law,  make  him  answer- 
able for  bills  drawn  or  accepted  by  those  who  took  upon  themselves  to  man- 
age the  concern  ;  and  Littledale,  J.,  observed  that  the  form  of  the  bill  was 
very  unusual,  not  being  a  bill  drawn  by  individuals  upon  others,  but  drawn 
for  and  accepted  by  a  mining  company.  When  the  pit.,  therefore,  took  this 
bill  he  had  notice  on  the  face  of  it  that  it  was  not  an  ordinary  bill  of  exchange; 
it  was  then  incumbent  on  him  to  inquire  whe:her  the  persons  who  drew  and 
accepted  this  bi1!  had  authority,  by  such  acts,  to  bind  the  deft.,  the  latter  not 
appearing  on  the  face  of  the  bill  to  be  a  partner  with  those  persons,  and  to 
prove  at  the  tried  that  they  had  such  authority.  In  the  case  of  an  ordinary 
trading  partnership,  the  law  implies  that  one  party  has  authority  to  bind  an- 
other by  drawing  and  accepting  bills,  because  the  drawing  and  accepting 
bills  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  trading  partnership;  but 
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it  docs  not  follow  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the 
business  of  a  mining  company.  Evidence  of  the  nature  of  the  company 
ought  to  have  been  given  to  show  that,  in  order  to  carry  into  effect  the  pur- 
poses for  which  it  was  instituted,  it  was  necessary  that  individual  members 
should  have  the  power  of  binding  the  others,  by  drawing  and  accepting  bills 
of  exchange.  In  the  absence  of  any  such  evidence,  it  is  not  competent  to 
individual  members  of  a  mining  company,  which  is  not  a  regular  trading 
company,  to  bind  the  rest  by  drawing  and  accepting  bills  (Dickinson  v. 
Valpy,  16  B.  &  C.  128).  One  of  several  persons  jointly  interested  in  a 
farm  has  no  power  to  bind  the  o'hers  by  drawing  or  accepting  bills,  because 
it  is  not  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  farming  business  that 
bills  should  be  drawn  or  accepted  (Greenslade  v.  Dower,  7  B.  & 
C.  635).  The  object  of  persons  concerned  in  such  an  undertaking  [  *604  ] 
is  to  sell  the  produce  of  the  farm;  and  though,  with  a  view  to  such 
sale,  it  may  be  necessary  to  buy  many  things,  in  order  to  raise  and  put  the 
produce  in  a  saleable  state,  yet  it  is  not  necessary,  for  that  purpose,  that 
bills  of  exchange  should  be  drawn.  Even  if  that  were  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  a  mining  concern,  though  not  for  the  purpose  of 
managing  a  farm,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  ph.,  in  this  case,  to  have  shown, 
either  from  the  very  nature  of  this  company,  that  it  was  necessary,  or  from 
the  practice  in  other  similar  companies  that  it  was  usual;  for,  if  it  were 
necessary  or  usual,  it  would  be  reasonable  that  the  directors  should  have 
such  a  power,  and  the  law  would  imply  it  (Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  10  B.  oe  C. 
128).  A  partner  in  a  joint-s'ock  company  has  no  implied  authority  to  draw 
or  accept  bills,  so  as  to  bind  the  company  (Ridley  v.  Plymouth  Grinding 
Company,  2  Exch.  711). 

Pit.  sued  upon  a  bill  (as  indorsee)  drawn  by  the  agents  and  general 
managers  of  a  mining  association,  and  which  was  countersigned  by  the 
secretary.  The  deft,  was  a  director  and  shareholder  in  the  association.  The 
drawers  acted  under  a  power  of  attorney  given  by  three  truiier*  only,  who 
were  also  directors,  empowering  them,  among  other  thing*,  to  draw  bill*  and 
borrow  money  from  them  and  ihe  other  directors;  the  deft,  was  no  party  to. 
the  power  of  attorney,  which  was  given  by  the  trustees  as  such,  under  the 
sanction  of  a  meeting,  at  »hich  three  directors  only  were  present ;  a  general 
resolution  of  the  directors  requiring,  that  in  order  to  make  an  act  binding  on 
the  rest,  there  should  be  four  directors  present.  The  agents,  however,  were 
recognised  and  sent  out  by  a  full  meeting  of  directors,  under  written  instruc- 
tions for  their  conduct.  The  bills  were  drawn  at  Coquimbo,  to  raise  money 
for  the  necessary  purposes  of  the  association,  and  were  discounted  there  by 
the  payee  with  the  plt.'s  money,  the  proceeds  of  n  vessel  of  ibe  ph.,  of  which 
the  payee  was  supercago,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  bill  were  applied  by  the 
agents  for  the  purposes  of  the  association,  the  concerns  of  which  tbe  dnwera 
had  no  means  of  carrying  on,  having  no  funds,  except  by  borrowing.  Held, 
that  the  deft,  was  not  liable  as  the  drawer,  and  even  supposing  the  agenta 
had  authority  to  bind  him,  they  had  not  done  so,  inasmuch  as  they  had  drawn 
the  bills  in  their  own  names,  and  not  as  agents.  Besides  they  had  acted 
under  a  power  which  gave  no  authority  from  deft.,  there  being  only  three 
directors  present  at  the  meeting  authorizing  the  trustees  to  give  it  (Ducarry 
T.Gill,  4  C.  &  P.  121).  The  deft.,  however,  was  held  liable  as  a  partner 
for  money  lent,  under  tbe  circumstances  above  stated  (Ib. ;  but  see  Huwtagoe 
T.  Bourne,  7  M.  &  W.  595). 

If  the  dirt-dors  of  a  company  be  authorized  by  deed  of  settlement  or  by 
law,  to  issue  or  accept  bills  of  exchange  or  notes,  they  must  be  mude  or  ac- 
cepted, us  the  case  may  be,  by  and  in  the  names  of  two  directors,  who  must 
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express  them  to  be  made  or  accepted  on  behalf  of  the  company ;  they  must 
then  be  countersigned  by  the  secretary,  or  other  appointed  officer.  Every 
bill  so  made  or  received  for  the  company  may  be  indorsed  in  the  company's 
name,  by  an  officer  authorized  to  do  so  by  deed  of  settlement,  or  by  law. 
Immediately  after  the  making,  accepting,  or  indorsing  of  any  such  bill  or 
note,  the  same  is  to  be  reported  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  company,  who 
is  to  enter  the  same  in  a  book.  If  not  reported  and  entered,  the  officer  com- 
mitting such  default  is  liable  to  repay  to  the  company  the  amount  which  the 
company  will  pay,  or  be  liable  to  pay,  in  respect  of  such  bill  or  note.  No 
secretary  or  officer  is  to  be  personally  liable  upon  these  instruments,  nor  the 
directors,  except  in  their  character  of  shareholders.  The  com- 
[  *605  ]  pany  may  sue,  or  be  sued  *upon  them  as  effectually  as  in  the  case 
of  any  contract  entered  into  under  their  common  seal  (7  &  8  Viet. 
c.  110,  s.  45). 

In  all  cases  of  contracts  by  joint-stock  companies,  under  7  &  8  Viet.  c. 
110,  the  company  are  bound  by  such  contracts  only  as  are  entered  into  by 
the  persons  who  are  so  authorized,  either  by  the  body  of  shareholders  or  by 
the  deed  constituting  the  company. 

The  pits,  (bankers)  sued  the  deft,  as  one  of  the  proprietors  of  a  mine,  for 
the  balance  of  a  loan  to  the  agent  appointed  by  the  company  of  proprietors, 
for  the  management  of  the  mine.  The  agent's  authority  was,  that  he  should 
conduct  and  carry  on  the  affairs  of  the  mine  in  the  usual  manner.  There 
was  no  proof  of  express  authority  to  borrow  money  from  bankers  for  that 
purpose.  But  the  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  they  might  infer  an 
authority  in  the  agent,  not  only  to  conduct  the  general  business  of  the  mine, 
but  also,  in  cases  of  necessity,  to  raise  money  for  that  purpose;  the  court, 
however,  said,  that  there  was  no  authority  to  support  that  proposition,  and 
that  no  such  power  exists,  except  in  the  cases  of  the  master  of  a  ship,  and 
of  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  who  accepts  the  bill  to  save  the  honour 
of  the  drawer,  and  that  the  agent  of  this  mine  had  not  the  authority  contended 
for;  but  whether  he  had  or  had  not  was  a  question  for  the  jury  (Hawtagne 
v.  Bourne,  7  M.  &  W.  595). 

A  partner  in  a  mining  company  is  a  general  agent  for  his  co-partners  in 
all  matters  relating  to  the  co-partnership,  and  he  has  all  authority  necessary 
for  the  carrying  on  the  undertaking,  and  all  such  as  is  usually  exercised  by 
the  co-partnership;  any  restriction  imposed  by  agreement  among  the  part- 
ners, on  the  authority  possessed  by  them,  although  operative  as  between  the 
parties  themselves,  does  not  limit  their  authority  as  to  third  persons  who 
acquire  rights  under  its  exercise,  unless  such  persons  knew  of  the  restriction 
imposed  (Hawken  v.  Bourne,  8  M.  &  W.  703).  Where  a  joint-stock  com- 
pany was  formed  to  work  a  mine  in  which  the  deft,  became  a  shareholder, 
and  took  part  in  its  proceedings,  arid  the  prospectus  issued  on  the  formation 
'  of  the  company  stated  that  all  supplies  for  the  mine  were  to  be  purchased  at 
at  cash  prices,  and  no  debt  was  to  be  incurred,  and  the  scrip  certificates 
bore  an  indorsement  to  the  same  effect ;  the  pit.  supplied  goods  for  the  neces- 
sary working  of  the  mine  on  the  order  of  a  resident  agent  appointed  by  the 
directors  to  manage  the  mine,  which  was  the  customary  course  in  such  con- 
cerns :  held,  that  the  deft  was  liable  to  the  pit.  for  the  price  of  such  goods 
notwithstanding  the  statements  in  the  prospectus  and  certificate,  unless  it 
were  shown  that  the  agent  had,  in  fact,  no  authority  from  the  deft.,  and  that 
the  pit.  had  notice  thereof  (Ib.).  So,  the  deft.,  a  shareholder  resident  in 
Liverpool,  was  held  liable  for  coals,  &c.,  furnished  to  a  mine  in  Cornwall, 
on  the  order  of  the  directors,  such  goods  being  necessary  for  the  ordinary 
use  of  the  mine  (Tredwen  v.  Bourne,  6  M.  &  W.  461).  "  No  point  was 
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made  at  the  trial  that  this  was  such  a  partnership  as  could  not  deal  on  credit; 
if  it  had  been,  the  pit.  would  probably  have  supplied  evidence  on  that  point, 
and  a  Cornish  jury  would  probably  have  said  it  was  the  constant  practice  to 
purchase  materials  for  mines  on  credit.  If  the  deft  had  shown  by  this  par- 
ticular  contract  the  directors  were  only  to  deal  with  the  actual  fund  put  into 
their  han  Is,  and  tlvy  had  no  power  to  pledge  the  credit  of  the  shareholders, 
that  would  hive  been  a  defence,  because  the  pit.  had  not  trusted  to  any 
representation  of  the  deft.,  or  bargained  personally  with  him"  (Ik,  per 
Parke,  B.). 

All  hough  the  provisions  of  the  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  46,  ss.  5  and  8,  as  to  the 
time  of  making  the  returns  to -the  stamp-office,  are  merely  direc- 
tory, *and  therefore  are  receivable  in  evidence  although  made  out  [  *606  ] 
of  time,  yet  the  effect  is  different  with  respect  to  a  shareholder's 
liability  ;  for  although  he  may  have  crvt*»d  to  be  a  member,  yet  his  liability 
as  a  m.-mber  will,  it  appears,  continue  so  long  as  there  shall  not  have  been 
•  public  return  to  the  stamp-office,  showing  that  he  does  not  belong  to  the 
company ;  consequently  where,  from  the  return,  it  appeared  that  A.  was  a 
shareholder  up  to  November,  1833,  and  that  h«  then  agreed  to  assign  his 
shares  to  B.,  who  wns  appointed  by  the  company  a  director  in  respect  of 
these  shares,  and  in  February,  1839,  the  company  indorsed  bill*  to  the  peti- 
tioners; that  no  return  had  been  made  under  the  8th  section,  and  that  the 
1  of  transfer  between  A.  and  B.  was  not  executed  till  March,  1839;  it 
was  coniiidered  that  A.  continued  a  partner  till  March,  and  therefore  liable, 
under  llto  proviso  in  the  1st  section,  to  pay  the  bills;  and  proof  againxt 
A.'s  estate  was  accordingly  admitted  (Ex  parte  Pruscotf,  1  Mont.  At  Ch. 
611). 

One  partner  may  bring  actions  in  the  name  of  the  firm  to  recover  debit 
due  to  it  (Whitehoad  v.  Hughe*,  2  C.  At  M.  318);  but  the  partners  who 
object  have  a  right  to  be  indemnified  against  the  ousts  (Ib-). 

Where  OQ6  of  two  partners  makes  a  contract  as  to  the  terms  on  which 
any  business  is  to  be  transacted  by  the  firm,  although  *urh  business  is  not 
in  their  usual  course  of  dealing,  and  even  contrary  to  their  arrangement 
with  each  other,  and  the  business  is  afterward*  transacted  by  or  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  o  her  partner,  it  wns  held,  that  he  was  bound  by  tha  coa- 
tract  made  with  his  partner  (Sandilands  v.  Marsh,  2  B.  At  Ad.  673 ;  but  see 
Husleham  v.  Young,  5  Q.  B.  833).  If  two  persons,  not  parncrs,  pay  money 
on  their  joint  account  into  a  bank,  a  payment  by  the  bankers  to  one  only,  is 
not  a  payment  which  binds  tin*  other.  The  admission,  acknowledgment,  or 
representation  of  one  partner  is  evidence  against  (It**  firm  (Kapp  v.  Latham, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  79.1);  Wood  v.  Bniddick,  1  Taunt.  104;  I'riiclurd  v.  Draper,  1 
Russ.  At  M.  199;  Cheap  v.  Cramond,  4  B.  At  Ad.  003;  Lacy  v.  M'Nuill,  4 
D.  At  R.  7 ;  antf,  Vol.  I.  p.  74  ;  Vol.  II.  pp.  503,  59J;  Innes  v.  Stephen- 
son,  1  Moo.  &  K.  845).  A  part  payment  of  principal  and  interest,  by  one 
of  a  firm,  is  an  answer  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations  ns  to  all,  even  since  the 
9  C.PO.  IV.  c.  14,  which  see  (Wyatt  v.  Ilod<on,  3  Bing.  309). 

One  partner  agreeing  to  pay  a  debt  assigned  over  by  tlicir  creditor  to  a 
third  person  renders  the  rest  liable  (4  I).  A:  R.  7).  But  the  implied  autho- 
rity of  n  partner  does  not  enable  him  to  execute  deeds  in  the  name  of  the 
firm  (Harrison  v.  Jackson,  7  T.  R.  207;  Thomas  v.  Frere,  10  East,  418; 
Uinan  v.  Cooke,  1  D.  At  L.  22) ;  Hall  v.  Bainbridge,  1  Man.  At  G.  42). 
And  if  one  partner  acknowledge  that  he  gave  the  other  partner  authority  to 
execute  a  deed  for  him,  the  presumption  is  that  it  was  a  legal  authority,  that 
is,  under  seal ;  and  such  authority  must  be  produced,  the  bare  acknowledg- 
ment being  insufficient  (Stciglitz  v.  Eggington,  Holt,  N.  P.  141).  But  if  one 
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partner,  in  the  presence  of  the  other,  and  with  his  express  consent,  execute 
a  deed  for  both  of  them,  in  the  transaction  in  which  both  are  interested,  it 
is  a  valid  execution  by  bolh,  although  there  be  but  one  seal,  and  it  be  not 
put  twice  on  the  same  wax  (Ball  v.  Dunsterville,  4  T.  R.  313).  If  he  exe- 
cute such  instruments,  he  will  himself  be  bound,  though  they  will  not  (Elliot 
v.  Davies,  2  B.  &  P.  338).  He  may,  however,  execute  a  deed  of  release, 
which  will  be  binding  on  the  firm  (Bayley  v.  Loyd,  7  Mod.  250;  6  Rep. 
252  ;  Perry  v.  Jackson,  4  T.  R.  516;  Arton  v.  Booth,  4  Mod.  192 ;  Furni- 
val  v.  Weston,  7  Moo.  356).  "  If  a  party,  by  his  own  act,  be  barred  from 
recovering  in  an  action,  he  cannot,  by  joining  other  persons  as  pits.,  undo 
his  own  act,  and  acquire  a  right  to  recover"  (Wallace  v.  Kelsall,  7  M.  & 
W.  264).  *A  covenant  by  one  partner  not  to  sue  cannot  be  pleaded 
[*607  ]  as  a  release,  in  an  action  by  both  (Walmsley  v.  Cooper,  11  Ad. 
&  E.  216).  Bui  qiecere,  whether  such  deed  would  bind  the  part- 
nership interest  as  an  instrument  in  writing  (see  Hunter  v.  Parker,  7  M.  & 
W.  322).  Nor  can  he  bind  the  firm  by  submitting  to  arbitration  (Steed  v. 
Salt,  3  Bing.  101  ;  Adams  v.  Bankard,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  681  ;  and  see  Boyd 
v.  Emmerson,  2  Ad.  &  E.  184;  Armilage  v.  Winterbottom,  1  Man.  &  G. 
130  ;  Hambridge  v.  De  la  Croucp,  1  C.  &  P.  85 j;  nor  by  making  a  guar- 
antee (Ex  parte  Gardom,  15  Ves.  280;  Duncan  v.  Lowndes,  3  Camp.  478; 
Ex  parte  Bonbonus,  8  Ves.  584 ;  see  ante,  p.  562);  unless  the  partners  were 
accustomed  to  give  such  guarantees,  or  the  same  was  given  in  the  course  of 
their  dealing  (Sandilands  v.  Marsh,  2  B.  &  Ad.  673;  Pea.  79 ;  Ex  parte 
Notte,  2  G.  &  J.  295). 

One  of  a  firm  of  solicitors  cannot  bind  the  partnership  by  signing  a  gua- 
rantee (Hastleham  v.  Young,  5  Q.  B.  833;  Crawford  v.  Stirling,  4  Esp. 
207;  Payne  v.  Ives,  3D.  &  R.  664);  or  making  a  note  (Hedley  v.  Bain- 
bridge,  3  Q.  B.  316).  And  see  how  far  the  liability  of  the  partnership  may 
be  relieved  by  notice  to  pit.,  infra,  p.  615. 

If  one  partner  commit  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  other  may,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  and  without  fraud,  dispose  of  the  partnership  effects; 
and  though  he  himselfafterwards  become  bankrupt,  the  assignees  under  a  joint 
commission  cannot  maintain  trover  against  the  bona  fide  vendee  of  such  part- 
nership effects;  and  the  same  rule  holds  although  the  solvent  partner  knew 
of  the  bankruptcy  (Fox  v.  Hanbury,  Cowp.  449).  Where  one  of  two  part- 
ners, who  were  country  bankers,  became;  bankrupt,  and  the  defts.,  being 
holders  of  their  notes,  obtained  payment  of  part  of  them  from  the  London 
banker  at  whose  house  they  were  payable,  out  of  funds  in  their  hands 
belonging  to  the  country  bank,  and  the  solvent  partner,  knowing  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy, procured  a  debtor  to  the  firm  to  give  his  bill  in  part  satisfaction  of  his 
debt,  and  indorsed  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  dells,  in  payment  of  the 
residue  of  the  notes  in  their  hands,  and  afterwards  became  bankrupt:  held, 
that  the  assignees  under  a  joint  commission  could  not  recover  from  the  defts. 
the  moneys  so  paid  to  them  by  the  London  bankers,  nor  the  proceeds  of  the 
said  bill  (Harvey  v.  Crickett,  5  M.  &  S.  336 ;  see  Woodbridge  v.  Swann,  4 

B.  &  Ad.  636). 

Notice  by  A.  to  one  partner  is  notice  by  A.  to  all  (Mayhew  v.  Eames,  1 

C.  &  P.  550  ;  Hunt  v.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company,  5  M.  &  S.  47  ; 
Alderson  v.  Pope,  1   Camp.   404;  Porthouse  v.  Barker,  ib.   82;  Perry  v. 
Jackson,  4  T.  R.  516;  Heath  v.  Sansom,  2  B.  &  Ad.  291);  but  not.  in  joint- 
stock  companies,  it  seems  (see  Thompson  v.  Speirs,  13  Sim.  469;  Povvles 
v.  Page,  15  Law  J.  217,  C.  P.).     But  where  the  transaction  is  not  lonafule, 
notice  to  one  partner,  is  not  impliedly  notice  to  the  firm  (Bignold  v.  Water- 
house,  1  M.  «Ss  S.  255). 
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Where  the  drawers  of  a  bill  of  exchnnse  are  in  partnership,  a  notice  to 
one  is  a  notice  to  all  ;  and  therefore,  where  a  bill  is  drawn  by  a  firm  upon 
ope  of  thnt  firm,  and  dishonoured,  notice  of  dishonour  need  not  be  given  to 
toe  firm  (Porthouse  v.  Parker,  1  Camp.  82). 

Contract  by  Partner*  in  indivvlual  Character.]     Partners  cannot  bo 
bound  by  any  contract  made  with  their  partner  as  an  individual,  and  on  his 
own  account,  though  he  may  afterwards  impart  to  them  the  benefit  derived 
from  it  (SifTkinv.  Walker,  2  Camp.  309;  Emlye  v.  Lye,  15  East,  7  ;  Lloyd 
\  .  l-'reshfield,  2  C.  &  P.  825;  Smi  h  v.  Craven,  1  Cr.  Ac  J.  500;  see  Thac 
v.  Monies,  1  Moo.  &  R.  79  ;  Reavin  v.  Lewis,  1  Sim.  376  ;  Vere 
v.  Ashby,  10  B.  At  C.  289).     *Thus,  where  an  author  agrees  to  [  '608  ] 
furnish  manuscript,  and  (he  publisher  to  print  and  publish  at  his 
own  risk  and  expense,  and  to  account  to  the  author  for  half  the  net  profits, 
here  the  author  is  not  liable  for  the  printing  and  materials  furnished  to  the 
bookseller  unless  ho  holds  himself  out  as  being  so  (Wilson  v.  Whitehcad, 
10  M.  At  W.  603). 

Where  one  of  two  partners,  having  authorityto  bind  the  other,  by  draw- 
ing  or  indorsing  bills  raised  money  by  bills  in  fictitious  names,  indosed  by 
him  in  the  partnership  firm,  to  whose  purposes  it  was  afterwards  applied  : 
held,  thiit  the  other  partner  was  liable  to  the  persons  from  whom  the  money 
was  so  obtained  (Thickness  v.  Bmmilow,  2  Cr.  At  J.  425).  But  if  the  partner 
h.id  really  the  power  to  contract  on  account  of  the  firm,  although  he  describe 
himself  as  doing  so  in  his  individual  character,  if  the  contract  be  for  a  loan, 
or  for  the  purchase  of  goods,  but  not  on  any  security  of  a  several  nature 
given  by  him,  the  creditor  may  charge  the  partnership,  on  discovering  the 
transaction  to  have  been  on  its  account  (Robinvm  v.  Gleadow,  2  Bing.  N. 
C.  156;  Me  Brown  v.  Gibbons,  5  Bro.  P.  C.  491  ;  Lloyd  v.  Krohfield,  3 
C.  At  P.  325  ;  Dentnn  v.  Robie,  3  Camp.  493  ;  Beckh.im  v.  Drake,  I)  M.  At 
W.  79;  11  M.  &  W.  315;  Ex  partv  Bullitho,  Buck,  1100). 


Ratification.]  The  subsequent  approval  and  recognition,  by 
the  firm,  of  the  act  or  contract  of  one  of  (he  partners,  or  thuir  privity  and 
silence,  affords  strong  evidenc  •  that  he  MOB  invested  with  a  sufficient  authority 
to  bind  the  partnership  (Ex  partc  Bonbonus,  8  Yes.  540;  Ex  partc  llotvncss, 
2  M.  At  S.  484  ;  Ex  pane  Node,  2  G.  A:  J.  295;  Adams  v.  It  mkhall,  jw/wa; 
Duncan  v.  Lowndes,  3  Camp.  478;  S.mdilnnds  v.  Marsh,  2  B.  A:  A.  673; 
Ex  partc  Node,  2  G.  At  J.  295  ;  but  see  Beulc  v.  Muuls,  10  Q.  B.  976).  If  two 
horse-dealers  (partners)  hhould  ajiree  between  themselves  never  to  warrant, 
yet,  though  this  be  their  course  of  business,  there  is  no  doubt  that  if  upon  the 
sulo  of  a  horse,  the  properly  of  (he  parlnen.hi{>,  one  of  them  should  given 
warranty,  the  other  would  be  thereby  bound  (Sandilands  v.  Marsh,  2  B.  Ac 
A.  67£,  per  AbboU,  C.  J.).  So,  actit  »ubsequeni  to  ^he  lime  of  delivering 
goods  on  a  contract  may  be  admitted  as  evidence  to  show  that  the  goods 
were  delivered  on  a  partnership  account,  if  it  were  doubtful  at  the  time  of 
the  contract  (Savillo  v.  Robertson,  4  T.  K.  720  ;  Gardner  v.  Childs,  2  Jur. 
223)  ;  but  if  it  clearly  appear  no  partnership  whatever  existed  at  the  time  of 
the  contract,  no  subsequent  act,  by  any  |>erson  who  may  afterwards  become 
a  partner  (not  even  an  acknowledgment  that  he  is  liable,  nor  his  accepting  a 
bill  drawn  on  them  as  partners,  for  goods  sold  to  his  other  partner,  before 
tbo  partnership)  will  rn  ike  him  liable  in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered, although  he  will  bo  liable  to  an  action  on  the  bill  (Seville  v.  Robertson, 
4  T.  R.  720;  and  see  Ridgway  v.  Phillips,  1  C.  M.  At  R.  415). 
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The  firm  may  be  made  liable  for  breaches  of  contract  committed  by  one 
partner  as  their  agent  (Stone  v.  Marsh,  6  B.  &  C.  551;  Marsh  v.  Keating, 
1  Bing.  N.  C.  199;  Sadler  v.  Lee,  6  Beav.  324). 

Where  goods  were  ordered  by  one  member  of  a  club  for  the  benefit  of  all : 
held,  that  any  member  who  either  concurred  in  the  order,  or  subsequently 
assented  to  it,  was  liable,  although  the  member  ordering  the  goods  was  made 
the  debtor  in  the  plt.'s  books,  and  the  bill  was  sent  to  him,  unless  it  clearly 
appeared  that  the  pit.  meant  to  give  credit  to  that  member  only  (Uelauney 
v.  Strickland,  2  Stark.  416  ;  see  Flemyng  v.  Hector,  2  M.  &  VV.  172,  re- 
cognised  in  Todd  v.  Ernly,  7  M,  &  W.  427  ;  ante,  p.  593). 

A  judgment  taken  by  one  of  two  joint  creditors  does  not  extin- 
[  *609  ]  guish  *the  debt,  unless  it  be  taken  with  the  concurrence  of  both 
(Biggs  v.  Fellows,  8  B.  &  C.  405).  In  August,  1821,  A.,  a  trader, 
being  indebted  to  B.  and  C.,  then  in  partnership,  but  about  to  separate,  gave 
a  warrant  of  attorney  to  secure  payment  by  instalments  to  B.  alone,  who 
knew  that  A.  was  then  insolvent.  In  October,  A.  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  in  November,  at  B.'s  desire,  he  sent  goods  to  the  warehouse  of 
B.  and  C.,  as  a  furlher  security  lor  the  debt.  In  December  B.  and  C.  dis- 
solved partnership,  arid  ihe  former  afterwards  received  from  A.  several  sums 
of  money  on  account  of  the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  also  sold  the  goods 
towards  satisfaction  of  the  debt.  A  commission  of  bankruptcy  issued  against 
A.  in  January,  1823,  and  in  November  of  that  year  B.  died :  held,  that  A.'s 
assignee  might  recover  from  C.  the  money  paid  by  A.  orr  the  warrant  of 
attorney  for  money  had  and  received,  and  the  value  of  the  goods  in  trover 

(lb.).    ' 

The  expenses  of  a  company  not  farmed,  but  projected  only,  cannot  be 
thrown  upon  the  shareholders,  unless  with  their  consent.  "The  secretary 
of  the  company  who  gives  the  order  to  the  tradesman  is  the  party  primarily 
liable.  The  direclors  also  who  give  the  orders  to  the  secretary,  may  be 
liable.  A  third  party  may  become  liable,  if  it  can  be  shown  that  he  has  au- 
thorized the  act  oPthe  directors  in  making  the  contract"  (Pick ford  v.  Davis, 
5  M.  &  W.  2,  per  Parke,  B. ;  see  Nockels  v.  Crosby,  supra,  and  Handcock 
v.  Hodgson,  4  Bing.  269).  The  defts.  became  directors  of  a  joint-stock  water 
company,  and  attended  meetings,  and  accepted  and  paid  the  first  instalments 
upon  shares,  required  to  qualify  them  to  act  as  directors.  The  resolutions 
at  the  first  meeting  of  the  company,  and  the  prospectus,  stated  that  an  act 
would  be  applied  for  to  regulate  and  establish  the  company;  after  the  defts. 
had  ceased  to  attend  the  meetings,  the  deft,  advertised  for  tenders,  and  em- 
ployed the  pit.  to  excavate  the  reservoirs.  Held,  that  the  defts.  (they  having 
once  accepted  the  office  of  directors,  and  not  having  since  done  any  act  to 
divest  themselves  of  the  responsibility  attached  to  that  office)  were  liable  to 
the  pit.  for  the  work  done  by  him,  although  not  actually  parties  to  the  con- 
tract, and  although  no  act  had  been  obtained  (Doubleday  v.  Muskett, 7  Bing. 
110;.  An  engineer  sued  the  deft,  as  a  director  of  the  Steam  Washing  Com- 
pany, for  the  price  of  an  engine  erected  upon  their  premises.  The  deft,  was 
a  director  in  May,  1825,  and  in  June,  an  order  given  previously  to  May  by 
one  Tyrrell  for  the  engine,  was  confirmed  by  the  directors  at  a  meeting 
which  the  deft,  did  not  attend  ;  but  he  attended  subsequent  meetings,  and  in- 
spected the  erection  of  the  engine.  His  name  was  in  a  printed  paper,  pur- 
porting to  be  a  prospectus  of  the  company,  stating  that  a  deed  should  be 
executed  by  the  members :  held,  that  the  pit.  was  not  bound  to  show  that 
th •;  deft,  executed  the  deed  and  that  it  should  be  taken  for  granted  that  the 
deft,  would  never  have  continued  to  act  as  director,  unless  he  had  executed 
the  deed,  that  he  was  liable  as  a  partner.  He  was  at  the  meetings  of  the 
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directors,  acting  from  time  to  time,  and  went  to  see  the  works  in  progress, 
and  therefore  it  was  impossible  to  say  he  was  not  liable  (Maudslay  v.  Le 
Blanc,  '2  C.  At  P.  409).  And  in  railway  -peculations,  before  the  act  is  ob- 
tained, the  surveyor,  Ate.,  look  to  the  committee  or  body  of  adventurers  who 
first  employed  thorn;  but,  after  the  act  is  obtained,  it  must  be  considered 
that  they  look  to  the  company  or  persons  made  liable  under  the  act;  so  that 
the  question  is,  to  whom  the  credit  was  given  (Moneypenny  v.  Hartland,  1 
C.  At  P.  35  J).  So,  where  the  pit.  had  been  on  the  3rd  of  "June,  1838,  ap- 
pointed secretary  to  a  local  railway  committee  engaged  in  forming  a  com- 
pany. In  October,  1838,  duft.  joined  the  committee,  whilst  the  plt.'s  services 
continued.  The  project  was  given  up.  The  jury  were  told  "that 
the  members  of  the  committee  would  be  the  persons  liable  to  pay  [  *610  ] 
the  s.ilaries  of  the  pit.,  unless  he  contracted  to  be  paid  from  some 
particular  fund,  and  not  to  look  to  the  commi  tee  for  payment.  The  real 
question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  the  pit.  agreed  that  he  was  not  to  look  for 
payment  from  the  members  of  the  committee  individually,  but  was  only  to 
be  paid  from  the  deposits  and  instalments  in  case  the  company  should  be 
forrm  d  (per  Alderson,  B.,  Kerridge  v.  Hesse,  9  C.  &  P.  200). 

It  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  it  was  lite  intention  of  the  pane's  that 
the  partners  should  join  in  the  contract,  and  if  it  were  not,  the  firm  will  not 
be  bound  (Latch  v.  Wedlack,  11  Ad.  At  E.  959). 

As  to  the  effect  of  admissions  and  representations  made  by  partners,  see 
ante,  Vol.  1.,  p.  74;  Vol.  11.,  pp.  563,  692). 

When  Purtnrrship  cammfncts.]  If  no  other  time  be  specified,  a  partner- 
ship commences  from  the  date  of  the  articles  (Williams  v.  Jones,  5  B.  &  C. 
lOtt);  and  the  liability  of  each  partner  to  third  persons,  in  respect  of  the 
engagements  of  the  others,  commences  with  the  commencement  of  the  part* 
nerahip,  and  is  not  postponed  by  delaying  the  execution  of  the  deed  if  the 
partnership  have  in  fact  commenced  (Bat: Icy  v.  Lewis,  1  Man.  At  G.  155). 
He  is  not  liable  for  contracts  made  previously  (Cult  v.  Howard,  3  Stark.  5 ; 
Vere  v.  Ashby,  10  B.  At  C.  288;  see  Ballley  v.  Lewis,  supra;  Young  v. 
Hunter,  4  Taunt.  5$* ;  Fox  v.  Frith,  10  M.  At  W.  135;  Snville  v.  Robert- 
son,  4  T.  It.  720 ;  Fox  v.  Clifton,  0  Bin-j.  770;  Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  10  B. 
At  C.  14*2  ;  Howi-ll  v.  Brodie,  6  Sing.  N.  U.  44  ;  Harnett  v.  Lambert,  15  M. 
At  W.  489 ;  Uabricll  v.  Evill,  9  M.  A:  W.  y«7 ;  Hawken  v.  Bourne,  8  M.  Ac 
W.  703).  Nor  for  goods  furnished  while  ho  is  a  member  on  a  contract 
made  before  ho  became  so  (Whitehead  v.  Barren,  2  Moo.  A:  R.  243).  If  a 
person  ngreo  to  become  a  partner  at  a  futuru  time,  with  others,  provided 
others  agree  to  do  the  snnv,  and  advance  stipulated  portions  of  capital,  or 
provided  any  other  previous  conditions  are  performed,  ho  gives  no  authority 
at  all  to  any  other  individual  until  all  these  conditions  arc  performed.  If 
any  of  the  intended  partners  in  the  mean  lime  enter  into  contracts,  ho  is  not 
bound  by  them  on  tho  simple  ground  that  he  never  authorized  them,  always 
supposing  that  he  has  not  held  himself  out  directly  or  indirectly  as  having 
given  such  authority  (Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  supra;  per  Parke,  J.).  He  is 
not  liable  by  relation  back  (B.ittley  v.  Lewis,  1  Man.  At  (1.  153;  Vcre  v. 
Ashby,  10  B.  At  C.  298).  But  ho  may  become  liable  by  taking  benefit  from 
and  recognising  the  existence  of  such  contracts  after  he  enters  the  partner- 
ship, on  the  ground  that  he  has  entered  into  a  new  contract  along  with  his 
partners,  of  which  his  conduct  will  be  evidence  (Ex  pnrte  Jackson,  1  Ves. 
131  ;  Ex  parte  Pe.-le,  6  Ves.  602;  Helsly  v.  Mears,  5  B.  At  C.  604;  Barker 
v.  Birt,  10  M.  At  W.  61  ;  Warring:on  v.  Lambert,  10  Law  J.  414). 
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Torts.]  Partners  are  not  liable  for  the  wrongs  of  each  other,  unconnected 
with  contracts;  but  they  are  liable  for  the  negligence,  &c.,  of  a  partner  in 
performance  of  a  contract  connected  with  their  joint  trade  (Wollct  v.  Cham- 
bers, Cowp.  814;  Monton  v.  Hardeane,  4  B.  &  C.  223).  So,  they  are 
responsible  for  his  frauds  (Marsh  v.  Keating,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  199;  Wollet  v. 
Chambers,  supra;  Rapp  v.  Latham,  supra;  Sadler  v.  Leigh,  supra;  Blair  v. 
Bromley,  16  Law  J.  105,  C.  C.).  So,  for  breaches  of  the  revenue  laws  com- 
mitted by  him  in  the  management  of  the  partnership  business  (Attorney- 
General  v.  Stanniforth,  Bunb.  97 ;  Attorney-General  v.  Weeks,  ib.  223 ; 
Attorney-General  v.  Burges,  ib.;  King  v.  Manning,  Com.  Rep.  616;  Attor- 
ney-General v.  Siddon,  1  Cr.  &  J.  220  ;  Attorney-General  v.  Riddell,  2  Cr. 
&  J.  493). 

[*611]  ^Evidence  for  Defendant. 

The  deft.'s  evidence  will  consist  in  rebutting  the  plt.'s  proofs  as  to  the 
partnership,  and  deft.'s  liability.  As  to  the  application  of  payments,  in 
liquidation  of  claims  on  partnerships,  see  post. 

Payment  or  satisfaction  of  a  debt  by  one  partner,  is  so  by  them  all  (Innea 
v.  Stephcnson,  1  Moo.  &  R.  145;  Cheap  v.  Cramond,  4  B.  &  A.  663; 
Ballam  v.  Price,  2  Moo.  235;  Clark  v.  Clemont,  6  T.  R.  525;  Newton  v. 
Blunt,  16  Law  J.  121,  C.  P.).  Where  money  is  paid  into  a  bank  to  tfie 
joint  account  of  two  persons,  not  partners  in  trade,  the  bankers  are  not  dis- 
charged by  payment  to  one  of  these  persons  without  the  authority  of  the 
other  (Innes  v.  Stephcnson,  1  Moo.  &  li.  145). 

Where  one  of  three  partners  after  a  dissolution  of  partnership,  undertook 
by  deed  to  pay  a  particular  partnership  debt  on  two  bills  of  exchange,  which 
was  communicated  to  the  holder,  who  consented  to  take  the  separate  notes 
of  one  partner  for  the  amount,  reserving  his  right  against  all  three,  and 
retaining  poss'  ssion  of  the  original  bills  :  held,  that  the  separate  notes  having 
proved  unproductive,  he  might  resort  to  his  remedy  against  the  other  part- 
ners, and  that  the  taking  the  separate  notes,  and  afterwards  renewing  them 
several  times  successivelv,  did  not  amount  to  satisfaction  of  the  joint  debt 
(Bedford  v.  Deakin,  2  B.'&  A.  210). 

So,  a  release  or  discharge  even  without  deed  to  one  of  several  partners, 
or  joint  debtors,  though  the  debt  be  joint  and  several,  is  a  discharge  to  all 
(Co.  Lit.  232  a;  see  Collins  v.  Prosser,  1  B.  &  C.  682;  Nicholson  v. 
Revill,  4  Ad.  &  E.  675;  Cheetham  v;  Ward,  1  B.  &  P.  630).  But  though 
a  covenant  not  to  sue  an  individual  may,  to  avoid  circuity  of  action,  bo 
pleaded  by  him  as  a  release,  yet  a  covenant  not  to  sue  one  partner  does  not 
release  the  rest  (Hutlon  v.  Eyre,  (5  Taunt.  289 ;  Thomas  v.  Courtnay,  1  B. 
&  A.  8;  Lacy  v.  Kynaslon,  12  Mod.  551 ;  Dean  v.  Newhall,  8  T.  R.  168). 
Compounding  an  action  against  one  of  two  joint  contractors,  is  no  discharge 
of  the  other  (Field  v.  Robins,  6  Ad.  &  E.  90).  If  a  creditor  draw  on  the 
continuing  partners  for  a  part  of  the  balance  due  to  him,  and  send  in  more 
goods,  or  strike  a  fresh  balance  with  the  new  partners  for  a  different  rate  of 
interest,  or  if  a  new  partner  come  in,  and  the  creditor  accept  an  account  in 
which  the  new  partner  is  made  liable  for  the  balance,  this  discharges  the  old 
firm  (Hart  v.  Alexander,  7  C.  &  P.  754).  Where,  in  the  case  of  the  death 
of  one  of  two  partners,  there  was  an  agreement  between  the  surviving  part- 
ner and  a  creditor  of  the  firm,  that  in  lieu  of  a  portion  of  the  partnership 
debt,  the  surviving  partner  should  be  considered  as  having  furnished  a  quan- 
tity of  stock,  and  the  creditor  was  afterwards  debited  with  the  amount  of  the 
dividends,  though  the  stock  was  not  produced:  held,  that  the  surviving  part- 
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ner  assumed  that  portion  of  ih«  deb',  and  that  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
partner  was  released  from  it  (Winter  v.  Innes,  2  Jur.  981). 

One  partner  may  show  that  he  is  not  liable,  by  proving  that  he  gave 
express  notice  to  the  pit.  that  he  would  not  be  responsible  for  the  ac's  of  his 

co-partners  ( v.  Layfield,  1  Salk.  292 ;  Vem  v.  Fleming,  1  Y.  &  J. 

227).  Thus,  where  A.  and  B.  were  partners,  and  A.  gave  notice  to  a  cre- 
ditor to  deliver  no  goods  to  B.,  without  A.'s  concurrence,  the  creditor  cannot 
recover  for  goods  delivered  to  B.,  without  proving  that  A-  adopted  the  sale, 
or  derived  benefit  from  the  goods  (Willes  v.  Dyson,  1  Stark.  164;  Galway 
(Lord)  v.  Matthew,  10  Ivist,  264). 

It  will  also  be  a  sufficient  defence  to  show,  thnt  one  of  the  part- 
ner* *nctcd  exclusively,  and  for  his  own  benefit,  though  in  the    [  *612  ] 
name  of  the  pirnership,  and  that  it  was  known  to  the  pit.  (Shir* 
rifl*  v.  Wilks,  1  Gist,  48;  Arden  v.  Sharp*.  2  Bsp.  523;  Swann  v.  Steele, 
7  East,  '<»10;  Ex  parte  Ronbonus,  8  Vcs.  584 ;  Soaith  v.  Burridgc,  4  Taunt. 
684;  Vcra  v.  Ashby,  10  B.  At  C.  298;  Sutton  v.  Gregory,  Peak.  Ad.  Ca. 
150;  Gordon  v.  Ellis,  3  C.  B.  821 ;  ante,  p.  564 ;  and  see  South  Carolina 
Bank  v.  Case,  8  C.  A:  P.  427);  and  evidence  of  this  may  be  presumed  from 
the  facts  of  the  cnsc,  because  it  may  n«»t  be  possible  to  give  further  evidence 
of  it.    Thus,  where  the  pits.  (ShirnfT  and  another)  drew  a  bill  for  n  bal. 
ance  due  from  Uishop  and  Wilks  for  porter  sold  to  them,  exclusively  of 
Robson,  another  partner,  nnd  they  tried  to  charge  Robaon,  at  well  ns  Bishop 
and  \\  ilks,  by  Bishop's  accepting  the  bill  in  (he  name  of  the  firm,  it  was 
held,  that  the  pits,  must  have  been  aware  of  the  fraud,  from  the  nature  of 
the  transaction,  and  that  collusion  between  the  pits,  and  Wilks  might  be  in* 
ferrcd  (ShirrifT  v.  Wilks,  1  East,  48).     Hut,  where  the  pits.,  the  separata 
creditors  of  one  partner,  tnkc  the  joint  security  of  the  firm,  without  consult, 
ing  all  its  members,  it  will  not  be  a  sufficient  inference  of  fraud  (Ridley  v. 
Taylor,  13  East,  175).     A  partnership  cnnnot  acquire  property  in  goods 
obtained  by  the  fraud  of  one  of  the  partners,  to  which  the  others  are  not 
privy  (Kilby  v.  Wilson,  1  R   At  M.  78). 

Where  one  of  two  partner*,  with  the  intention  of  chanting  the  other,  goes 
to  a  shop  and  purchases  articles  such  as  mi^ht  bo  used  in  the  partnership 
business,  which  he  instantly,  by  pawning,  converts  to  his  own  use,  if  there 
were  no  collusion  bctwetn  him  and  the  seller,  this  is  to  be  considered  a  part, 
ncnhip  transaction,  and  the  innocent  partner  is  liable  for  the  price  of  the 

goods,  without  proof  of  any  previous  dealings  between  the  parties  ( jr. 

Layfield,  1  Sulk.  tfJW,  n.;  Bond  v.  Gibson,  1  Camp.  185).  And,  where 'a 
partner  in  dcft.'s  house  transferred  certain  stock  out  of  the  pit.'*  name  in 
the  books  of  the  II  ink  of  England,  under  n  forged  power  of  attorney,  nnd 
received  the  produce,  and  caused  it  to  be  mixed  with  the  money  of  the  firm, 
and  having  been  convicted  of  another  forgery  committed  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances, was  executed :  held,  that  the  pit.  mi^ht  recover  the  amount  in 
an  action  for  money  hnd  and  received  to  her  use  agninst  the  surviving  part- 
ners (Marsh  v.  Keating,  1  Sco.  5).  Where  bunk  rs  were  employed  to 
receive  the  dividends  of  certain  stock,  with  tho  r-ceipl  of  th<?  dividends  of 
which  they  had  in  their  books  credited  their  employers,  and  n  partner  in  the 
firm  having  sold  the  stock  by  means  of  a  forced  power  of  attorney,  and 
continued  to  make  entries  in  the  books  of  the  firm  as  though  the  dividend* 
had  been  received  by  him :  held,  thnt  the  other  parties  weru  not  bound  by 
the  entries  so  made,  and  could  not  bo  charged  in  lh«  above  form  of  notion 
(see  Hume  v.  Holland,  1  C.  6c  M.  130;  Shaw  v.  Darlncll,  0  B.  &  C.  05 ; 
bhaw  v.  Woodcock,  7  B.  &  C.  73). 
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Where  the  transaction  is  not  bona  fide,  notice  to  one  partner  is  not  im- 
pliedly  notice  to  the  firm  (Bignold  v.  Waterhouse,  1  M.  &  S.  259). 

The  bankrupt  O'N.  contracted  a  debt  with  the  petitioners,  and  entered 
into  a  partnership  with  the  other  bankrupt  M.  After  the  partnership  the 
agent  of  O'N.  delivered  to  the  petitioners  in  satisfaction  of  their  debt,  a  bill 
drawn  by  him  on  the  firm  of  N.  and  M.,  and  such  bill  was  afterwards 
accepted  by  O'N.,  in  the  name  of  the  firm.  It  appeared  that  O'N.'s  accept- 
ance of  this  bill  was  without  the  privity  or  authority  of  M.,  but  it  did  not 
appear  that  there  was  any  express  collusion  or  knowledge  that  M.  had  not 
authorized  O'N.  to  give  the  partnership  acceptance.  The  question  was 
whether  the  petitioners  under  the  circumstances  were  entitled  to  prove  the  < 

*bill  against  the  joint  estate  of  O'N.  and  M.  The  Vice-Chancel- 
[*613  ]  lor  said,  "  Upon  an  attentive  consideration  of  the  authorities,  1  am 
of  opinion  that  where  one  partner  gives  the  acceptance  of  the  firm 
in  payment  of  his  separate  debt  without  authority  from  his  co-partner,  such 
acceptance  does  not  bind  the  firm,  and  that  the  petitioners  cannot  prove 
against  the  joint  estate"  (Ex  parte  Goukling,  2  G.  &  J.  118;  see  Green  v. 
Deakin,  2  Sunk.  347  ;  Wells  v.  Masterman,  3  Esp.  730;  Ex  parto  Thorpe, 
3  Deac.  16);  even  an  indorsee  of  a  bill  or  note  thus  given  in  i'raud  of  a 
firm,  cannot  sue  the  firm  thereon  without  proving  that  he  took  the  bill  for 
value,  although  no  notice  had  been  given  to  him  to  prove  the  consideration 
(Heath  v.  Sansom,  2  B.  &  Ad.  291). 

Where  the  pit.  had,  previous  to  the  formation  of  the  partnership,  advanced 
a  sum  of  money  to  one  of  the  intended  partners,  to  enable  him  to  become 
one  of  the  firm,  it  was  held  the  pit.  could  not  recover  on  a  bill  afterwards 
drawn  by  such  party  in  I  he  name  of  the  firm,  in  payment  of  such  advance; 
and  that  the  other  partners  might  defend  the  action,  without  giving  any 
notice  of  the  intention  to  dispute  the  consideration  (Green  v.  Deakin,  2 
Stark.  347);  and  unless  the  security  was  transferred  fora  separate  demand, 
the  presumption  of  fraud  will  not  arise,  for  if  it  be  in  the  usual  course  of 
commercial  transactions  as  upon  discount,  without  knowledge  by  the  trans- 
ferree  that  it  was  a  separate  transaction,  the  partners  will  be  bound,  though 
the  whole  produce  may  have  been  applied  to  the  transferring  parln;  r's  own 
use  (Ex  parte  Bonbonus,  8  v  es.  540).  Where  the  deft.'s  partner  was  sepa- 
rately indebted  to  the  pit.  in  the  sum  of  80/.,  and  gave  him  the  acceptance  of 
the  firm  I'or  130/.,  it  was  held  that  though  the  pit.  had  no  right  to  retain 
thereout  his  debt  of  80/.,  yet  he  might  keep  a  verdict  he  had  recovered  for 
the  residue,  and  for  the  amount  of  another  partnership  acceptance  with 
respect  to  which  no  fraud  was  proved  (Wintle  v.  Crowther,  2  Cr.  &,  J.  316; 
Wilson  v.  Bay  Icy,  1  Dowl.  18). 

And,  in  an  ac:ion  on  a  bill  against  three  acceptors,  by  the  indorsee,  where 
it  appeared  that  the  deft*,  uere  partners  in  a  tea  speculation,  and  the 
drawer,  a  wine-merchant,  drew  in  payment  of  wine  delivered  to  one  of  the 
three,  the  judge  directed  the  jury,  that  if  they  found  that  the  bill  was  so 
drawn,  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  other  defts.,  they  were  not 
liable,  and  the  jury  found  I'or  the  defis.  (Wood  v.  Holbeck,  Ch.  Bills.  7th 
ed.  34).  It  is  a  general  rule  that  an  in-corning  partner  cannot  be  charged 
by  a  creditor  for  a  debt  due  from  the  former  partners,  although  ihe  old  part- 
ners agreed  with  the  new  member  that  he  should  be  regarded  as  a  pnrtner 
from  a  period  anterior  to  the  time  the  debt  was  contracted  (Veie  v.  Ashby, 
10  B.  &  C.  288). 

Where  the  partnership  is  proved  an  indorsement  of  a  bill  or  no'e  by  one 
of  the  partners  in  the  partnership  namo  is  sufficient  (Carvick  v.  Vickery,  2 
Dowl.  053,  n.). 


PARTNERS.  613 

With  r^rx»ct  to  negotiable  instruments  given  in  thr  name  of  the  firm  the 
rule  is  that  'hey  cannot  be  enforced  by  any  one  who  hns  been  guil'y  of 
\\i\l  them  (Arden  v.  Shar|>e,  2  Esp.  524);  or  who  knew  that 
.  hid  baen  fraudulently  obtained;  or,  if  he  had  no  such  knowledge, 
unless  h  •  _'  ive  a  vuluabh  consideration  (or  th  -in  » II  -atli  v.  San*om,  2  R.  Ac 
Ad.  291  ;  VVintle  v.  Cruwilier,  1  Cromp.  &  J.  316;  Ex  parte  Hii-lwll,  M. 
D.  At  D.  615 ;  Swrnnn  v.  Steele,  7  East,  210;  Lacy  <.  Walcot,  2  D.  Ac  R. 
459).  R'it  the  fraud  of  one  partner  is  only  available  as  a  defence.  There- 
fore, where  he  has  fraudulently  given  the  bills  and  money  of  the  firm  for  his 
own  debt,  th  v  cannot  bring  trover  for  the  one  or  assumpsit  for  the  other, 
which  woul  I  ••hlije  them  to  join  the  fraudulent  partner  as  a  co-pit 
•(Jon.-s  v.  Ya-.-s,  9  B.  A:  C.  53,»;  see  Wallace  v.  KeUall,  7  M.  &  [  »614  1 
W.  *64 ;  Gordon  v.  Ellis,  7  Man.  At  G.  607). 

In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  collusion  a  party  who  has  received  a  bill  given 
by  one  of  several  partners  in  th'-  name  of  the  firm,  for  his  separate  debt,  may 
sue  the  partnership  on  such  bill  (Swan  v.  Su-ele,  7  Enst,  210;  Ridley  v. 
Taylor,  tupra;  Lloyd  v.  Ashley,  2  B.  As  Ad.  23).  Where  a  bill  has  been 
drawn  by  one  partner  in  fraud  of  the  rest,  to  pny  a  separate  creditor,  a  co- 
partner is  a  competent  witness  for  the  acceptor,  in  an  action  against  him  by 
the  creditor,  to  prove  the  want  of  authority  (Kidlcy  v.  Taylor,  13  East, 
175).  After  the  bankruptcy  of  one  of  two  partners,  the  solvent  partner 
nriy  bind  the  firm  by  accepting  a  bill  in  the  hand*  of  a  botin  frit  indorsee 
for  a  drbt  previously  due  from  the  firm  (Ex  parte  Robinson,  1  Mont.  Ac 
Ayr.  18). 

If  one  of  two  partners  draw  bills  in  his  own  name,  and  a  banker  discount 
them  through  the  medium  of  the  same  agent  who  had  with  the  ••lilt  banker 
discounted  other  bilU  drawn  ia  the  name  of  the  partnership  firm ;  it  was 
holden  that  the  banker  had  no  remedy  against  the  partnership  on  the  bill  so 
drawn  by  the  single  partner,  as  they  did  nut  appear  to  be  drawn  for  or  on 
account  of  the  partnership,  nor  art*  they  liable  for  money  lent,  although  the 
proceeds  had  been  applied  to  the  use  of  the  partnership,  inasmuch  as  the 
transac  ion  was  originally  mere  matter  of  discount,  and  not  an  advance  of 
money  to  the  partnership  taking  the  bills  as  a  collateral  security  (Ejnly  v. 
Lye,  15  East,  7).  Hut  where  one  partner,  wi:h  the  privity  of  the  other, 
draws  bills  in  his  own  name,  upon  the  partnership  firm  in  favour  of  persons 
who  advance  him  the  money,  which  he  applies  to  the  use  of  the  partnership, 
although  the  partners  are  not  jointly  liablu  on  the  bills,  they  may  be  jointly 
sued  by  the  payees  for  money  lent  (Dcnton  v.  Bodie,  3  Cump.  493 ;  Bedford 
v.  Deacon,  2  B.  &  A.  210). 

The  pit.  agreed  with  one  of  the  defts.,  who  wore  stage-coach  proprietors, 
to  carry  cerain  parcels  for  him  free  of  expense,  which  he  did  for  two  years, 
but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  other  defts.  had  any  knowledge  of  this  agree- 
ment ;  the  d<  .':-.  hud  given  notice  that  they  would  not  be  accountable  for 
parcels  above  the  value  of  5/.  unless  entered  and  paid  for,  A;c. :  held,  that 
they  were  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  a  parcel  above  the  value  of  5/.  sent  by 
the  pit.  un.ler  the  agreement,  no  notice  of  the  value  of  the  parcel  having  been 
given  to  'he  deft*.  The  court  considered  the  agreement  with  one  of  the  firm 
as  a  IV M  1  on  the  other  partners,  and  undo  for  the  individual  benefit  of  that 
deft.  (Bi;no!d  v.  Wain-house,  1  M.  A:  S.  255). 

It  is  a  ^'xid  defence  tint  the  pit.  had  notice  that  the  firm  would  not  be 
bound  by  tho  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange  by  one  of  the  firm  (Galloway 
T.  Mu  th'«  v,  10  East,  204). 

Wh<  re  a  pursuer  h'is  subscribed  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  slightly  diflering 
from  tl .-•  real  came,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  he  had  authority 
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from  the  firm  to  do  so,  or  whether  he  must  be  taken  to  hnve  issued  the  bill 
on  his  own  account  (Faith  v.  Richmond,  11  Ad.  &  E.  339). 

There  is  no  implied  au  hority  in  a  director  of  a  joint-stock  company,  not 
being  a  trading  partnership,  to  accept  bills  of  exchange  on  the  part  of  the 
directors  of  the  company  (Bramah  v.  Roherts,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  972  ;  Dickin- 
son v.  Valpy,  10  B.  &  C.  1*28).  Nor  can  il  be  presumed  from  the  fact  that 
the  defts.  have  paid  similar  bills,  accepted  before  some  of  them  became  direc- 
tors (Ib.  ante,  p.  603').  In  an  action  against  A.  and  B.  as  acceptors,  if  one 
by  his  plea  admit  his  signature,  it  must  be  proved  against  the  other  (Gray 
v.  Palmers,  1  Esp.  135);  and  where  the  acceptance  is  stated  to  be 
[  *615  ]  by  A.,  B.,  and  C.,  *which  is  denied  by  A.  and  B.,  and  C.  suffers 
judgment  by  default,  A.  and  B.  are  entitled  to  a  verdict  by  showing* 
that  the  bill  was  drawn  on  the  directors  of  a  company  and  accepted  by  them 
as  such,  but  only  signed  by  C.  as  a  manager,  and  not  as  a  director  (Butt  v. 
Morell,  12  Ad.  &  E.  745). 

Deft,  may  also  show  that  the  partnership  had  been  dissolved  vvh^n  the  de- 
mand accrued,  and  that  the  defts.  had  given  sufficient  notice  of  that  fact. 
Proof  of  notice  to  pit.  may  be  shown  either  by  proving  express  notice  of  the 
dissolution  given  to  the  pit.  by  letter,  &c.,  or  by  a  due  nolice  published  in 
the  Gazette  (Godfrey  v.  Turnbull,  1  Esp.  371  ;  Wrightson  v.  Pullan,  1  Stark. 
375;  Kirwan  v.  Kirwan,  2  C.  &  M.  317;  Graham  v.  Hope,  Pea.  -.08). 
Where  no  express  notice  has  been  given,  it  is  requisite  that  public  notice 
should  be  given,  through  the  Gazette  (Gorham  v.  Thompson,  Pi  a.  60,  208, 
n. ;  Godfrey  v.  Turnbull,  1  Esp.  371).  And,  unless  such  be  proved  to  have 
been  given,  a  pit.,  continuing  to  deal  with  the  firm,  may  recover  against  any 
of  the  original  parlies,  though  he  may  have  retired  (Parkins  v.  Carruthers, 
3  Esp.  248);  and  even  where  an  infant  held  himself  out  as  a  partner  with 
T.  S.  and  so  continuing  until  within  a  short  period  of  age,  after  which  time 
there  was  no  proof  of  his  acting  as  a  partner:  held,  that  it  was  his  duty  to 
have  notified  his  disaffirmanee  of  the  partnership  on  his  coming  of  age,  and 
having  neglected  to  do  so,  he  was  liable  to  ihose  who  had  trusted  T.  S.  with 
goods  subsequently  on  the  credit  of  the  partnership  (Goode  v.  Harrison,  5  B. 
&  A.  147  ;  Kirwan  v.  Kirwan,  supra  ;  see  Blew  v.  Wyatt,  5  C.  &  P.  397). 
If  the  pit  had  been  formerly  in  the  habit  of  dealing  with  the  firm  it  should 
be  shown  that  a  special  notice  had  been  given  to  him  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership,  or  actual  knowledge  thereof  proved  (Graham  v.  Hope,  Pea. 
208  ;  see  Dolman  v.  Orchard,  2  C.  &  P.  104;  Kirwan  v.  Kirwfin,  supra). 
This  may  be  done  by  showing  that  a  punted  circular  had  been  left  at  plt.'s 
house,  in  which  case  it  will  be  sufficient  to  produce  and  prove  a  duplicate 
original  (Newsomev.  Coles,  2  Stark.  291  ;  Jenkins  v.  Biizurd,  1  Stark.  478). 
And  it  will  be  insufficient,  in  this  case,  to  show  merely  that  the  dissolution 
had  been  advertised  in  the  Gazelle,  or  in  public  newspapers,  unless  it  be  first 
proved  that  the  pit.  read  un  impression  of  the  paper,  and  even  then  it  will 
not  be  conclusive,  it  it  were  only  by  way  of  advertisement  (Jenkins  v.  Bliz- 
zard, 1  Stark.  418).  If  a  fair  pr«  sumptive  case  be  raised  from  other  circum- 
stances that  the  party  had  actual  notice,  that  will  be  enough  (M'lver  v. 
Humble,  16  East,  169),  An  alteration  in  the  names  of  the  firm  of  a  bank- 
ing-house, contained  in  their  checks,  is  a  sufficient  notice  to  any  customer  to 
whom  they  have  been  delivered  (Barfoot  v.  Goodull,  3  Camp.  147  ;  see  Hart 
v.  Alexander,  2  M.  &  VV.  484).  And  evidence  of  the  notoriety  of  the  dissolu- 
tion is  insufficient,  if  no  notice  h ••>&  been  given  (Graham  v.  Thompson,  Pea. 
42,  60).  Actual  knowledge  of  the  dissolution  may  be  shown  by  direct  evi- 
dence or  inferred  by  the  jury  from  circumstances  (Hart  v.  Alexander,  7  C. 
&.  P.  746).  A  public  notice  in  the  Gazette  will  exonerate  a  lormer  partner 
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from  all  contracts  entered  into  with  persons  who  commenced  dealing  nfter 
such  notice  has  been  given,  even  where  his  name  was  continued  wi  hout 
his  consent  (Newsome  v.  Coles,  2  Camp.  617).  If  a  partner  retire  from  a 
firm  which  has  dealings  with  a  banking  company,  under  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  46, 
the  (act  th.it  a  shareholder  nnd  director,  but  not  a  manager,  in  the  bank 
happens  to  be  one  of  the  firm,  is  not  constructive  notice  ofihe  dissolution  of 
partnership,  so  as  to  protect  the  retired  partner  from  future  liability  to  tite 
bank  (Powles  v.  Page,  3  C.  B.  16). 

*  Where  a  person  sued  as  a  partner  (for  the  value  of  goods  fur- 
nished for  "  the  owners*1  of  a  ship)  was  neither  a  partner  in  fact    [  *616  ] 
at  the  time  (having  parted  with  his  share),  nor  held  himself  out  as 
'  such,  having  before  withdrawn  his  name  from  the  description  of  the  firm,  at 
the  counting-house,  and  sent  circular  letters  to  the  correspondents  of  the 
bouse,  notifying  the  change,  it  was  decided,  that  he  should  not  be  charged 
merely  because  having  effectually  conveyed  his  whole  share  in  the  ship 
before  that  time,  he  had  subsequently  joined  with  the  assignees  of  the  bank- 
rupt partners  in  the  ship,  in  making  a  good  title  to  it  to  a  purchaser  from  tho 
assignee*  (M'lvcr  v.  Humbler,  10  Baal,  109). 

Whenever  a  communication  has  been  made  of  the  intention  of  the  panics 
to  dissolve  a  partnership,  which  is  in  the  course  of  execution,  the  creditor 
must  prove  that  the  intention  has  boon  abandoned  (Paterson  v.  Zachariab,  1 
Stark.  71). 

It  is  not  competent  for  one  of  the  members  who  composed  the  firm  to 
bind  the  others,  afler  dissolution  and  due  notice  thereof,  by  putting  the  part- 
nership name  on  negotiable  security,  although  the  instrument  existed  b-fore 
the  dissolution,  or  was  mad**  for  the  purpose  of  liquidating  the  partnership 
debts,  and  the  party  signing  was  authorized  to  settle  thn  partnership  affairs 
(Abel  v.  Sutton,  3  Esp.  108  ;  Ramsbottom  v.  Lewis,  1  Camp.  291 ;  Thoma- 
son  v.  Frere,  10  ICast,  418).  But  th*.»  authority  and  power  of  the  partners 
continue  for  some  purposes  with  rvferenra  to  transactions  which  occurred 
during  the  partnership  (B«-ak  v.  Beak,  3  Swanst.  327).  Thus  ei'hrr  party 
may  receive  or  release  a  debt  due  to  the  di&aolved  firm,  although  one  of  the 
terms  of  dissolution  was,  that  the  debt  fthould  be  paid  to  the  oilier  partner,  or 
to  a  third  person  (Porter  v.  Bristow,  6  M.  Ac  8.  156;  King  v.  Smith,  4  C.  At 
P.  108 ;  sec  Biggs  v.  Fellows,  8  B.  At  C.  402). 

On  the  dissolution,  a  power  given  to  one  of  the  partners  to  receive  and 
pay  debts,  docs  not  authorize  him  to  indorse  a  bill  in  the  name  of  the  part- 
nership (Gilgour  v.  Fmlayson,  1  II.  Bl.  155;  Lacy  v.  Woulcott,  2  D.  At  R. 
458).  But  a  retiring  partner  may  give  hi*  late  partners  parol  authority  to 
indorse  existing  securities,  which  authority  may  be  inferred  from  circum- 
stances (Smith  v.  Winter,  4  M.  A:  W.  454).  Admissions  made  by  one  of 
two  partners,  afler  dissolution,  concerning  joint  contracts  that  took  place 
during  partnership,  is  competent  evidence  to  charge  the  oilier  partner 
(Wood  v.  Brnddick,  1  Taunt.  104);  otherwise  in  the  case  of  part-own- 
ers of  a  ship  (Jaggors  v.  Binnings,  1  Stark.  64  ;  Hooper  v.  Lusby,  4  Camp. 
66). 

But  if  a  debtor,  who  is  a  partner  in  a  firm,  leave  it,  and  any  person  deal- 
ing with  the  firm  has  no  notice  of  it,  and  goes  on  trading  wi  h  the  firm  and 
making  fresh  contracts,  the  retiring  partner  is  not  liable,  though  no  new 
pan  tier  joins  ihe  firm  (Hart  v.  Alexander,  7  C.  At  I*.  740  ;  Carter  v.  Whalley, 
1  B.  At  Ad.  11). 

Proof  of  notice  of  dissolution  is  unnecessary,  where  the  partner  was 
always  a  dormant  one  (Evans  v.  Drummond,  4  Rsp.  89:  Newmnrsh  v. 
Clay,  14  East,  239.  Brooke  v.  Eudcrby,  2  B.  A:  B.  71 ;  see  Heath  v.  San- 
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som,  1  B.  &  Ad.  177).     But  he  will  be  chargeable  to  those  who  knew  he 

was  a  partner  at  the  time  of  entering  into  their  engagements  with  the  firm 

(Carter  v.  Whalley,  1  B.  &  Ad.  11):  if  he  have  not  given  a  proper  notice 

of  retirement  (Evans  v.  Drummond,  4  Esp.  89;  Farrer  v.  Deflinne,  2  Law 

J.  401).     Proof  of  notice  of  dissolution  will  not  avail  defts.,  if  pit.  can  prove 

subsequent  conduct,  and  declarations  of  the  co-deft.,  leading  the  world  to 

suppose  that  the  partnership  still  subsisted  (Newsome  v.  Coles,  2 

[  *617  ]  Camp.  617  ;  *ante,  p.  573,  590  ;  Williams  v.  Keats,  2  Stark.  291  ; 

Brown  v.  Leonard,  2  Chit.  Rep.  120). 

Thus,  if  he  do  not  remove  his  name  from  the  firm,  he  gives  strangers 
canse  to  disbelieve  his  notice,  though  he  may  have  published  one,  and  will, 
therefore,  notwithstanding  it,  continue  liable  (Williams  v.  Keats,  2  Stark. 
290;  Dolman  v.  Orchard,  2  C.  &  P.  106  ;  Pinder  v.  Wilks,  5  Taunt.  612 ; 
Abel  v.  Sutton,  3  Esp.  108;  Wrightson  v.  Pullen,  1  Stark.  375;  Heath  v. 
Sansom,  4  B.  &  Ad.  177 ;  Smith  v.  Winter,  4  M.  &  W.  454) ;  but  he  will 
not  be  bound  by  the  wrongful  perseverance  of  his  late  partners  in  using  his 
name,  but  merely  when  such  user  is  the  result  of  his  own  negligence  (New- 
some  v.  Coles,  supra). 

And  it  has  been  held  that  a  bill  drawn  by  a  partner  before  the  dissolution 
might  be  indorsed,  after  the  dissolution,  to  a  person  having  notice  of  it 
(Lewis  v.  Reilly,  1  Q.  B.  349;  but  see  Abel  v.  Sutton,  3  Esp.  108,  and 
Smith  v.  Winter,  supra). 

Where  a  deed  dissolving  partnership  reserved  to  the  remaining  partners 
a  power  to  use  the  name  of  the  retiring  partner  in  the  prosecution  of  all 
suits,  in  an  action  in  which  judgment  had  been  obtained  by  all  the  partners 
before  the  dissolution,  it  was  held  that  the  remaining  partners  had  authority, 
under  that  power,  to  give  to  the  deft,  a  note  for  the  payment  of  the  sixpences 
under  the  Lords'  Act,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  retiring  partner  (Bar- 
ton v.  Issitt,  5  B.  &  A.  267). 

A  dissolution  of  a  joint-stock  banking  company,  to  be  binding  upon  all  the 
shareholders,  must'be  come  to  and  decided  upon  in  conformity  with  the  stipu- 
lations in  that  behalf  contained  in  the  deed  of  settlement.  But  when  the 
dissolution  has  been  once  declared,  the  members  present  at  any  meeting  held 
for  that  purpose  have  no  legal  authority  to  bind  absent  shareholders,  unless 
it  be  expressly  given,  even  as  to  an  arrangement  for  realising  the  assets  and 
discharging  the  liabilities  of  the  company,  and  dividing  the  surplus  (Lyon  v. 
Haynes,  6  Sco.  N.  R.  371.  See  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  Ill,  an  act  for  facilitating 
the  winding  up  the  affairs  of  joint-stock  companies,  unable  to  meet  their 
pecuniary  engagements). 

Lien.]  Bankers  have  a  lien  upon  bills  or  notes  paid  into  their  houses  for 
the  balance  of  a  general  account  (Jourdaine  v.  Lefevre,  1  Esp.  66,  Kenyon  ; 
see  "  LIEN,"  p.  296).  A  customer  lodges  bills  of  exchange  in  the  hands 
of  his  banker  generally,  and  wben  the  banker  advances  money  to  him,  he 
applies  it  to  the  discount  of  such  of  the  bills  as  happen  to  be  nearest  in  value 
to  the  sum  advanced,  but  without  any  special  agreement  to  that  effect;  this 
does  not  invalidate  the  banker's  general  lien  upon  all  the  other  bills  in  his 
hands,  but  he  may  retain  them  in  order  to  secure  the  payments  of  his  gene- 
ral balance  (Davis  v.  Bowsher,  5  T.  R.  488),  A  banker  has  a  lien  for  the 
amount  of  his  balance  upon  money  securities  paid  in  by  a  customer  on  his 
running  account,  and  the  banker's  assignees,  after  his  bankruptcy,  may  sue 
the  drawer  of  one  of  those  securities  made  payable  to  bearer  who  defended 
the  action  on  behalf  of  the  customer,  and  may  recover  against  such  drawer 
the  amount  of  the  balance,  and  this,  notwithstanding  an  offer  made  to  the 
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assignees  on  the  part  of  the  customers  before  the  action  brought,  that  though 
he  was  not  aware  of  the  exact  balance,  if  any  were  due,  he  wns  ready  to 
pay  it  on  receiving  bick  the  security,  for  this  was  no  tender  of  the  balance 
to  defeat  the  action  (Scott  v.  Franklin,  15  East,  4*28).  A  banker  who  has 
discounted  bills  for  a  customer,  or  accepted  bills  for  his  accommodation  has, 
while  such  bills  rermin  unpaid,  a  lien  on  any  negotiable  securiti  s 
of  that  customer  which  may  come  to  his  hands,  and  *may  put  the  [  *618  ] 
same  in  suit :  and,  even  where  taking  into  account  the  bills  on 
both  sides,  the  customer  has  a  balance  in  his  favour  of  a  sum  not  equal  to 
the  amount  of  any  one  of  them,  this  surplus  cannot  ho  appropriated  to  any 
one  of  the  bills  in  reduction  of  the  claim  of  the  banker  suing  any  of  the  par* 
ties  to  the  bill  (Bolland  v.  Bygrave.  R.  Ac  M.  271,  Abbott).  The  assignee* 
of  a  banker,  who  having  fraudulently  sold  out  stock  belonging  to  a  custo- 
mer, and  appropriated  the  proceeds,  deposited  the  securities  amongst  those- 
belonging  to  other  persons,  retain  a  lien  upon  such  securities,  notwithstand- 
ing they  have  been  given  up  to  the  customer  by  the  banker  in  contemplation 
of  bankruptcy  (Wilson  v.  Bilfour,  2  Camp.  579);  but  a  banker  has  no  lien 
on  munimrntt  casually  left  in  his  shop  after  ho  has  refused  to  advance 
money  on  them  as  a  security  (Lucas  v.  Darrien,  7  Taunt.  278).  A.,  in 
South  America,  makes  remittances  to  B.,  a  merchant  in  London,  directing 
B.  to  invest  the  amount  in  exchequer  bill*,  and  to  hold  such  exchequer  bills 
when  purchased,  on  A.'s  account ;  B.  purchases  the  exchequer  bills  in  his  own 
name,  and  deposits  them  in  a  box,  which  he  keeps  locked  at  his  bankers' ;  when 
interest  becomes  due,  and  the  bills  are  to  bo  exchanged  for  new  ones,  B. 
delivers  the  bills  to  the  bankers  for  that  purpose,  which  being  effected,  B.'s 
account  with  his  banker  is  credited  with  the  interest,  and  in  about  a  work  or 
two  B.  receives  the  new  exchequer  bills,  and  places  them  in  iho  box ;  the 
bills  are  not  entered  in  B.'s  pass-book,  nor  are  they  noticed  in  the  bonkers* 
books;  after  one  of  these  exchanges  of  exchequer  bills,  and  before  the  new 
bills  are  received  by  B.  from  the  bankers  or  placed  in  the  (in  box,  B.  over- 
draws  his  banking  account.  The  bankers  have  no  notice  that  the  bills 
belong  to  A.,  or  that  they  are  not  the  property  of  B. :  hHJ,  that  the  bankers 
bave  no  lien  upon  the  exchequer  bills  f«>r  the  balance  of  B.'s  banking  account 
(Brandnr  v.  Bartv-tt,  1  Man.  At  G.  906).  Quart,  whether  tho  bankers 
would  have  had  a  lien  upon  the  exchequer  bills,  supposing  them  to  have  been 
the  property  of  B.  (Ib.). 

Agreement  to  accept  a  single  Liability.]  Although  partners  may  agree 
that,  after  the  dissolution,  the  credits  of  the  firm  shall  be  received,  and  its 
debts  paid,  by  one  of  the  late  partners  only,  yet  this  does  not  affect  their  joint 
responsibility  to  third  parties,  unless  such  persons  agree  to  exchange  the 
liability  of  the  firm  for  that  of  tho  single  partner  (Kirwan  v.  Kirwnn,  2  C.  At 
M.  017).  And  if  the  creditor  be  a  party  to  that  arrangement,  the  partners* 
acquiescence  in  it  would  be  a  consideration  for  the  creditor's  promise  to 
accept  the  single,  instead  of  the  double  liability,  which  contributed  to  induce 
the  partners  so  to  acquiesce;  but  the  liability  of  a  single  partner  muy  be 
more  beneficial  to  a  creditor  than  the  joint  liability  of  two,  either  on  account 
of  the  solvency  of  the  parties  or  the  convenience  of  tho  remedy  ;  therefore, 
if  the  creditors  of  a  firm  consisting  of  two  expr  ssly  ngne  with  them  to  tnke, 
and  did  take,  the  separate  bill  of  one  pnrtnor  in  snti*!uction  of  the  joint  debt, 
their  so  doing  amounted  to  discharge  of  the  other  by  way  of  accord  and  sal* 
isfaction  (see  Goode  v.  Ch'-esmnn,  2  B.  At  Ad.  3^W;  Cartwright  v.  Cooke, 
ib.  703;  Thompson  v.  Perceval,  5  B.  At  Ad.  925;  Winter  v.  Innr-s,  4  Myl. 
Ac  Cr.  109;  Reed  v.  White,  4  Esp.  122;  Evaas  v.  Drummond,  ib.  89; 
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Kirwan  v.  Kirwan,  supra);  and  in  such  case  there  must  be  sn  expresi 
promise  and  agreement  (Thomas  v.  Shillibeer,  3  C.  M.  &  R.  128). 
Whether  such  agreement  have  been  mnde  is  in  each  case  a  question  for  the 
jury  (Thompson  v.  Perceval,  supra,-  Kirwnn  v.  Kirwan,  supra,-  Hart  v. 

Alexander,  2  M.  &  W.  425).  But  it  has  been  held  that  the 
[  *619  ]  acceptance  of  a  single  partner's  note  as  a  *collateral  security 

(Bedford  v.  Deakin,  2  B.  &  Ad.  210),  or  the  receipt  of  interest 
from  him  on  the  joint  debt  (Gough  v.  Davies,  4  Pri.  200),  or  changing  the 
heading  of  the  account  from  the  name  of  the  firm  to  that  of  a  single  partner, 
and  drawing  on  him  for  part  of  the  balance,  is  not  conclusive  evidence 
of  such  an  agreement  (David  v.  El  lice,  5  B.  &  C.  196 ;  see  Lodge  v.  Dicas, 
3  B.  &  Ad.  611).  But  the  authority  of  these  cases  has  been  recently  sha- 
ken by  Hart  v.  Alexander,  supra;  Kirwan  v.  Kirwan, supra;  and  Thomp- 
son  v.  Perceval,  supra). 

A  notice  signed  by  partners,  stating  that  the  partnership  "  has  been  dis- 
solved," is  evidence  against  them  of  the  dissolution,  though  the  partnership 
was  by  deed  (Doe  v.  Miles,  1  Stark.  181). 

Notice  of  Action.]  Where  the  statute  directs  that  notice  of  action  shall  be 
given  where  it  is  intended  to  proceed  "  in  respect  of  any  thing  done,  or  omitted 
to  be  done,  in  pursuance  of  the  act,"  a  thing  is  done  "in  pursuance  of  the 
act,"  where  the  person  who  does  it  is  acting,  honestly  and  bonafide,  either 
under  the  powers  which  the  act  gives,  or  in  discharge  of  the  duties  which  it 
imposes,  though  he  may,  erroneously,  exceed  the  powers  given  by  the  act, 
or  inadequately  discharge  the  duties;  yet  if  he  act  lonafde,\n  order  to  exe- 
cute such  powers,  or  to  discharge  such  duties,  he  is  to  be  considered  as  act- 
ing in  pursuance  of  the  act,  and  is  to  be  entitled  to  the  protection  conferred 
upon  persons  whilst  so  acting  (Galy  v.  Wilts  and  Berks  Canal  Company,  3 
M.  &  S.  580;  Theobald  v.  Crichmore,  1  B.  &  A.  227  ;  Parton  v.  Williams, 
3  B.  &  Ad.  330;  see  Smith  v.  Shaw,  10  B.  &  C.  284,  per  Bayley,  J.; 
Graves  v.  Arnold,  3  Camp.  242).  Impropriety  of  giving  orders  and  acts  of 
negligence  would  seem  to  be  within  these  words  (see  Smith  v.  Shaw,  10  B. 
&  C.  277).  Where  the  West  India  Dock  Company  hud  wrongfully  pre- 
vented the  pits.,  as  brokers  or  agents,  from  landing  goods  from  ships  in  the 
docks,  and  delivering  them  to  the  owners,  and  I  he  question  was,  whether  39 
Geo.  III.  c.  69,  s.  185,  which  required  fourteen  days'  notice  before  any  action 
was  brought  against  the  company,  for  "anything  done  in  pursuance,  or 
under  colour"  of  the  act,  was  a  bar  to  the  action,  notice  having  been  given: 
held,  that  it  was  (Wallace  v.  Smith,  5  Enst,  115;  see  Edge  v.  Parker,  8  B. 
&  C.  697  ;  Carruthers  v.  Payne,  5  Bing.  270  ;  Waterhouse  v.  Keene,  4  B.  & 
C.  200;  Cooke  v.  Clark,  10  Bing.  19;  Buller  v.  Ford,  1  C.  &  M.  662; 
Fletcher  v.  Greenwell,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  754;  Cave  v.  Chapman,  5  Ad.  &  E. 
647  ;  Wedge  v.  Berkeley,  6  Ad.  &  E.  6«3). 

Whether  the  clause  applies  to  actions  of  assumpsit,  Lord  Ellcnborough 
doubted  (Wallace  v.  Smith,  supra).  It  applies  to  cases  of  mere  nonfeasance 
(II).).  So,  under  a  similar  provision,  the  court  held,  that  the  treasurer  of 
the  West  India  Dock  Company  was  entitled  to  notice  of  an  action  of  trover, 
for  refusing  to  deliver  articles  deposited  in  their  docks,  although  he  had  taken 
a  bond  of  indemnity  from  other  parties  at  the  time  of  refusing  to  deliver 
(Sellick  v.  Smith,  2  C.  &  P.  282).  But  see  Smith  v.  Shaw,  10  B.  &  C. 
287,  where  Bayley,  J.,  said,  "That  it  was  not  necessary  to  go  the  length 
of  Sellick  v.  Smith,  nor  to  say,  whether  a  more  nonfeasance  would  be  an 
act  done  within  this  and  similar  statutes."  But,  where  a  railway  company 
became  common  carriers,  that  is,  carriers  not  in  the  way  prescribed  by  their 
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,  they  will  not  1>e  entitled  to  notice  of  action  mentioned  therein ;  there- 
fop>,  in  DD  action  against  the  company  (alleging  them  to  be  owners  and 
proprietors  of  the  railway),  for  not  safely  carrying  and  conveying  some 
horses  in  th»-ir  carriages  on  the  railway,  whereby  one  was  killed,  and  others 
were  injlred :  held,  that  a  breach  of  their  duty,  in  the  character  of 
•common  carriers,  was  not  a  thing  omitted  to  be  done  in  pursu-  [  *620  ] 
ance  of  the  act,  or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  authorities 
given  by  it  (Palmer  v.  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company,  4  M.  &  W.749). 
So,  where  the  act  provided  that  "No  action,  suit,  or  information,  nor  any 
other  proceeding,  of  what  nature  soever,  shall  bo  brought,  commenced,  or 
prosecuted  against  any  person  for  anything  done,  or  omitted  to  be  done,  in 
pursuance  of  this  act,  or  in  execution  of  the  powers  or  au  horitics,  or  nuy  of 
the  orders  made,  given,  or  directed,  in,  by,  or  under  ibis  act,  unless  twenty* 
one  days'  previous  notice  in  writing  shall  be  given  by  the  party  intending  to 
commence  and  prosecute  such  action,  Ate.,  to  the  intended  d«-ft.,  nor  unless 
such  action,  Ace.,  shall  be  brought  or  commenced  within,  Ate.:"  it  was  held, 
in  an  action  against  the  company,  as  owners  and  proprietors  of  the  railway, 
who  had  become  themselves  carriers  upon  the  line,  for  not  safely  carrying 
and  conveying  the  pit.  in  one  of  their  carriages  upon  the  railway,  whereby 
the  pit.  was  much  injured  and  wounded,  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  notice 
of  action,  as  for  a  thing  d.one  or  omitted  to  be  done  in  pursuance  of  the 
act  (Carpue  v.  London  and  Brighton  Railway  Company,  Law  J.  133,  Q.  B. 
(1844)). 

A  company,  incorporated,  will  bo  entitled  to  notice,  although  the  clause 
would  seem  to  extend  to  persons  only ;  and,  although  the  word  "  person," 
in  otto  r  par!s  of  the  statute  cannot  include  the  company,  as  where  it  is  op- 
posed to  the  word  company  (Boyd  v.  Croydou  Railway  Company,  4  Uing. 
N.  C.  60). 

Limitation  of  Action,]  Each  statu'e  generally  regulates  the  time  within 
which  action*  must  be  brought.  In  some  case*  the  limitation  runs  from  the 
time  of  the  "  thing  dune,  or  acted,  or  the  fact  committed,"  and  in  others  from 
the  time  when  the  "cause  of  action"  arose.  Where  the  provuiuo  was,  that 
the  deft.  »hould  be  surd  within  "six  calendar  months  after  the  fact  com- 
mit t  d  :"  held,  that  the  limitation  ran  from  the  time  of  the  consequential 
injury  happening,  and  not  from  the  doing  of  the  act  which  caused  the  coo* 
sequential  injury  (Gillon  v.  IkxJdington,  1  C.  &  P.  541 ;  sccSuttou  v.  Clarke, 
6  Taunt.  21);  Roberts  v.  Reed,  16  East,  215;  R.  v.  Staffordshire  (Justice* 
of),  3  Iv»st,  15'J ;  sec  Galy  v.  Wilts  and  Berks  Canal  Company,  3  M.  At  S. 
580).  Where  the  act  provides  that  actions  fur  nny  injury  done  by  ili<- com- 
missioners under  the  art,  nre  to  be  brought  withiu  six  months  after  "  the 
matter  or  thing  done,"  the  deft,  in  digging  a  sewer  under  the  act,  cracked 
the  wall  of  pll.'s  house:  held,  that  the  right  of  action  was  limited  to  six 
months  ii fir r  the  day  on  which  the  crack  was  occasioned,  and  oid  not  con- 
tinue for  no  long  a  time  as  the  crack  continued  (Lloyd  v.  Wi-jley,  0  Bmg. 
460). 

Under  those  statutes  which  date  the  limitation  from  the  time  when  the 
44  cause  of  action"  arose,  if  it  arose  on  one  day  and  continued  for  a  certain 
period,  the  right  of  action  accrues  for  every  day's  continuance;  and  if  the 
action  be  commenced  so  as  barely  to  save  the  limitation,  damages  only  for 
such  poriion  of  the  period  as  may  be  within  the  limitation  can  be.  recovered; 
so  that,  if  only  two  days  are  actually  covered,  the  pit.  can  receive  damages 
in  respect  of  these  two  days  only.  Thus,  where  the  cause  of  action  began 
on  the  3rd  of  April  and  coded  on  the  2ud  July,  uuJ  the  action  was  com* 
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menced  on  the  30th  December  following,  and  the  statute  provided  that  "  no 
action  should  be  brought  against  any  person  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance 
of  the  act,  or  the  powers  thereby  given,  until  twenty-eight  days'  notice  shall 
have  been  given  in  writing  to  the  defts.  signed  by  the  attorney  of.  the  pit., 

specifying  the  cause  of  action,  or  after  tender  of  amends,  or  after 
[  *621  ]  six  months  after  the  cause  *of  action  shall  have  arisen,"  it  was 

successfully  contended  that  no  cause  of  action  arose  to  the  pit. 
within  six  mon'hs  of  the  30th  of  December  except  the  causes  on  the  1st  and 
2nd  July;  and  the  court  said,  that  although  the  cause  of  action  began  in 
April,  each  successive  day  gave  a  new  cause  of  action ;  and  though  it  may 
be  inconvenient  to  put  a  pit.  to  sue  in  such  a  case  de  die  in  diem,  we  can 
put  no  other  construction  on  this  clause  of  the  statute.  The  pit.  can  only 
recover  damages  for  two  days  (Wilkes  v.  Hungerford  Market  Company,  2 
Bing.  N.  C.  281). 

But  the  limitation  may  be  prescribed,  not  only  from  the  time  of  the  thing 
done  or  fact  committed,  but  also  from  the  continuation  of  damage.  Thus, 
where  thn  statute  enacts  that  any  action  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of 
the  act  shall  be  brought  within  six  calendar  months  next  after  the  fact  com- 
mitted, unless  there  be  a  continuation  of  damage,  and  an  action  was  brought 
by  a  person  who  was  entitled  under  an  act  to  all  the  surplus  water,  and  such 
as  was  not  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  canal,  against  a  canal  com- 
pany, for  an  illegal  obstruction  of  the  water;  the  declaration  alleging  con- 
tinuing acts  of  commission  and  omission  from  a  prior  period,  by  which  pit. 
was  deprived  of  the  water  for  nine  weeks  in  1825  and  seventeen  in  1826: 
held,  that  the  company  were  within  the  above  limitation  clause,  and  also  that 
there  had  been  no  continuation  of  damage,  for  there  was  a  cessation  of 
injury,  although  the  cause  from  which  the  injury  proceeded  was  continuing 
(Blackmore  v.  Glamorganshire  Canal  Company,  3  Y.  &  J.  60).  So  where 
a  canal  act  provided  that  tho  company  should  not  take  any  garden  ground 
without  the  consent  of  the  owners  and  occupiers,  and  that  any  action  to  be 
brought,  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  these  acts,  should  be  commenced 
six  calendar  months  next  after  the  fact  committed,  or  if  there  should  be  a 
continuance  of  damage  then  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  committing 
of  such  damage  should  have  ceased  ;  the  company  wishing  to  take  garden 
land  for  the  purpose  of  sloping  the  banks  of  the  canal,  told  the  occupier  (a 
tenant)  that  they  had  obtained  the  consent  of  the  owner's  agent,  without 
which  the  tenant  would  not  have  given  them  permission,  but  the  statement 
•was  not  true ;  they  then  paid  him  a  sum  which  he  demanded,  on  account  of 
a  former  transaction,  after  which  they  entered  and  sloped  away  the  ground; 
the  land  afterwards  overflowed,  by  the  Thames  at  very  high  tide;  six 
months  after  the  ground  was  taken,  and  the  tide  let  in,  the  landlord  sued 
the  company  for  this  damage,  but  it  was  held  that  the  action  should  have 
been  brought  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  taking  away  of  the  land, 
and  that,  the  defts.  were  within  the  protection  of  the  limiting  clause,  for  the 
act  complained  of  was  really  done  for  the  purpose  contemplated  by  the  sta- 
tutes, though  in  the  prosecution  of  that  purpose  the  defts.  had  been  guilty  of 
a  misrepresentation,  amounting  to  bad  faith,  towards  the  occupier  (Oakley 
(Lord)  v.  Kensington  Canal  Company,  5  B.  &  Ad.  138).  But  when  this 
case  was  cited  in  Reg.  v.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company,  1  Gal.  & 
Dav.  592,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  said  it  was  not  very  satisfactory  to  hear 
that  case  cited,  as  he  was  afraid  they  had  there  given  effect  to  fraud ;  and, 
indeed,  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  support  the  case  at  all,  for  the  statute  pro- 
vides that  the  company  should  not  take  any  garden  ground  without  consent 
of  the  respective  owners  and  occupiers ;  now,  here  the  consent  of  the  owner 
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had  never  been  obtained,  and  that  of  the  occupier  was  obtained  only  by  a 

fraud,  and  cannot,  therefore,  have  been  obtained  within  the  meaning  of  the 

act  so  th  it  the  very  right  of  the  company  to  deal  with  this  ground  never 

existed;  it  cannot  be  said,  therefore,  that  the  injury  complained  of 

*was  r-nfly  done  for  the  purposes  contemplated  by  the  act,  for  the  [  *622  ] 

act  expressly  provides  against  their  touching  this  ground,  unless 

upon  conditions  which  the  company  never  complied  with. 

An  act  provided  that  all  actions  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  thereof 
should  be  commenced  within  six  months  next  after  the  fact  committed,  or  in 
case  of  a  continuation  of  damage  then  within  *ix  months  next  after  the  doing 
of  such  damnge  should  have  ceased.  Collieries,  machinery,  barges,  &c., 
had  been  mortgaged  by  C.  to  P.,  to  secure  the  repayment  of  certain  moneys, 
with  a  proviso,  that  in  case  of  default  P.  should  s'and  possessed  of  all  the 
mortgaged  property  in  trust,  to  lay  out  of  the  same  so  much  as  should  be 
due  to  him;  P.  died:  pit.  took  out  Administration;  after  which,  th«  mort- 
gagor, who  had  remained  in  possession,  m  ide  default,  but  was  not  dispos- 
sessed, and  afterward*  made  a  demise  of  the  property  to  another  party,  but 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  pit.  had  any  knowledge  of  it.  The  lessee  took 
possriwion,  and  put  his  name  upon  the  barges.  These  and  some  conls,  the 
produce  of  the  collieries,  were  afterward*  seized  by  the  company  for  rates 
due  from  the  mortgagors,  and  sold.  The  administrator  commenced  an 
action  of  trover  against  the  company  for  the  goods  more  than  six  months 
after  the  seizure,  but  within  six  months  of  the  sale :  hold,  tint  the  action 
was  in  lime,  since  the  ph.,  who  was  out  of  possession,  had  no  en  use  of  action 
until  the  goods  were  sold  (Prater  v.  Swansea  Canal  Company,  1  Ad.  6t  E. 
244 ;  Jenkins  v.  Cooke,  ib.  372). 

Where  A.,  who  was  one  of  *»-veral  partners,  drew  a  bill  in  blank  on  the 
firm,  payable  to  their  order,  indorsed  it  in  the  nanv?  of  the  firm,  and  deli- 
vered it  to  a  clerk,  to  be  filled  up  for  (heir  use  as  occasion  required,  accord* 
ing  to  the  course  of  dealing  in  o  her  instance* ;  thn  clerk,  alter  A.'«  death, 
and  the  assumption  by  in*  firm  of  a  n«w  name,  filled  up  the  bill  with  a 
date  prior  to  A.'*  death,  and  sent  it  into  circulation :  h--ld,  that  the  survi- 
ving partner*  were  liable,  as  drawers  of  the  bill,  to  a  boita  fide  indorsee  for 
value,  though  no  part  of  the  value  came  to  their  hands  (Usher  v.  Dauuoey, 
4  Camp.  97). 

If,  upon  ilio  formation  of  a  partnership,  it  is  proposed  (hit  a  separate  debt 
of  one  partner  *hall  become  a  joint  debt  from  tiio  firm,  to  which  tin*  creditor 
assent  a  by  drawing  bills,  which  arc  afterward*  dishonoured,  and  the  accounts 
are  trnnttlurr*  d,  the  d  bt  is  not  separate,  but  joint  (Kx  parte  Whitmore,  re 
Warwick,  3  M.  At  Ayr.  027). 

Contract  IHJ  Infant.]  The  contract  of  partnership,  if  entered  into  by  an 
infant,  will  be  voidable  at  his  full  age  (Holme*  v.  Blogg,  1  M»x>.  40U ;  8 
Tuutu.  35,  508  ;  Warwick  v.  Bruce,  2  M.  it  S.  205;  Corpc  v.  Over'on,  10 
King.  252),  and  l»c  must  elect  to  avoid  within  a  reasonable  time  after  his 
coming  of  full  age,  and  give  notice  thereof  to  the  world,  otherwise  he  will 
be  liable*  on  partnership  contract*  made  uftcr  his  attaining  twenty-one  (Goode 
v.  11  irnson,  2  B.  At  A.  130);  but  not  on  those  made  when  an  infant,  unless 
ho  confirm  them  after  hi*  full  age  in  writing  (9  (Jeo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  5).  If 
en  ten  d  into  by  an  alien,  enemy,  or  feme  covert,  it  will  bo  void,  unless  she 
bo  a  trader  within  the  custom  of  the  city  of  London  (*ec  Beard  v.  Webb,  2 
B.  At  1'.  9J). 

Illegality.]     If  the  undertaking  be  illegal,  the  contract  is  void  (Aubeit  v. 
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Maze,  2  B.  &  P.  371  ;  Mitchell  v.  Cockburn,  II.  Bl.  379 ;  Booth  v.  Hodson, 
6  T.  R.  405;  De  Begnis  v.  Armistead,  10  Bing.  107  ;  Duvergier  v.  Fellows, 
10  B.  &  C.  826  ;  Armstrong  v.  Lewis,  Cr.  &  M.  274 ;  Gordon  v.  Howden, 
12  Cl.  &  Fin.  237;  ante,  p.  576). 

*  Forfeiture."]  Where  the  act  authorized  the  directors  to  sue  for 
[  *623  ]  calls,  and  declared  the  shares  belonging  to  any  person,  &c.,  re- 
fusing, &c.,  to  pay,  to  be  forfeited,  and  to  order  the  same  to  be 
sold ;  provided,  nevertheless,  that  no  advantage  shall  be  taken  of  any  for- 
feiture of  shares  until  notice  in  writing  given,  or  until  the  declaration  of  for- 
feiture shall  have  been  confirmed  at  a  general  or  special  general  meeting  of 
the  company;  after  which  requisites  have  been  complied  with,  the  company 
are  authorized  to  sell  the  shares  so  forfeited.  Admitted,  that  a  declaration 
of  forfeiture  by  the  directors,  with  such  notice  in  writing,  is,  without  such 
confirmation,  no  defence  to  an  action  for  calls  (London  and  Brighton  Rail- 
way Company  v.  Fuirclough,  2  Man.  &  G.  674). 

The  power  of  declaring  the  shares  of  defaulters  void  is  to  be  exercised  by 
giving  a  notice  to  pay  on  a  fixed  day,  otherwise  that  the  shares  will  be  for- 
feited ;  but  the  mere  circumstances  of  such  a  notice  not  having  been  given, 
is  not  a  defence  in  an  action  for  the  calls  (Birmingham  and  Bristol  and 
Thames  Railway  Company,  1  Q.  B.  256;  Edinburgh  and  Leith  Railway 
Company  v.  Hibblewhite,  6  M.  &  W.  707 ;  see  ante,  p.  547). 

Statute  of  Frauds.']  A  contract  relating  to  the  sale  of  railway  shares 
need  not  be  in  writing,  for  they  are  neither  an  interest  in  land  nor  goods  and 
merchandises  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (Humble  v.  Mitchell,  11  Ad.  & 
E.  205  ;  Bradley  v.  Holdsworth,  3  M.  &  VV.  422 ;  Hibbleworih  v.  M'Morins, 
6  M.  &  W.  214;  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  16,  s.  7). 

Stockjobbing  Act."]  Shares  in  a  joint-stock  company  are  not  joint-stock 
within  the  Stockjobbing  Act,  7  Geo.  II.  c.  8  (Hewitt  v.  Price,  4  Man.  &  G. 
355). 

Where  the  act  of  incorporation  of  a  company  prescribed  that  nothing 
should  be  done  at  any  special  general  meeting  but  the  business  for  which  it 
was  called,  and  certain  forms  were  required  for  calling  it.  On  a  special  case 
stated,  it  did  not  appear  that  these  forms  had  been  gone  through,  and  the 
company,  who  were  sued  on  a  deed  of  annuity  granted  by  them  under  their 
corporate  seal,  alleged  this  irregularity  in  answer,  but  the  court  said  it  lay 
upon  the  company  to  give  strict  proof  of  the  default,  and  this  not  being 
done,  a  possibility  appearing  that  the  forms  might  have  been  complied  with, 
the  court  will  not  presume  the  contrary  (Clarke  v.  Imperial  Gas  Company, 
4  B.  &  Ad.  315). 

Evidence  of  Transfer  of  Shares.}  The  transfer  of  shares  is  regulated, 
with  respect  to  new  joint-stock  companies,  by  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  110  (except  as 
to  new  banking  companies).  In  other  companies,  the  mode  of  assignment 
depends  upon  the  particular  rules  or  regulations  contained  in  the  instrument 
by  which  they  are  established  (Wordsworth's  Joint-Stock  Companies). 
Shares  in  a  new  company,  cannot  be  transferred  until  they  h  tvc  obtained  a 
certificate  of  complete  registration,  7  &  8  Viet.  c.  110,  s.  26,  54;  nor  until 
the  shareholders  themselves  have  been  registered.  They  m  ly  then  be  sold  by 
deed  duly  stamped,  stating  the  full  amount  of  pecuniary  consideration  for 
the  sale;  and,  according  to  the  form  in  the  above  act,  every  contract  for  the 
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transfer  or  snle  of  shares  during  provisional  registration  is  made  void,  7  & 
8  Viet.  c.  110,  s.  26;  as  to  ihe  mode  of  obtaining  registration,  see  Words- 
worth's Joint-Stock  Companies,  362.  Until  a  return  of  the  transfer  or  sale 
to  the  register  of  joint-stock  companies,  the  purchaser,  or  transferee,  cannot 
•ct  as  a  shareholder,  and  the  seller  remains  liable  up  to  the  time 
of  registering  *the  return  for  the  company's  debts,  and  to  the  re-  [  *624  ] 
imburscment  of  damages,  costs,  Azc.  (7  &  8  Viet.  c.  110,  s.  18). 

In  common  pnrnerships  a  partner  cannot  assign  his  interest  to  a  strnngor, 
without  the  consent  of  his  co-partners.  This  principle  applies  to  all  joint- 
slock  companies  whatsover.  But  it  is  dispensed  with  by  the  instrument* 
under  which  these  large  partnerships  are  formed.  Thus  the  acts  of  pnrlia- 
m<  nt,  ch  iriers,  and  deeds  of  settlement,  under  which  they  are  established, 
generally  contain  a  clause  empowering  the  parties  to  dispose  of  their  shares. 

If  a  transfer  of  shares  be  not  legally  completed,  there  is  no  implied  lia- 
bility on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  to  reimburse  the  seller  for  colls,  which  he 
is  subsequently  obliged  to  pay.  Therefore  whore  on  the  20th  Feb.  1838, 
pit.  filtered  into  a  contract  with  ilHt.  through  their  respective  brokers  for  the 
•ale  of  thirty  shares  in  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Company,  at  17/. 
5s.  per  share,  and  the  usual  contract  notes  passed  between  the  parties,  no 
time  being  mentioned  for  the  completion  of  the  purchase.  On  the  3d  of 
March  deft,  wrote  to  the  pits,  to  despatch  the  shores,  which  they  did  the  same 
day,  staling  the  shares  to  be  in  blank,  and  the  purchase- money  was  paid^ 
subsequent  calls  were  made  upon  the  shares,  and  they  not  being  registered  in 
the  name  of  the  deft.,  and  the  pit.  remaining  the  apparent  owner,  he  was  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  calls,  whereupon  the  pit.  rued  deft,  for  not  indemnifying 
him  agniust  the  payment  of  these  call* :  held,  that  there  mas  no  such  implied  . 
undertaking  in  law,  nor  any  evidence  of  it  in  point  of  fact  (Humble  v.  Langs- 
ton,  7  M.  &  W.  517). 

The  vendor  must  complete  the  transfer  in  every  respect,  and  if  he  foil  to 
do  so,  he  must  refund  the  price  of  the  share*;  therefore,  where  the  pit.  con- 
tracted to  buy  of  the  deft,  shares  in  a  joint-stock  company,  the  deed  of  which 
provided  that  the  assent  of  the  directors  to  a  transfer  should  be  necessary, 
in  order  to  complete  the  title  of  the  purchaser;  the  pit.'*  broker  made  out 
the  transfers,  and  procured  the  deft,  s  signature  to  them  ;  and  the  pit.  paid 
the  price  of  the  shares.  Hut  the  directors  refused  to  assent :  held,  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  deft,  to  procure  the  assent  of  the  directors,  nnd  to  do 
all  that  was  necessary  to  invest  the  pit.  with  the  property  in  the  shares ;  that 
on  his  failure  to  do  this,  an  action  for  money  hud  and  received  might  be 
maintained  by  him  against  the  deft,  to  recover  the  price  IK*  had  paid  lor  the 
shares,  and  that  the  return  of  the  transfer  was  collateral  to  the  contract  of 
purchase,  and  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  ph.'s  right  to  recover  the  pur- 
chase-money (Leetmn  v.  Lloyd,  Wilkinson  v.  Lloyd,  Law  J.,  N.  S.  105, 
Q.  B.;  9  Jur.  329). 

A  transfer  of  shares  mny  take  place  by  operation  of  law  ;  ns,  by  the  bank- 
ruptcy, death,  or  marriage  of  the  shareholder  (sec  Wordsworth's  Joint-Stock 
Companies,  372  ct  tfq.). 

By  8  &i  0  Viet.  c.  10,  s.  16,  "  No  shareholder  shall  be  entitled  to  transfer 
any  share  after  any  calls  have  been  made  in  respect  thereof,  until  he  shall 
have  paid  all  calls  tor  the  time  being  due  on  any  share  held  by  him.** 
\VliL1  re  a  person  was  a  shareholder  at  the  time  that  the  call  was  made,  but 
transferred  his  shures  before  the  day  upon  which  the  call  was  payable:  held 
that  he,  and  not  the  person  who  accepted  the  transfer,  was  liable  for  the 
amount  of  the  call  (Aylesbury  Railway  Company  v.  Mount,  4  Man.  &  G. 
651  ;  Same  v.  Thompson,  10  Law  J.,  124,  Q.  B.). 


624  PAYMENT. 

Shares  in  a  railway  company  were  transferred  to  the  cleft.,  being  an  infant. 

After  he  came  of  age  a  call  was  made.  To  a  declaration  for  calls 
[  *625  ]  the  deft,  pleaded  his  infancy  at  the  time  when  he  first  *becam(;  and 

was  the  holder  of  the  said  shares :  held,  that  the  plea  was  proved 
by  proof  of  his  infanc)'  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  (The  Birkenhead,  Lan- 
cashire, and  Cheshire  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Pilcher,  19  Law  J., 
Ex.  207). 


PATENT. 
Ante,  "  LETTERS  PATENT  ;"  and  ante,  pp.  745,  762. 


PAYMENT.(a) 

Pleadings  as  to,  p.  625.  —  Replication,  p.  630. 
PRECEDENTS,  p.  631. 

EVIDENCE.  —  Proof  thai  Defendant  paid,  p.  631.  —  That  Payment  was  to 
Plaintiff,  p.  632.  —  Payment  to  Bankrupt,  p.  632.  —  To  a  Third  Per- 
son liy  Order  of  Creditors,  p.  632.  —  To  Clerk  in  Counting-house,  p, 
633.  —  Auctioneer,  p.  633.  —  To  Age/it,  p.  633.  —  To  Attorney  ,  p.  634. 
—  To  Wife,  p.  635.  —  Of  Payment  in  Money,  tjre.,  p.  635.  —  In  Satis- 
faction of  Debt,  p.  637.  —  Appropriation,  p.  638.  —  Mode  of  Proving 
Payment,  p.  641.  —  By  Presumption,  p.  643. 

Pleadings  as  to.]  Payment  must  be  specially  pleaded  (R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will. 
IV.).  If  the  payment  be  made  after  action  brought,  it  must  be  pleaded  in 
bar  of  the  further  maintenance  of  the  action  (see  Corbett  v.  Swinburne,  8 
Ad.  &  E.  673).  Where  there  has  been  a  special  mode  of  payment,  it  seems 
that  the  plea  should  show  specially  the  mode  (France  v.  White,  6  Bing.  N. 
C.  36).  Where  the  payments  are  credited  in  the  particulars,  the  pit.  will 
not  be  entitled  to  a  ver-lict  at  all,  until  he  bus  proved  a  demand  greater  than 
the  amount  of  the  credited  payments,  and  then  only  for  the  excess  (Kenyon 
v.  Wakes,  2  M.  &  W.  764;  Easiwick  v.  Ilarman,  6  M.  &  W.  13;  Smethurst 
v.  Taylor,  12  M.  &  W.  545  ;  Rdwland  v.  Blakesley,  1  Q.  B.  403). 

Where  the  pit.  gave  the  deft,  credit  in  his  particulars  for  a  bill  indorsed 
to  the  pit.,  and  debited  him  with  the  amount  as  dishonoured,  the  deft,  was 
not  permitted  to  show  under  non  assumpsit,  that"  the  pit.  had  made  the  bill 
his  own  by  laches,  for  the  particular  in  effect  gives  no  credit  at  all,  and  the 
constructive  payment  must  therefore  be  pleaded  (Green  v.  Smithies,  1  Q.  B. 
796).  So,  where  the  particulars  set  forth  a  bill  amounting  to  116/.,  and 
went  for  "a  balance  of  27/.  after  credit  for  payments  on  account  and  sets- 
off:"  held,  that  this  did  not  amount  to  giving  credit  for  the  exact  difference, 
but  that  deft,  was  bound  to  plead  payment  (Morris  v.  Jones,  ib.  397).  But 
where  the  goods  are  sold  and  paid  for  by  ready  money  on  delivery,  evidence 
of  payment  was  admitted  on  the  general  issue,  though  not  noticed  in  the  par- 
ticulars,  for  the  pit.  was  bound  to  prove  a  sale  on  credit,  and  where  no  money 

(a)  3  U.S.  Dig.  p.  121;  2  Sapp.  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  507;  1  Ann.  Dig.  p.  393;  2  Id.  p. 
296;  3  Id.  p.  358. 
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is  paid  no  debt  arises  (Bussey  v.  Barnett,  9  M.  &  W.  312 ;  but  see  Little- 
child  v.  Banks,  7  Q.B.  739). 

Where  no  interest  has  been  paid  on  a  bond  after  the  time  mentioned  in 
the  condition,  and  there  is  no  other  circumstance  to  negative  the  presump- 
tion of  payment  on  that  day,  arising  from  twenty  years  having  elapsed,  then 
the  plea  may  be  solvil  ad  diem;  but,  otherwise,  it  should  be  sole  it  post  diem 
(1  Stra.  652).     A  plea  of  payment  to  an  action  on  a  record,  is  not 
good  at  common  law;  but,  *by  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  12,  payment  [  *626  ] 
may  be  pleaded  to  an  actioo  on  a  judgment,  if  the  whole  judgment 
be  satisfied  Ml  Ch.  PI.  426). 

By  R.  G.T.T.  1  Viet,  payment  shall  not  in  any  case  be  allowed  to  be 
given  in  evidence  in  reduction  of  damages  or  debt,  but  shall  be  pleaded  in 
bar.  "  In  any  case  in  which  the  pit.,  in  order  to  avoid  the  expense  of  the 
plea  of  payment,  shall  have  given  credit  in  his  particulars  of  demand  for  any 
sum  or  sums  of  money  therein  admitted  to  have  been  paid  to  the  pit.,  it  shall 
not  be  necessary  for  the  pit.  to  plead  the  payment  of  such  sum  or  sums  of 
money*1  (see  East  wick  v.  Harman,  6  M.  &  W.  13 ;  and  sec  u  PAKTICULAXS 
or  DEMAND").  "  But  this  rule  docs  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  pit.,  after 
stating  the  amount  of  his  demand,  states  that  he  seeks  to  recover  a  certain 
balance,  without  giving  credit  for  any  particular  aumorsums  of  money"  (R. 
.  T.  1  Viet.).  This  rule  docs  not  apply  to  a  sot-oiF  (Rowland  v.  Blokes* 
ley,  1  Q.  B.  403 ;  Morris  v.  Jones,  1  Q.  B.  397  ;  Tuwuton  v.  Jackson,  13  M. 
&  W.  374). 

In  an  action  for  work  and  labour,  the  parties  described  the  action  as 
brought  to  recover  77/.  4*.  \\\d.  for  work  and  labour,  referring  to  an  ac- 
count delivered  before  action  brought,  showing  that  pit.  intended  going  for 
111.,  balance  of  !23/.,and  acknowledged  receipts  by  cosh  for  the  4oV.  differ- 
ence :  held,  that  iliU  admission  did  not  bring  the  case  within  the  above  rule, 
so  as  to  preclude  the  necessity  of  pleading  the  payment  of  the  46V.  (Bos4ry 
v.  Moore,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  375). 

If  a  pit.,  in  his  particulars  of  demand  delivered  in  the  cause,  do  not  give 
credit  for  any  sum  paid  by  the  deft.,  but  in  it  rrler  to  full  particulars  already 
delivered,  and  them  full  particulars  do  give  credit  for  a  sum  paid  by  the  deft., 
this  will  not  dispense  with  tbo  necessity  of  the  d«-f .  pleading  such  payment; 
and  if  it  be  not  pleaded  tho  deft,  cannot  avail  himself  of  it  at  the  trial  (Hart 
v.  Middleton,  1  C.  &  K.  9).  The  courts  of  comnvui  law  cannot  compel  the 
pit.  to  furnish  evidence  against  himself  by  admitting  payment  (Randal  T. 
Skey,  4  Dowl.  642).  The  pit.  need  only  state  bis  particulars,  the  item  of 
his  own  il  inan  i.  the  amount  by  which  he  admits  that  they  hnvc  been  re- 
duced (without  stilting  how),  and  the  balance  for  which  he  really  proceeds 
( Smith  v.  Eldridge,  4  Ad.  At  E.  66 ;  see  IVnpruse  v.  Crease,  1  M.  At  W.  36). 
Flte  items  need  not  be  given  if  a  gross  sum  l>%  credited  in  the  particulars  a* 
a  payment  (Ib.;  Mya't  v.  Urcen,  13  M.  A:  NV.  377).  The  payment  admitted 
in  the  particulars  is  put  on  the  same  footing  as  a  plea  of  payment,  bat  it  is 
no  admission,  as  against  tho  deft.,  with  respect  to  any  of  the  item*  in  the 
entire  account  (Goatley  v.  Herring,  12  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  P.  32;  Tuwnson 
v.  Jackson,  13  M.  At  W.  374).  A  plea  of  payment,  where  theru  is  an  ad- 
mission of  payments  in  the  particulars,  will  bo  taken  to  apply  to  the  balance 
demanded,  even  where  some  of  the  payments  admitted  Invo  been  made  afier 
action  brought  (Eastwick  v.  Hanmn,  0  M.  At  W.  13;  Alexander  v.  Porter, 
1  Dowl.  N.  S,  832).  The  pit.,  in  his  particulars,  made  charges  subsequent 
to  action  brought,  but  gave  credit  also  to  th<!  deft,  for  pay  men's  made  after 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  deft,  not  having  objected  to  the  mode 
in  which  the  pit.  stated  his  claim  in  his  particulars,  until  tbo  undcr-shenfT 
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was  summing  up:  held,  no  misdirection  by  the  sheriff  that  the  jury  should 
find  for  the  balance  claimed  by  the  pit.  (Alexander  v.  Porter,  1  Dowl.  N.  S. 
832). 

The  reason  of  making  the  above  rule  was  to  prevent  a  deft.,  who  had  a 
case  of  false  payment,  pleading  only  the  general  issue,  and  losing  the  costs 
of  it  by  reducing  plt.'s  claim  to  nominal  damages,  by  the  surprise  thus  effected 
(Speek  v.  Phillips,  5  M.  &  W.  282:  per  Alderson,  B. ;  see  Lord  v.  Ferrand, 
1  D.  &  L.  630). 

*Since  the  above  rule,  payment  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  with- 
[  *627  ]  out  a  plea,  even  v/here  the  deft,  proves  entries  of  payment  in  the 
handwriting  of  pit.  (Linley  v.  Polden,  2  Dowl.  780);  nor  where 
offered  only  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  interest  is  not  due  on  the  debt 
demanded,  the  debt  itself  being  admitied  by  payment  into  court  (Adams  v. 
Palk,  3  Q.  B.  2).  Nor  can  it  be  shown  in  mitigation  of  damages,  though  a  set- 
off,  on  an  account  stated,  be  pleaded  (Cooper  v.  Morecroft,  5  M.  &  W.  500). 
Payment  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  plea  of  nan  assumpsil  in  bar 
of  the  action  (Milligan  v.  Thomas,  4  Dowl.  373).  But  evidence  was  received 
in  assumpsit  of  payments  which  do  not  amount  to  a  bar  to  the  action  in 
reduction-  of  damages  without  the  plea  (Shirley  v.  Jacobs,  2  Bing.  N.  C. 
88 ;  Lediard  v.  Boucher,  7  C.  &  P.  1  ;  see  Richardson  v.  Robertson,  I  M. 
.&  W.  463). 

The  common  plea  of  payment  will  suffice,  when  it  has  been  agreed  be- 
tween the  parties,  that  the  debt  of  one  shall  be  deducted  from  that  of  the 
other  (Pinnockv.  Harrison,  3  M.  &  W.  537;  per  Parke  B.).  If  it  be  doubt- 
fulwhether  the  facts  amount  to  a  plea  of  set-off  or  payment,  it  will  be  better 
to  plead  both  pleas  (see  Fidgctt  v.  Penny,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  108;  and  see 
Palmer  v.  Costerton,  4  Q.  B.  5^5).  So,  where  the  payment  has  been  made 
by  .money  which  the  deft,  has  paid  to  a  third  person,  and  which  has  been 
afterwards  allowed  to  the  pit.  in  a  written  account  wiih  the  deft.  (Walker  v. 
Andrews,  3  M.  &  W.  312  ;  see  Lavves  v.  Eastmore,  8  C.  &  P.  205 ;  Bram- 
ston  v.  Robins,  4  Bing.  14).  So,  where  made  by  bills  of  exchange,  which 
have  become  due  and  been  paid  (Smart  v.  Nokcs,  6  Man.  &  G.  911);  so 
by  cheque  (see  Hough  v.  May,  4  Ad.  &  E.  954) ;  so  by  transfer  of 
money  in  account  (Eyles  v.  Ellis,  4  Bing.  112;  Stewart  v.  Aberdein,  4 
M.  &  W.  218);  so  by  delivery  of  -roods  as  money  (Cannan  v.  Wood,  2 
M.  &  W.  407). 

A  plea  of  payment  of  a  smaller  sum  in  satisfaction  of  a  larger  is  bad, 
*ven  after  verdict  (Down  v.  Hatcher,  10  Ad.  &  E.  121  ;  Wright  v.  Acres, 
6  Ad.  &  E.  726).     But  if  there  be  some  consideration  for  it  it  is,  not  thus 
a.  .composition    with   creditors  (see  "  COMPOSITION")  ;    or  the  .residue   be 
tjejeased  under  seal  (see  "  RELKASE");  or  payment  be  made  before  the  day, 
*>y  ,a  .stranger  (Sears  v.  Jones,  4  B?  jfe  C,  500),     J/i  White  v.  Acres,  the 
•«tiofl  contained  £vo  counts;  one  for  101.  for  instruction,  the  other  for 
stated1,  damages  being  laid  at  20/.    Pleas,  nan  assumpsit, 
>  in  safjsfaction.     Pit,  before  (rial  entered  a  nolle  prose- 
"°"nt.     fliQ  fjeft,  had  a  verdict  on  the  plea  of  payment : 
l.  on  an  ^«urt  be  foefccd  fit,  at  the  time  of  trial,  and  uot  when 

and  P^f  ellVono  .  *  <**  tWfore  (he  pit.  ^vas  not  entitled  to  j«dg- 

qui  to  rt»  f c°"  ord  v-       au,  -round  that  payment  of  a  smaller  sum 

le\d,  **  ^re  pkaded;  t  ^  Ou  &>  *        ^  p  Jner.t  of  tj,e  amount  of  the 
the  pVeas  ^gP      vei«**      ol-  n  la'if '     f  de(*;  damages,  «Od,  .t  seen-,  ot 
t nonoW     -l,t«n     ,ion  o    bom  e    T.  Crwe 


PAYMENT.  627 

Where  payments  are  admitted  in  the  plt.'s  particulars,  he  can  recover 
only  for  the  amount  by  which  the  claims  he  proves  exceed  such  payments 
(Rowland  v.  Blakesley,  1  Q.  B.  403).  Where  the  plt.'s  particulars  claim-  d 
a  balance  of  29/.  for  goods  sold,  giving  credit  for  payments  amounting  to 
920/.,  and  he  proved  a  claim  of  949/.  for  goods  sold,  it  appeared  that  84/. 
worth  of  the  goods  had  been  taken  back :  held,  that  the  pit.  might  turn  the 
balance  in  his  favour,  by  showing  that  he  had  given  credit  for  the  84/.  as 
part  of  the  payment  (Lamb  v.  Micklethwaite,  1  Q.  B.  400). 

*Where  the  pit.  in  assumpsit  claimed  a  balance,  which  was 
made  out  in  his  particulars  of  demand,  by  showing  claims  against  [  *028  ] 
the  deft.,  and  admitting  counter  claims  (to  a  less  amount)  in  the 
nature  of  a  set-off  by  the  deft.;  held,  thut  he  was  not  concluded  by  the  ad- 
ion  of  the  set-off  (Rowland  v.  Blakesley,  1  Q.  B.  403).  The  deft, 
pleaded  a  set-off,  which  pit.  traversed.  At  the  trial  he  proved  sums  due  to 
the  amount  of  his  balance  claimed,  but  the  set-off  admitted  by  the  particu- 
lars exceeded  that  amount:  held,  that  he  was  prima  facie  entitled  to  a 
verdict  for  such  amount,  and  that,  if  the  deft,  used  the  particulars  as  evi- 
dence in  support  of  his  plea  of  set-off,  pit.  became  thereby  entitled  to  have 
the  whole  account  submitted  to  the  jury  as  evidence  of  the  total 'amount  of 
claims  on  each  side  (Ib.). 

Whrre  the  deft,  pleaded,  to  an  action  for  HO/,  for  work  and  labour,  the 
general  issue,  and  payment  of  all  the  moneys  in  the  declaration ;  issue 
thereon,  deft,  proved  payment  of  90/.:  held,  that  pit.  might  show  work  done 
to  an  amount  exceeding  90/.,  and  recover  the  balance;  lor  the  plea  must  be 
proved,  by  showing  payment  of  all  that  the  ph.  can  prove,  and  no  new 
assignment  is  necessary  (Freeman  v.  Crofls,  4  M.  &  W.  4;  James  v.  Ling- 
ham,  ft  Bing.  N.  C.  553 ;  Alston  v.  Mills,  9  Ad.  &  E.  248 ;  MOMS  v.  Levy, 
4  Q.  B.  213).  But  where,  in  a  similar  action,  and  particulars  for  contract 
work  and  extra  labour;  plea,  nunguam  in/tfkiialut,  and  payment  as  to 
contract  work;  replication,  traversing  pnynvnt:  held,  that  the  pit.  could 
not  recover  for  extras  without  a  new  assignment  (Rogers  v.  distance,  1  Q. 
B.  77  ;  see  "  NBW  ASSIGNMENT"). 

The  plea  is  so  far  divisible,  that  if,  to  a  declaration  in  awimpsit,  the  deft, 
plead  payment  of  a  sum  in  satisfaction  generally,  and  show  payment  of  a 
less  sum,  he  will  be  entitled  to  the  verdict,  unless  the  pit.  prove  dn mages  to 
u  larger  amount  (Falcon  v.  limn,  1  Gal.  &  l)nv.  040;  2  Q.  B.  314).  And 

where  the  deft,  pleaded,  as  to  £ ,  parcel,  &LC.,  payment,  and  proved 

payment  of  a  less  sum,  he  will  be  entitled  in  a  verdict  pro  tan  to,  though  the 
damages  exceed  that  nmount,  the  excess  being  covered  by  the  other  pleas, 
which  were  also  found  for  the  deft.  (Cousins  v.  Paddon,  2  C.  M.  Ac  R.  547; 
4  Dowl.  P.  C.  488;  sec  Lord  v.  Ferrand,  1  D.  &  R.  OHO).  Pleas  of  pay- 
incut  and  set-off  are  not  divisible,  unless  ihe  sums  proved  under  them,  taken 
together  with  the  other  pleas,  afford  on  answer  to  the  wholo  cause  of  action 
(Tuck  v.  Tuck,  5  M.  6t  W.  109).  If,  with  the  defl.'s  oilier  pleas,  iho  aggre- 
gate  of  his  defence  is  enough  to  equal  (he  pli.'s  claim,  (he  deft,  will  get  the 
costs  of  the  pleu  of  payment  with  the  others;  but  if  not  enough,  he  will  not 
get  any  costs  on  his  plea  of  payment,  though  put  to  expense  in  proving  that 
portion  of  it  which  he  does,  but  which  nevertheless  goes  in  reduction  of 
damages  (Tuck  v.  Tuck,  supra;  Moore  v.  Buttin,  7  Ad.  &  E.  597;  Kilner 
v.  Buyley,  5  M.  &  W.  334).  And  where  the  pit.  proves  a  larger  debt  than 
the  payment  covers,  the  issue  must  be  found  for  him,  and  the  payment  will 
only  go  in  reduction  of  damages  (Ib. ;  Kilner  v.  Bniley,  5  M.  At  W.  382). 
And  in  this  respect  there  is  no  distinction  between  debt  and  assumpsit  in  the 
general  itulc'nUitus  form  (Ib. ;  Cousins  v.  Puddon,  supra).  If  pleaded  to 
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part  only  of  the  cause  of  action,  it  is  necessary  to  allege  with  certainty,  in 
the  commencement,  the  sum  to  which  it  is  intended  to  be  pleaded.  Thus, 
where  the  pit.  declared  for  136/.  for  use  and  occupation  of  apartments  for 
one  year,  at  a  weekly  rent,  from  25th  February,  1839,  to  24th  February, 
1840;  plea,  as  to  so  much  of  rent  claimed  as  accrued  due  before  and  on 
27th  July,  1839,  payment:  held  uncertain,  the  period  between  25th  Febru- 
ary and  27th  July,  being  twenty-one  weeks  and  five  days ;  and  the  words 
"  and  on"  could  not  be  rejected,  so  as  to  render  the  plea  applicable  only  to 
the  period  of  twenty-one  weeks  (Dunn  v.  De  Nuovo,  3  Man.  &  G. 
[*629]  107).  *And  if  pleaded  to  more  than  is  answered  in  the  body,  it  is. 
open  to  demurrer  (Wright  v.  Acres,  6  Ad.  &  E.  726);  and  is  bad 
after  verdict  (Down  v.  Hatcher,  10  Ad.  &  E.  121);  but  judgment  cannot 
be  signed  unless  there  be  not  pleas  on  the  record  applied  in  their  commence- 
ment to  every  part  of  the  plt.'s  demand,  so  that  some  part  of  it  is  left  unan- 
swered, in  which  case  judgment  may  be  signed  for  the  unanswered  part 
(Chitty  v.  Dendy,  3  Ad.  &  E.  319;  Henry  v.  Earl,  8  M.  &  W.  228;  Ch. 
Pr.  265).  Where  part  payment  is  pleaded  "  as  to  the  sum  of  /.,  parcel, 
&c.,  to  a  sum  of  money,  parcel  of  several  counts,  you  need  not  specify  to 
how  much  of  each  cause  of  action  the  payment  is  intended  to  apply" 
(Mitchell  v.  Townley,  7  Ad.  &  E.  164).  Payment  may  be  pleaded  gene- 
rally to  all  the  counts  of  a  declaration ;  and  if  it  be  alleged  to  have  been 
made  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  it  is  immaterial  that  the  day  actually 
specified  is  a  day  before  the  cause  of  action  accrued  (Becsley  v.  Dolley,  6 
Bing.  N.  C.  «7).  The  plea  should  be  pleaded  in  confession  and  avoidance 
(Goodchild  v.  Pledge,  1  M.  &  W.  363).  Where  the  plea  is  not  pleaded  to 
the  whole  count,  you  should  say,  "and  the  s;iid  causes  of  action  in  respect 
thereof,"  inasmuch  as  the  plea  in  the  body  of  it  answers  not  only  the  sum 
in  the  introductory  part,  but  the  damages  accrued  by  reason  of  the  non- 
payment thereof  (see  Henry  v.  Earl,  8  M.  &  W.  228;  Wheeler  v.  Senior, 
7  M.  &  W.  568).  If  any  of  the  latter  damages  are  not  answered  by  the 
pleas,  the  pit.  may  sign  judgment  for  them  (Ib.;  see  Hudson  v.  Fossett,  7 
Man.  &  G.  348).  Where  interest  is  due  as  damages,  the  plea  should  cover 
it  (Hudson  v.  Fossett,  supra;  sec  Beaumont  v.  Greathcad,  15  Law  J.,  C. 
P.  130).  If  he  prove  less,  he  will  be  allowed  so  much  in  reduction  of 
damages  (Lord  v.  Ferrand,  1  I).  &  L.  630). 

Where  the  plea  applies  to  the  whole  count  or  declaration,  it  should  be  in 
full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all  the  said  causes  and  rights  of  action 
therein  mentioned  (see  Norton  v.  Elam,  2  M.  &  W.  464,  per  Parke,  J.). 
If  the  declaration  contain  a  special  count,  and  the  debt  was  paid  immediately 
on  its  becoming  due,  in  strict  performance  of  the  deft.'s  promise,  as  laid  in 
the  declaration,  the  plea  should  then  be  a  simple  traverse  of  the  breach,  con- 
cluding to  the  country  (see  Ensall  v.  Smith,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  522;  Dicken  v. 
Neale,  1  M.  &  W.  "566).  In  debt,  the  statement  of  the  breach  is  mere  form, 
and  cannot  be  traversed  (Ash bee  v.  Pidduck,  1  M.  &  W.  564).  It  must 
therefore  conclude  with  a  verification  (Goodchild  v.  Pledge,  ib.  303 ;  Mack 
v.  Bust,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  206;  Bishton  v.  Evans,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  12,  per  Parke, 
B. ;  see  Ensall  v.  Smith,  supra  ;  Cooper  v.  Phillips,  ib.  649). 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour,  money  paid,  and  account  stated.  Plea, 
as  to  20/.,  parcel,  &c.,  in  the  first  two  counts,  and  as  to  20/.  parcel,  &c.,  in 
the  last  count,  that  the  said  two  sums  were  the  same  debt,  and  the  payment 
in  satisfaction  of  the  207. :  held  bad  on  special  demurrer,  for  not  stating  how 
much  of  the  20/.  due  on  the  account  stated  was  applicable  to  that  for  work 
and  labour,  and  to  that  for  money  paid  :  held  also,  that  it  was  unobjectionable 
on  account  of  the  averment  of  identity,  for  it  merely  amounted  to  an  allcga- 
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tion  that  the  sum  due  on  the  account  stated  was  due  on  the  same  cause  of 
action  as  the  sums  mentioned  in  the  first  two  counts,  which  is  allowable  by 
the  new  rules  (Ince  v.  Tomlinson,  4  Ad.  &  E  489). 

Declaration  for  883/.  16*.,  stating  that,  although  6647.  3s.  6W.  had  been 
paid,  the  remainder  had  not.  Plea,  payment  of  all  sums  of  money  in  the 
declaration  mentioned.  Replication,  new  assigned,  that  the  action  was  brought 
not  for  1751.  17*.,  parcel  of  the  moneys  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, but  for  another  like  sum,  and  denied  'payment  of  the  [  '630  ] 
residue.  Pleas :  first,  general  plea  of  payment ;  second,  denial 
that  the  cause  of  action  new  assigned  was  other  and  different,  and  issue 
thereon :  held,  that  the  plea  to  the  declaration  was  not  to  be  taken  as  pleaded 
to  the  balance  only,  and  that  the  replication  did  uot  admit  payment  of  175/. 
17*.  as  part  payment  of  the  balance,  so  as  to  entitle  deft  to  a  verdict  on 
proof  of  payment  of  such  a  sum  as,  together  with  the  175/.  17*.,  admitted 
in  the  replication,  was  equal  to  such  balance  (Alston  v.  Mills,  9  Ad.  &  E. 
248).  where  the  deft,  pleads  payment  and  acceptance  in  satisfaction,  the 
pit.  new  assigns  a  different  debt  of  the  same  amount  with  that  confessed  in 
the  plea ;  on  non  auumpsit  pleaded  to  the  new  assignment,  the  only  ques- 
tion for  th«-  jury  is,  whether  two  debts  are  incurred  or  one  only;  if,  therefore, 
the  pit.  prove  one  debt,  and  the  deft,  prove  payment  of  the  amount,  the  effect 
of  the  deft.'s  evidence  is  to  show  that  the  debt  proved  by  the  pit.  is  the  debt 
confessed  and  avoided  by  the  plea,  and  not  the  debt  newly  assigned,  which 
latter  d«-bt  therefore  remains  unproved  upon  the  issue  of  non  auumpsit  (Hall 
v.  Middlcton,  5  Nev.  &  M.  410). 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  when  a  plea  introduces  new  matter  it  must  con- 
clude with  an  averment,  in  order  to  give  the  opposite  party  an  opportunity 
of  answering  that  new  matter;  but  where  such  new  matter  is  not  material 
to,  or  cannot  be  answered  by  reason  of  its  causing  a  departure  from,  or 
operating  as  a  denial  of  the  original  plea,  then  it  may  conclude  to  the  country, 
as  iho  object  of  the  averment  cannot  be  effected;  e.  g.  in  an  action  on  a  bond 
for  performance  of  an  award,  the  plea  showed  a  bond,  but  admitted  the 
sufficiency  of  the  award  by  averring  performance  of  it;  the  pit.  in  his  repli- 
cation set  out  the  award  to  show  that  it  was  valid.  Deft,  cannot  afterwards 
in  his  rejoinder  traverse  the  new  matter  in  this  replication,  which  shows  the 
award  to  lie  a  good  one,  and  would  be  a  departure  from  the  plea  which  ad- 
mits the  sufficiency  of  tin-  award.  So,  if  deft,  plead  MM/  agnrtl,  he  can  say 
nothing  in  his  rejoinder  that  admits  an  award  made  (1  Lev.  245).  But  if 
part  only  of  an  award  be  set  forth  in  the  replication,  omitting  that  part  which 
showed  the  award  to  be  void,  the.  deft,  may,  notwithstanding  his  plea  of  *M! 
agard  set  out  in  his  rejoinder  the  whole  award,  because  he  thereby  shows 
that  no  legal  or  valid  award  had  been  made,  which  i«  the  same  as  no  award, 
and  rather  supports  tlnn  departs  from  his  plea  (1  Saund.  3J6,  n.  1).  Plea 
nul  agard.  Replication  sets  out  awnrd  which  must  conclude  with  averment 
(Ib.  n.  (f) ) ;  where  no  answer  can  be  given  to  the  new  matter  introduced 
into  the  plea,  it  would  be  of  no  sort  of  uoe.  to  conclude  with  an  averment  (1 
Saund.  327,  n.). 

Replication.]  Under  a  replication  denying  the  payment,  the  pit.  might 
show  that,  although  the  money  was  paid,  yet  that  subsequent  events  destroyed 
the  effect  of  that  payment.  Thus,  where  the  deft.'s  assignees  recover  back 
the  money  from  the  pit.  as  having  been  paid  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference 
(Pritchurd  v.  Hitchcock,  6  Mun.  \  G.  151),  that  the  "deft,  did  not  pay, 
Aic.,  nor  did  the  pit.  receive,  &c.,"  was  held  good  (Webb  v.  Weatherby, 
1  tiiiig.  N.  C.  502) ;  but  a  traverse  of  the  acceptance  only  puts  both  the 
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payment  and  the  acceptance  in  issue  (Ridley  v.  Tindall,  7  Ad.  &  E. 
134). 

Where  the  declaration  stated  that  pit.  made  his  bill  of  exchange,  which 
deft,  accepted ;  that,  before  it  became  dun,  pit.  had  parted  with  the  posses- 
sion, and,  in  consideration  that  pit.  would  again  procure  possession  of  the 
bill,  and  prevent  the  same  from  being  presented  for  payment,  the  deft,  would 
remit  the  pit.  the  amount  (728/.  6s.)  on  a  certain  day.  Averment 
[  *631  ]  of  performance  and  breach.  *Plea,  as  to  609/.  10s.,  parcel  of  the 
said  sum  of  money  therein  mentioned,  that  deft,  paid  to  pit.  700/. 
in  satisfaction  of  the  609/.  10s.,  parcel  of  certain  moneys  specified  in  a  bill 
of  exchange,  dated,  die.,  which  is  the  same  identical  bill  declared  on.  Re- 
plication, denying  that  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  plea  is  the  same  identical 
bill,  concluding  to  the  country:  held  bad  on  special  demurrer  (Wheeler  v. 
Senior,  7  M.  &  W.  562). 

The  pit.,  in  his  first  count,  claims  two  sums  of  1000/.  each.  Plea,  that 
on  divers  days  and  times  deft.'s  agents  paid  to  ph.,  and  pit.  accepted  from 
him,  divers  moneys,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  2000/.,  in  full  satisfaction,  &c., 
of  the  said  two  sums  of  1000/.  each,  and  of  all  damages,  &c.  New  assign- 
ment, that  pit.  commenced  the  action  and  declared  therein,  as  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  not  for  the  non-performance  by  the  deft,  of  his  promise  as 
to  the  moneys  in  that  plea  mentioned  to  have  been  paid,  but  for  the  non-per- 
formance by  him  of  his  promise  as  to  other  moneys,  to  wit,  the  moneys  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned,  &c. ;  to  which  deft,  pleads  payment  in  the 
same  form  as  he  had  pleaded  it  in  the  first  count  of  the  declaration.  On 
this  issue  is  joined.  It  seems  that  the  new  assignment  is  sufficient  to  enti- 
tle the  pit.  to  a  verdict  (Cholmondeley  v.  Payne,  8  C.  &  P.  482). 

On  a  plea  of  payment,  if  that  be  the  only  one,  the  deft,  is  bound  to  begin 
(Richardson  v.  Fell,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  10).  Where  the  deft,  pleaded,  as  to 
20/.,  payment;  as  to  residue,  set-off:  held,  that  the  deft,  must  begin  (Cox- 
head  v.  Huish,  7  C.  &  P.  63). 

A  payment  generally  admitted  by  the  particulars,  thus:  "  Cr.  by  bills, 
1500^."  is  construed  as  payment  admitted  to  have  been  made  by  the  deft,  to 
the  pit.  (Smethurst  v.  Taylor,  12  M.  &  W.  545). 

The  Court  refused  to  compel  a  deft,  to  deliver  particulars  of  a  plea  of  pay- 
ment (Phipps  v.  Sothern,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  208 ;  but  see  Ireland  v.  Thompson, 
4  Bing.  N.  C.  716). 


Precedents  (Ch.  PI.  434,  441). 


Evidence. 

To  support  this  defence,  the  deft,  must  prove  that  he  made  a  payment  in 
money,  or  its  equivalent,  to  the  pit.,  in  discharge  of  the  debt  claimed. 

Proof  that  Defendant  paid.]  It  must  be  proved  that  the  deft.,  or  some 
one  on  his  behalf,  made  the  payment  in  question;  and  if  there  be  several 
defts.,  the  authority  to  pay  must  come  from  all,  either  expressly  or  impliedly 
(M'Intyre  v.  Miller,  13  M.  &  W.  725).  Payment  by  one  of  several,  who 
are  jointly  sued,  is  prima  facie  a  payment  by  all  (Walters  v.  Smith,  2  B.  & 
Ad.  889) ;  and  payment  by  one  of  several  joint  and  several  makers  of  a 
note  may  be  pleaded  as  a  payment  by  the  others  (Beaumont  v.  Greathead, 
15  Law  J.  130,  C.  P.).  Where  there  are  two  joint  pits.,  a  payment  to  one 
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may  be  pleaded  as  a  payment  to  both  (Porter  v.  Taylor,  6  M.  &  S.  156; 
r  v.  Hutchinson,  9  Ad.  A:  E.  641).  If  imde  to  plu's  wife,  the  plea 
must  aver  that  she  was  his  agent  to  receive  it  (Oflley  v.  Clay,  2  Man.  As  G. 
172;.  If  m  ide  to  one  whose  receipt  of  it  makes  it  a  good  payment  against 
the  pit.,  it  should  be  pleaded  as  made  to  the  pit.  himself  (Ch.  jun.  Pi.  971, 
n.  (g)  ).  The  deft,  gains  nothing  by  truly  pleading  payment  of  a 
sum  which  the  pit.  does  not  claim  in  *the  action  (Dyte  v.  Hawker,  [  *632  ] 
1  D.  As  L.  189;  Kennington  v.  Alison,  2  Dowl.  N.  8.  658);  for 
the  (•!  •  i  will  b  •  taken  to  apply  to  the  deft.'s  demand,  whatever  it  may  be 
proviii  to  U-,  nad,  therefore,  it  is  not,  in  general,  necessary  for  the  pit.  to 
new  ,-ISM  .n  i  Freeman  v.  Crofts,  4  M.  As  W.  4;  James  v.  Lingham,  5  Bing. 
N.  C.  553 ;  ante,  p.  628 ;  see  "  NKW  ASSIOXMKKT"). 

A  payment  made  by  a  person  on  dert.'s  behalf,  though  not  expressly  autho- 
rized by  deft,  so  to  do,  will  enure  to  defi.'s  benofi;,  at  bis  option.  A  payment 
made  by  any  parly  to  a  bill,  and  even  by  a  total  stranger,  is  sufficient  (Ch. 
Bills,  'J-U).  Payment  of  a  bill  of  exchange  by  the  acceptor,  will  discharge 
all  pirti  *  to  it  (1  Sira.  616;  Ch.  Bills,  347);  so  does  tin  payment  of  a  bill 
by  a  prior  party  discharge  subsequent  parties  (Ch.  Bills,  146;  615,  «t  4*9.; 
•ec  "  BILLS  or  EXCIIAKQB").  As  to  payments  by  arrangements  between 
parties,  MFC  ante,  p.  372,  infra). 

Pfonfthtit  Payment  icat  to  Plaintiff.]  The  payment  must  be  proved  to 
have  been  made  to  the  pit.,  or  one  on  his  behalf.  Payment  to  one  of  seve- 
ral partners,  or  co-pits.,  is  enough  (Porter  v.  Taybr,  6  M.  At  S.  150;  King 
v.  Smith,  4  C.  Ac  P.  108;  Farrer  v.  Hu  chin«on,  9  Ad.  At  E.  647 ;  ante, 
Vol.  II.  p.  561 ;  but  not  if  in  consideration  of  an  assignment  of  a  debt  to 
himself  (M'lntire  v.  Miller,  13  M.  Ac  W.  726).  Payment  to  one  of  several 
trustees  is  sufficient ;  but  payment  to  ow  of  suvenl  assignee*  of  a  bankrupt 
is  not  (Curr  v.  Read,  *  tec*.  605;  Williams  v.  Walsby,  4  Esn.  220;  see 
ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  418;  6  B.  Ac  C.  56).  But  Lord  Kmyon  expressed  M  nisi 
prius  a  different  opinion  (Smith  v.  Jameson,  1  Ivp.  114;  Bristow  v.  Cast- 
man,  ib.  174).  But  payment  by  bankers  to  one  of  several  persons,  not 
partner*,  who  have  deposited  money  in  I  he  bank,  or  to  one  of  several  trus- 
tees, of  the  proceeds  of  slock  sold  out  under  a  joint  power  of  attorney  from 
the  trustees,  docs  not  discharge  th-  banker*  as  against  lha  others,  unless  they 
had  authorized  such  payment  (Inncs  v.  Ste|ihen«on,  1  Moo.  Ar  K.  145; 
Stewart  v.  Lee,  Moo.  As  M.  156;  Stone  v.  Mar-.li,  Ky.  Ac  M.  304).'  Pay- 
ment  to  one  of  two  joint-creditors  of  his  portion  of  the  debt  does  not  alter  its 
nature,  or  entitle  the  other  creditor  to  sue  alone  for  his  shore  (Hutsall  v. 
Griffith,  2  C.  As  M.  679).  Payment  to  one  of  several  exccu'ors  i*  sufficient 
(ante,  "  KXKCUTORS,  A:c.M).  Payment  to  an  executor  who  has  obtained  pro- 
bate of  a  forged  will,  is  a  discharge  to  an  action  brought  .trims',  a  debtor  by 
the  rightful  administrator,  on  revocation  of  the  probate  (Allen  v.  Dundas,  3 
T.  R.  125);  but  a  payment  under  the  sup|>o4ed  will  of  a  living  person 
would  bo  bad  (Ib.  130;  Woolley  v.  Clark,  5  B.  A:  A.  744). 

As  to  payments  to  bankrupt*,  ante.  Vol.  I.  p.  -U1,  el  try.  If  one  of  seve- 
ral pits.,  or  a  nominal  pit.,  ?uiog  for  another  |ierson  benenVi.illy  interested, 
fraudulently,  and  by  collusion  with  the  deft.,  give  him  a  receipt  lor  the  debt, 
and  yet  no  money  passed  between  them,  the  court  will,  on  triplication,  pre- 
clude the  deft,  from  availing  himself  of  such  receipt  (TuM,  1'r.  730;  Mount- 
Stephen  v.  Brooke,  1  Ch.  Uep.  391).  But  in  general  a  payment  to  a  trustee 
is  elli-ctive  in  law,  though  in  equity  it  might  not  hold  against  dim  and  his 
cestui  que  trust  (tiibson  v.  Winter,  5  B.  A:  Ad.  90);  and,  if  one  of  two  pits, 
fraudulently  give  a  receipt  without  consideration,  this  shall  not,  even  at  the 
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trinl,  affect  his  co-pit.  (Skaife  v.  Jackson,  3  B.  &  C.  421  ;  5  D.  &  R.  290  ; 
Farrar  v.  Hutchinson,  9  Ad.  &  E.  641). 

Payment  by  a  debtor  to  a  third  person,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  given  by 
the  creditor,  is  good,  so  as  to  operate  as  a  payment  to  the  creditor  (Hodgson 
v.  Anderson,  3  B.  &  C.  852 ;  5  D.  &  R.  746;  3  T.  R.  180). 
[  *633  ]  The  debt  is  certainly  absolutely  discharged  and  paid,  *if  the  order 
be  acted  upon,  and  the  third  party  receive  the  account  in  pursu- 
ance thereof;  and  the  third  person  cannot  rescind  the  order  after  the  debtor 
has  pledged  himself  to  the  third  person  to  obey  the  same :  in  such  case,  the 
right  of  the  third  party  to  receive  the  money  from  the  debtor  is  complete, 
and  consequently  the  debt  is  extinguished  as  against  the  creditor  (Ib. ;  Ch. 
Contr.  614;  Catlock  v.  Harris,  3  T.  R.  180;  ante,  p.  372;  Wilson  v. 
Coupland,  5  B.  &  A.  228 ;  Fairlie  v.  Benton,  8  B.  &  C.  395 ;  Cuxon  v. 
Cheedley,  5  B.  &  C.  591 ;  Wharton  v.  Walker,  4  B.  &  C.  163 ;  see  Ward 
v.  Evan,  2  Ld.  Raym.  928). 

Payment  to  a  person  found  in  a  merchant's  counting-house,  and  appearing 
to  be  intrusted  with  the  conduct  of  the  business  there,  is  a  good  payment  to 
the  merchant,  though  the  person  was  in  fact  never  employed  by  him  (Bar- 
rett v.  Deare,  M.  &  M.  200 ;  see  Wilmott  v.  Smith,  ib.  238).  But  payment 
to  an  apprentice  in  his  master's  counting-house,  not  in  the  usual  course  of 
business,  but  on  a  collateral  transaction,  as  a  wager,  mortgage,  debt,  or 
legacy,  is  no  payment  to  the  master  (Saunderson  v.  Bell,  2  C.  &  M.  304). 
It  seems  an  agent  employed  to  sell,  has  no  authority  as  such  to  receive  pay- 
ment (Mynn  v.  JolifTe,  1  Moo.  &  R.  326,  per  Littledale,  J.;  and  see  Jackson 
v.  Jacob,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  869;  Baring  v.  Corrie,  2  B.  &  A.  137  ;  Russell  on 
Factors,  68).  But  if  the  agent  be  entrusted  with  the  goods,  &c.,  for  his 
principal,  he  has  authority  to  receive  the  price  of  them  in  the  absence  of 
notice  to  the  vendee  to  the  contrary  (Capel  v.  Thornton,  3  C.  &  P.  352). 
An  auctioneer  although  authorized  to  receive  the  deposit,  has  no  general  au- 
thority to  receive  the  purchase-money  (Sykcs  v.  Giles,  5  M.  &  W.  645). 

In  general  only  a  money  payment  binds  the  principal,  so  lhat  he  is  not 
affected  by  a  set-off  which  the  vendee  may  have  against  the  ;igent  (Bartlett 
v.  Pentland,  10  B.  &  C.  760;  Thorold  v.  Smith,  11  Mod.  71  ;  Sykes  v. 
Giles,  supra)'  otherwise,  where  the  agent  was  allowed  to  appear  to  be  the 
principal  (Ch.  Contr.  639,  n.  (c) ).  If  an  agent  employed  to  sell  coals, 
make  a  bargain  in  his  own  name  with  a  tradesman  to  furnish  him  with  coals 
on  credit,  for  which  in  return  he  is  to  receive  goods  on  credit,  and  the  coals 
and  the  goods  be  both  delivered,  the  real  owner  of  the  coals  may  recover  of 
the  tradesman  if  his  name  be  in  the  ticket  sent  with  the-coals  as  the  seller, 
because  the  tradesman  after  that  is  bound  to  inquire  into  the  nature  of  the 
agent's  situation,  and  should  not  continue  to  treat  him  as  principal  (Pratt  v. 
Willey,  2  C.  &  P.  350). 

A  payment  to  an  authorized  agent  is  sufficient  (Goodland  v.  Blewith,  1 
Camp.  477  ;  Coates  v.  Lewes,  ib.  444  ;  Owen  v.  Barrow,  1  N.  R.  101  ;  Gard- 
ner v.  Davis,  2  C.  &  P.  49  ;  Hornby  v.  Lacy,  6  Moo.  &  S.  166 ;  Horsfall 
v.  Fauntleroy,  10  B.  &  C.  755).  His  authority  maybe  inferred  by  the  rela- 
tive situation  of  the  parties,  the  possession  of  papers,  &c.,  the  usual  course 
of  trade,  or  recognition  of  their  acts,  and  which  depend  upon  facts,  the  suffi- 
ciency of  .which  the  jury  are  to  determine.  Thus,  a  payment  made  in  a 
shop  or  other  place,  to  a  clerk  or  servant  entrusted  with  the  sale  of  goods,  is 
as  effectual  as  if  made  to  the  master,  on  proof  of  such  person  acting  in  such 
employ  (5  Burr.  2688;  12  Mod.  87).  But,  where  A.,  having  purchased 
goods  of  B.  on  credit,  gives  notice  to  B.  that  in  future  he  shall  always  pay 
ready  money,  and  does  so  to  the  servant,  who  embezzles  the  money,  A.  will 
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still  be  liable,  unless  be  proves  the  notice  to  have  reached  B.;  and  the  master 
is  not  bound  by  the  piyment  to  the  servant,  from  there  having  been  a  change 
in  the  usual  mode  of  dealing  (Gratland  v.  Freeman,  3  Bsp.  83;  Hazard  v. 
Treadwell,  1  Stra.  506 ;  3  Salk.  234  ;  1  Ld.  Raym.224).  Where 
payment  is  made  to  one  having  the  custody  of  deeds,  *bills,  bank*  [  *631  ] 
ere'  checks,  &c.,  that  fact  is  sufficient  presumptive  evidence  of  his 
authority  (Owen  v.  Barrow,  1  N.  R.  101 ;  12  Mod.  564;  1  Ch.  PI.  103 ;  2 
Eq.  C.  709).  In  mercantile  transactions,  the  usual  authority  attached  to 
particular  agents  in  the  transacting  of  business,  is  sufficient  evidence  from 
which  to  infer  their  power  of  receiving  payment ;  as,  where  a  broker  makes 
out  the  bought  and  sold  notes  to  the  buyer  and  seller  (Favence  v.  B«  nnet, 
1 1  Cast,  86,  38;  see  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  94,  s.  4);  and,  where  the  agent  sells  in 
that  character,  but  does  not  disclose  the  name  of  his  principal  at  the  time, 
yet,  if  (he  disclosure  be  made  before  payment,  the  principal  conn's  into  his 
full  rights,  and  a  payment  under  such  circumstances  would  be  an  <  flertual 
one  to  the  principal  (Morris  v.  Cleasby,  4  M.  &  S.  573).  And,  if  the  broker 
sell  goods  in  his  own  name  to  the  purchaser,  and  there  be  no  countermand 
from  the  principal,  a  payment  to  the  broker  is  good  (Coates  v.  Lewes,  1 
Camp.  444 ;  Moore  v.  Clemen  I  son,  2  Camp.  24 ;  SB.  &  P.  485;  1  M.  &  S. 
147).  In  cases  where  payments  are  made  to  the  agent  after  countermand, 
they  are  still  valid,  if  the  principal  owe  the  fa  nor  a  balance,  as  he  will  bo 
entitled  to  his  lien  on  the  debt  (Drinkwater  v.  Goodwin,  Cowp.  251).  Proof 
of  recognition,  acquiescence,  or  silence  in  a  mutter,  will  be  proof  of  the 
master's  consent,  as  where  a  party  sent  his  servant  to  receive  motx-y,  and 
be  took  a  bill,  at  which  the  master  did  not  dissent  immediately  (Ward  v. 
Evans,  2  Salk.  442;  Watkins  v.  Vino*.  2  Stark.  368);  and  although  a  tra. 
vellcr  who  receive*  orders  for  goods  from  his  employer's  customers  in  the 
country  is  authorized  to  receive  payment  fur  them  in  money,  he  his  not 
power  to  receive  it  in  other  goods  or  by  bill  (Howard  v.  Chapman,  4  C.  & 
P.  508;  Sykcs  v.  G.le*.  5  M.  At  W.  645;  Ward  v.  Evans,  1  Ld.  Kaym. 
928 ;  Townscnd  v.  Inglis,  Holt,  N.  P.  278;  Syke  v.  Giles,  4  M.  Ac  W.  645; 
see  further,/**/,  "PujvciFAt  AMD  AGENT"). 

Payment  to  an  attorney  employed  by  pit.  is  as  binding  as  to  pit.  himself 
(Anon.  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  173);  but  not  to  his  clerk,  who  shnws  no  other  au- 
thority than  his  master's  order  to  receive  it  (Con re  v.  Callawnv,  1  Ivsp. 
115-16),  even  though  such  attorney  had  been  previously  changed,  wi  hout 
leave  of  the  court  (Powell  v.  Little,  1  HI.  R.  8).  And  a  payment  math  to 
the  attorney  on  the  record  is  alwnys  sufficient  (Crosr r  v.  Pilling,  4  B.  At  C. 
231,  289;  0  D.  A?  R.  129),  unless  it  be  pmved  that  he  has  never  been  em- 
ployed by  the  pit.  (I  T.  R.  62):  but  payment  to  a  country  attorney,  who  is 
merely  employed  by  the  attorney  of  the  principal,  is  insufficient  (Yutes  T. 
Frickleton,  Doug.  C.  23,  24  ;  Tidd,  Pr.  93).  Ami,  where  proceedings  had 
been  taken  on  a  bill,  it  has  been  held  sufficient  pr\ ma  facie  evidence  that  'he 
party  was  the  attorney  to  pit.  to  show  that,  when  applied  to  to  receive  tho 
money,  he  produced  the  bill,  and  gave  a  receipt  for  the  money  as  pit.'*  attor- 
ney (Owen  v.  Barrow,  1  N.  R.  102-3).  As  to  payment  to  pit.  in  fraud  of 
his  attorney,  see  Arch.  Pr.  87,  783.  To  prove  the  agent's  authority,  it  in  not 
necessary  to  call  him;  it  may  be  proved  by  any  other  persons  who  know 
the  fact  (IN.  R.  101-3);  or  who  have  seen  such  IXTSOIIS  usually- acting  in 
such  capacity,  as  by  proving  that  ihe  pnrty  Imd  been  in  the  huljit  of  signing 
receipts  for  i he  principal  (Walkins  v.  Vince,  2  Stark.  30ti  ;  post,  "  PKINCII*AL 
AJCD  AUEXT"). 

Payment  l>y  an  attorney  to  a  creditor  will  support  nn  averment  of  pay- 
ment by  the  principal,  though  the  latter  has  not  repaid  his  attorney,  but  has 
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only  given  him  a  promissory  note  (Adams  v.  Dansay,  6  Bing.  506).  In  an 
action  for  money  lent,  deft,  pleaded  payment,  the  pit.  new  assigned,  to  which 
deft,  pleaded  tion  assumpsit.  At  the  trial  pit.  claimed  15/.  for  money  lent 

in  August,  1833,  and  proved  and  acknowledged  by  the  deft,  after 
[  *635  ]  that  time  that  he  *o\ved  pit.  15/. ;  deft,  gave  evidence  of  having 

paid  the  15/.  in  August,  1833:  held,  that  the  proper  question  for 
the  jury  was,  whether  or  not  there  had  been  two  debts,  and  that  the  deft, 
was  not  precluded  from  taking  this  point  by  the  evidence  of  payment  which 
he  had  produced  at  the  trial  (Hall  v.  Middleton,  4  Ad.  &  E.  107). 

Where  n  payment  is  made  to  a  wife,  it  must  be  shown  that  she  had  autho- 
rity to  receive  it  (Oflley  v.  Clay,  2  Sco.  N.  R.  372). 

Proof  of  Payment  in  Money,  or  its  Equivalent,  in  Discharge  of  tlie 
Debt.}  This  must  be  established ;  if  there  was  no  payment  in  money.,  or  its 
equivalent,  the  nature  of  the  defence  is  more  of  accord  and  satisfaction  than 
payment  (ante,1"  ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION").  A  transfer  of  credit  by  delt.'s 
bankers  to  plt.'s  account,  will  sometimes  amount  to  a  payment,  although  no 
money  actually  passes  (ante,  p.  866;  Eyles  v.  Ellis,  4  Bing.  112 ;  see  Boden- 
ham  v.  Purchas,  2  B.  &  A.  39). 

Where  a  debtor  directed  his  bankers,  who  had  a  balance  in  his  favour  in 
their  hands,  to  place  to  the  credit  of  his  creditor,  who  was  a  customer  of 
and  debtor  to  the  bankers,  a  certain  sum,  so  as  to  make  the  same  as  a  bill 
at  one  monih,  to  which  they  assented,  and  made  a  communication  accord- 
ingly to  the  creditor,  who  also  acquiesced  :  held,  that  this  did  not  amount  to 
a  payment,  and  that  on  the  bankruptcy  of  the  bankers,  before  the  expiration 
of  the  time  when  credit  was  to  have  been  given,  the  creditor  might  sue  for 
his  demand  (Redder  v.  Watt,  Peak.  Ad.  Cas.  41).  This  case  may  be  sup- 
ported on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  remittance  or  actual  transfer  on 
account  of  the  debt,  but  a  mere  direction  to  place  money  at  a  future  day. 
There  may  be  a  payment  to  the  creditor,  through  his  agent,  by  the  debtor 
giving  the  agent  credit  in  account  for  the  amount  due,  especially  where  a 
custom  can  be  shown  to  accept  such  credits  as  payments,  as  is  the  case 
between  brokers  and  underwriters  (Siewart  v.  Aberdein,  4  M.  &  W.  211, 
per  Abinger,  C.  B.,  228 ;  see  Gibson  v.  Winter,  5  B.  &  Ad.  96). 

Payment  is  sometimes  made  by  a  bill,  note,  or  draft  on  a  banker;  in 
which  cas;-,  if  the  person  receiving  the  draft  do  not  use  due  diligence  to  get  it 
paid,  the  deft,  will  be  discharged,  but  not  otherwise,  unless  the  pit.  agreed 
to  run  all.  risks  (ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  34  ;  Ch.  B.  94,  287  ;  Read  v.  Hutchinson, 
3  Camp.  352;  2  Show.  296;  2  Raym.  930).  A  bill  or  note  (Owerson  v. 
Morse,  7  T.  R.  64  ;  Turnyard  v.  Boaves,  5  M.  &  S.  62),  or  banker's  check 
(2  D.  &  R.  25),  are  not  money. 

A  payment  may  also  be  in  goods  ;  thus,  where  one  delivers  goods  as  for 
a  particular  amount,  together  with  a  balance  in  money,  and  such  goods  were 
delivered  as  a  payrm  nt  protanto;  whether  they  were  so  delivered  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  (Cannan  v.  Wood,  2  M.  &  W.  467,  per  Alderson,  B.  ;  see 
Hooper  v.  Stephens,  4  Ad.  &  E.  71  ;  Hart  v.  Nash,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  3:17; 
Williams  v.  Griffiths,  ib.  45).  Payment  by  allowance,  and  a  receipt  as  lor 
cash,  will  support  the  plea;  thus,  where  the  defts.  for  four  years,  on  pay- 
ment of  their  rent,  were  allowed  by  the  plt.'s  agent  (in  ignorance)  to  deduct 
from  the  rent  a  certain  rate,  and  a  receipt  was  given  for  the  balance:  held, 
in  an  action  to  recover  the  sums  so  allowed  as  arrears  of  rent,  that  the 
facts  supported  a  plea  of  payment  (Wallers  v.  Andrews,  3  M.  &  W.  312). 

The  delivery  of  an  overdue  bill  of  the  vendor,  in  payment  for  goods  sold 
by  him,  has,  in  one  instance,  been  deemed  as  complete  payment  as  where 
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the  deft.,  who  had  ordered  goods  for  ready  money,  paid  for  them  by 
returning  to  the  vendor**  agent  a  bill  accepted  by  the  vendor,  which  bad  been 
dishonoured  before  the  good*  were  ordered,  Ate.  (Mayer  v.  Nias.  1  Bmg.  311)* 

•If  the  seller  of  good*  agree  to  ran  the  risk  of  the  bill  being 
bad,  and  to  take  it  a*  payment  or  cash,  be  cannot,  on  the  dishonour  [  *6S«  ] 
of  the  bill,  resort  to  his  original  cause  of  action  (Ward  v.  Evans, 
8  Balk.  442).  Where  the  deft,  agreed  with  the  pit.  and  other  creditors,  to 
pay  a  composition  of  15t.  in  the  pound,  by  two  instalments,  and  a  surety, 
in  consideration  of  the  creditors  agreeing  to  discharge  ike  deft,  from  all 
debts,  on  receiving  such  Manuuailion,  agreed  to  pay  a  torn  of  money  in  part 
payment  of  the  first  instalment,  and  10  accept  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by 
the  deft.,  in  part  payment  of  the  second ;  the  creditors  agreeing  to  exonerate 
and  discharge  the  deft,  on  payment  of  the  above  composition ;  and,  it  was 
ayuud  thai  certain  bills  of  exchange,  whose  amount  was  equal  to  the  residue 
of  the  sum  payable  on  the  composition,  and  which  had  been  before  indorsed 
by  the  defL,  and  handed  over  to  ihe  pi* ,  and  »hould  be  considered  as  part 
payment  of  the  said  15*.  in  the  pound :  held,  that  the  bills  left  in  the  hands 
of  the  pit.  under  this  agreement  were  not  to  be  considered  as  an  absolute 
payment,  unless  they  were  discharged  at  maturity,  and  one  of  them  h-mng 
been  dishonoured,  that  the  deft  remained  liable  upon  his  indorsement  (Con. 
atabfe  v.  Andrew,  2  C.  dc  M.  tM). 

Where  a  debtor  directs  his  creditor  to  remit  by  the  post,  and  the  letter  to 
lost,  the  creditor  must  bear  the  loss,  and  it  will  only  be  necessary  for  the 
party  to  prove  the  order,  and  thai  it  was  remitted  accordingly  (Warwick*  v. 
Noakes,  Pea.  07;  3  II.  &  B.  Via  ;  Waller  v.  lUynes,  ft.  &  M.  149;  see 
Kington  v.  Kington,  II  M.  At  W.  233) ;  but  it  is  not  sufficient  to  deliver  let- 
tors  with  money  iu  them  to  a  bdlman  in  the  street :  it  mutt  be  to  the  post- 
nfice,  or  one  of  the  n-guUt  rcceiving-bousrs  (Ib.  1H6;  but  one  Pack  v.  Ales, 
ander,  3  M.  &  Sco.  7«9);  and  iKe  sending  bank  nott-s  uncut  would  be 
UMufficient,  as  the  more  prudent  and  usual  mnhod  is  to  •rod  them  by  balvea 
(Pea.  Bv.  289).  Aud,  «  hern  notr«  were  sent  h«lf  by  t)»e  coach  and  half  by 
the  post,  though  the  circumstance  of  one  set  of  halvrs  being  sent  by  the 
coach  caused  ihcir  arrival  in  London  two  hour*  later  (per  Abbott,  C.  J.), 
M  thai  being  a  reasonable  precaution,  the  pit.  had  a  nghl  to  tend  them  by 
that  conveyance.  It  i«  dirti-n-nt  as  to  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  to  order; 
il  may  be  specially  indorsed,  sod  no  risk  incurred  by  sending  it  by  the  post; 
but  here  it  would  not  have  been  safe  to  have  transmitted  notes  payable  to 
the  bearer  on  demand  by  that  conveyance"  (Williams  v.  Smith,  2  B.  Ac  A. 
501).  "  Where  no  dm^c-ions  hive  been  given  about  the  mode  of  remittance, 
still  this  being  dune  in  the  usual  way  (per  po*i)  of  transacting  business  of 
this  nature,  I  »houlJ  have  h-  Id  iho  deft,  discharged"  ( Warwicke  v.  Noakes, 
Pea.  67.8,  186:  per  Lord  K«  pyon,  C.  J.).  And  in  Walter  v.  Hayoe*.  R. 
6t  M.  149,  Abbott,  C.  J.,  said,  "  Where  a  letter,  fully  and  particularly 
directed  to  a  person  at  his  u»ual  place  of  residence,  i»  proved  to  have  l»<en 
put  into  the  putt-officc,  this  i*  equivalent  to  prouf  of  a  delivery  into  the 
hand*  of  that  person,  bucausu  it  is  a  safe  and  n-a«>nil»U>  prcsump'Kin  thnt  it 
reaches  iu  destination  ;  but  a  letter  directed  lo  Mr.  Hayiic*.  Bristol,  contain- 
ing notice  of  the  dishonour  of  a  bill,  is  loo  general,  ami  tln-relon-  itituHi* 
cicnt.  In  nnswer  to  an  application  <!•  ft.  sent  a  post^>(Tice  order  to  the  ph., 
in  which  the  latter  was  duicribed  by  a  wrong  chnslian  naim-,  but  the  plu 
did  not  cash  it,  although  he  was  told  that  he  might  by  signing  it  in  the  name 
of  the  payee:  held,  no  payment  ((Gordon  v.  Strange,  1  East,  477). 

If  a  creditor  ruler  a  third  person  to  his  debtor  for  payment,  h tending  the 
third  pcrsou  lo  lake  paymcul  ui  money,  and  the  latter,  inslcad  of  taking  pay- 
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ment  in  money  takes  it  in  any  other  way,  he  does  so  nt  his  peril  (perBayley, 

J.,  Smith  v.  Ferrand,  7  B.  &  C.  24 ;  Taylor  v.  Briggs,  R.  &  M. 

[  *637  ]  407 ;  Vernon  v.  Bouverie,  2  Show.  296).      *Thus,  if  a  vendor 

take  a  bill,  though  the  bill  be  dishonoured,  the  purchaser  is  dis- 

charged. 

The  taking  a  cheque  payable  immediately,  instead  of  cash,  from  the  debt- 
or's  agent,  does  not  discharge  the  debtor  if  the  cheque  be  dishonoured, 
although  the  agent  fail  with  funds  of  the  debtor  in  his  hands  (Everett  v. 
Collins,  2  Camp.  515).  But  if  the  creditor  instead  of  taking  cash  from  a 
banker,  as  he  might  have  done,  upon  the  debtor's  order  upon  the  banker, 
elect  to  take  from  the  latter  a  bill  upon  a  third  person  payable  at  a  future 
day,  it  was  held  that  the  debtor  was  discharged  although  the  bill  was  after- 
wards dishonoured  (Smith  v.  Ferrand,  supra).  Where  the  master  of  a 
vessel  took  from  the  freighter's  agent  abroad,  who  was  furnished  with  funds 
to  pay  him  the  freight,  a  bill  upon  a  third  person,  which  was  dishonoured: 
held,  that  the  freighter  was  not  thereby  discharged  (Marsh  v.  Pedder,  4 
Camp.  257). 

Where  pits,  (shareholders)  sold  shares  for  H.,  but  H.  being  in  want  of 
the  money  before  settling  day,  applied  to  pits,  for  it,  who  agreed  to  advance 
it,  provided  H.  would  procure  the  defl.'s  acceptance  for  the  amount,  the 
pits,  promising  to  apply  the  price  of  the  shares,  when  received,  in  dis- 
charge of  the  acceptance;  ihe  pits,  received  the  purchase-money  in  due 
time:  held,  in  nn  action  by  the  pits,  against  the  deft,  on  the  bill,  to  which 
payment  was  pleaded,  that  the  plea  was  supported  (Hills  v.  Mesnard,  10  Q. 
B.  266). 

If  a  dc  btor  refer  a  creditor  to  a  third  person  for  payment,  and  the  creditor 
gives  that  third  person  indulgence,  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the 
debtor,  and  the  third  person  becomes  insolvent,  the  loss  must  full  on  the-cre- 
difor,  because,  as  between  himself  and  the  debtor,  the  giving  the  indulgence, 
without  notice  operates  as  an  agreement  on  his  part  to  look  to  the  third  per- 
son and  discharge  the  debtor  (Taylor  v.  Briggs,  supra;  see,  also,  cases 
cited  Ch.  Rills,  98,  288).  And,  where  an  agent  gives  his  security,  which  is 
accepted  by  the  creditor,  who  thereupon  gives  him  the  receipt,  and  the 
debtor  in  consequence  deals  differently  wiih  the  agent,  it  will  operate  as  a 
payment  by  the  debtor  (Wyatt  v.  Hertford  (Marquis  of),  3  East,  147).  If 
bankers'  notes  be  paid  into  another  banking-house,  having  transactions  with 
the  former,  who,  by  the  course  of  dealing,  and  with  the  consent  of  the  latter, 
give  credit  for,  instead  of  giving  cash  for  the  notes,  and  fail,  the  latter  must 
bear  the  loss  (Gillard  v.  Wise,  3  B.  &  C.  134 ;  7  D  &  R.  523.)  If  money 
be  paid  into  a  banking-house,  to  bo  placed  to  the  credit  of  another,  upon  a 
condition,  the  money  in  the  mean  time  to  stand  in  the  banker's  book  in  the 
name  of  the  party  paying  it  in,  it  is  at  his  risk,  and  the  loss  is  his,  if  the 
bankers  fail  before  the  condition  is  complied  with,  though  the  other  party 
had  written  to  desire  it  to  be  paid  in  generally  (1  Cowp.  Eq.  Ca.  148  ;  Ch. 
B.  28  a). 

The  set-off  of  one  sum  of  money  against  another,  upon  a  balance  of 
account,  amounts  to  a  payment  (2  P.  Wms.  128).  A  debt  will  be  some- 
times discharged  by  a  legncy  left  the  debtor  from  the  creditor;  but  a  nego- 
tiable bill  of  exchange  is  not  to  be  considered  as  paid  or  satisfied,  bj  the 
drawer's  bequeathing  a  larger, legacy  to  the  party  in  whose  favour  it  was 
drawn,  although  such  party  coniinued  to  be  the  holder  at  the  time  of  the 
testator's  death  (3  Ves.  561  ;  2  Roper,  20).  But,  in  another  case,  it  was 
held  that  a  debt  on  a  note  was  discharged  by  an  entry  in  the  testator's  hand, 
that  the  debtor  should  pay  no  interest,  iior  should  he,  the  testator,  take  the 
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principal,  anleas  greatly  distressed,  it  bring  proved  the  testator  died  in  afflu- 
ent drcajmetances  (6  Ves.  850). 

The  payment  mutt  be  proved  to  have  been  nude  and  received  ui  <ru- 
ckvg*  of 'the  tie1*,  and  ao  aa  to  eztimguuk  it :  M  therefore,  a  pay* 
meat  *of  part  i«  no  discharge  of  the  whole  debt,  though  MMMcd  [  ••38  ] 
to  be  in  full  of  all  demand*.  There  mint  be  some  nonai deration 
for  the  relinqutshment  of  the  residue,  and  aoaaa  benefit,  or  the  poeaibility  of 
benefit,  to  the  party  relinqoiahinf  ht«  further  claim ;  otherwise,  the  acre*, 
vent  n  nttdam  pm.1um"  (per  LA.  BUenborough,  Fitch  v.  Sutton,  5  Beat, 
231 ;  1  Ch  Rep.  19(1;  Abbott  v.  Chapman,  S  Lev.  61 ;  Covill  v.  Jedery. 
8  Roll.  R.  06;  Down  v.  Hatcher,  10  Ad.  At  R.  121 ;  and  aee  Wright  v. 
Acree,  6  Ad.  &  B.  736 ;  fWihnr  v.  Wane,  Stra.  4*6 :  Lew*  v.  Jonca,  4 
R  At  C.  618;  Braneton  v.  Robot,  4  Bing.  11).  In  Walter*  T.  Smith  (S 
B.  At  Ad.  080)  this  rule  waa  acted  upon.  There  B.  and  C.  were  indebted 
lo  A.  who  aued  B.  alone;  he  remoostraied,  and  alluded  to  circumetancea 
which  would  probably  reduce  plu'a  demand  if  he  got  a  verdict,  and  onvred 
to  put  an  end  to  the  action  by  paying  part  of  the  debt  and  ooata  of  suit, 
which  was  agreed  to,  and  a  receipt  given  (bribe  sum  paid,  which  waa  atnjad 
to  he  for  debt  and  ootta  in  that  action ;  A.  afterwards  aued  C.:  held,  that 
the  above  arrangement  did  not  dwcharge  the  whole  debt,  but  only  relieved 
R*  and  waa  therefore  no  defence  tor  C.  Where  on*  of  two  joint  and  aavav 
nil  obligor*  in  an  indemnity  bond,  when  sued,  paid  a  aum  of  money  which 
waa  accepted  in  aatiafaction  of  the  damiges  and  coat*,  in  the  action  ajpiBH 
him :  held,  no  evidence  to  support  a  plea  of  accord  and  sattsuietton  pleaded 
by  the  other  obligor  in  an  action  ngaiost  hint  (K«ld  v.  Robins,  8  Ad.  6t  K. 
OU).  However,  aa  ohwrrcd  by  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Thoma*  v.  Heatboro  (3  B. 
4k  C.  481).  M  Ao  agnvmr-nt  between  a  debtor  and  creditor,  that  part  of  a 
larger  aum  ahould  br  paid  by  the  debtor,  and  accepted  by  the  creditor  aa  a 
aajm (action  tor  the  whofe,  might,  uooVr  ftpccial  orcumataneaa,  ttpmtt  aa  a 
aliachargo  of  the  wh>iie ;  but  then  the  le^l  Hf-ct  of  auch  an  agreement 
might  be  roo«idrrrd  lo  bo  the  aame  M  if  the  whole  debt  had  born  paid,  and 
part  had  been  returned  a*  a  gift  to  the  party  paying."  And  a  pavrrrut  of 
pert  before  the  •tipulatrd  div.  or  by  a  third  pfr*»n,  would  be  auflirirnt  (Ib. ; 
Uwia  v.  Jon.*.  4  B.  Ac  C.  606;  6  1).  Ac  II.  A7G.  (Vbcll  v.  Tru,  I A  M.  At 
W.  !I3).  Nor  doea  the  nccepting  of  a  unvnllrr  »  mi  under  a  composition 
eomo  wiibin  the  rule.  (See  ••  Co»ro»iTio^.") 

Payment  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  a  replication  of  nunqnam 
;|ajnWiiirififr  to  a  plmof  «.-t.oir  (Mitbr  v.  A"--.-.  13  Jur.  431,  Kich.). 

In  dfbt,  a  plea  of  paymeoi  plcaJcd  to  a  count  u  con*idcrcd  to  be  pleaded 
aa  an  answer,  .i»  well  to  that  part  of  the  J.irn  i^t-*  m  the  declaration  ap|ili> 
,  cable  to  the  d<-u-niinn  of  lh<>  debt  nx-nu»n<  J   in  thai   r-iunt,  as  to  the  dVb'. 
itavif  in  th.it  count  (l.t  Jur.  iut :   1-  LIM  J.  153.  ('.  I'.). 

The  deft,  having  moory  o.'*  lite  plt.'s  in  ln«  li  iu>K,  «lr.-»»  on  his  banker  in 
favour  of  the  pit.  a  check,  which  MB*  pnul  lo  tlf  pit.  at  the  bank:  held,  evi- 
dence of  (fiynicir,  «ilhoul  protif  tint  the  pit.  hud  received  tlie  check  from 
the  deft.  (Muuntlurd  v.  Harper,  16  M.  .V  W.  -„•:,. 

Appropruilio*.\  Tin.*  appropriation  of  a  pnyiiten'.  wlirn*  tl>pre  nrr  seve- 
ral dittiiu't  debt*,  14  often  u<x*oin|>anicii  with  ditficulty;  the  general  rule  i«, 
that  the  p-ir:y  v»l»-i  pa.VH  nvMiey  li.i>  a  n.ti'  l»  apply  that  p.i\iiv  ni  ns  ho 
>hiuk«  fu :  if  he  d<x-s  not  nuke  a  s^i-ific  application  at  llic  ti:iv  ofpayincn*. 
then  iho  ri^ht  of  application  generally  devolves  on  the  party  »h<»  receive* 
the  money,  nivl  he  would  Inve  a  right  to  mike  the  application  at  a  subse- 
quent period  (Stinon  v.  Ingham,  'J  B.  A:  C.  ?'.',  74). 
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But,  where  the  accounts  are  treated  as  one  entire  account  by  all  parties, 
this  rule  does  not  apply  (Bodenham  v.  Purchas,  2  B.  &  A.  45).  But  if, 
at  the  time  the  debtor  makes  the  payment,  he  declare  that  it  is  made  in  dis- 
charge, or  part-payment,  of  either  of  the  debts,  or  the  circumstances  raise 
an  inference  that  such  was  his  intention,  the  creditor  is  thereby  prevented 
from  applying  it  to  any  other  demand  (Ncwmarsh  v.  Teulby,  ib.;  Hall  v. 
Wood,  14  East,  239,  243,  n.  (a);  Anon.  Cro.  Eliz.  68;  Peters  v.  Anderson, 
5  Taunt.  596;  1  Marsh.  242;  Mills  v.  Foukos,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  455;  Eraser 
v.  Bunn,  8  C.  &  P.  704;  Waller  v.  Lacy,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  573;  Goddard  v. 
Cox,  Stra.  1194;  Shaw  v.  Picton,  4  B.  &  C.  715;  Clayton's  case,  1  Mer. 
572,  and  other  cas<  s  introduced  ;  1  Pea.  Ev.  251).  These  rules  hold,  whether 
the  debts  be  created  by  specially,  or  arc  due  on  simple  contract  (Ib. ;  Plomer 
v.  Long,  1  Stark.  1534  (a) ;  2  M.  &  S.  18  ;  1  Marsh  238 ;  Brazier 
[*639]  v.  Bryant,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  477).  The  creditor  *need  not  apply  it  to  any 
particular  demand  at  the  moment  of  the  payment,  but  has  a  right  to 
make  the  application  at  a  subsequent  period  ;  nor  will  an  entry  in  his  books  ap- 
plying it  to  a  particular  demand,  but  not  communicated  to  the  party  paying,  pre- 
clude him  from  applying  it  afterwards  to  another  demand  (Sirnson  v.  Inuham, 

2  B.  &  C.  65;  see  Grigg  v.  Cocks,  4  Sim.  438).     It  has  been  decided,  that 
the  creditor  may  appropriate  a  payment  to  a  prior  and  purely  equitable  claim, 
and  sue  for  a  subsequent  legal  debt  (Bosanquet  v.  Wray,6  Taunt.  597  ;  but 
see  Birch  v.  Tebbutt,  2  Stark.  74;  and  see  Goddart  v.  Hodges,  1  C.  &  M. 
33,  where  it  was  decided  that  a  general  payment  must  be  applied  to  a  prior 
legal  tic/it,  and  not  to  a  subsequent  equitable  demand,  as,  for  instance,  a  sum 
claimed  by  a  partner  against  his  co-partner);  and,  though  one  debt  be  con- 
tracted by  the  deft.'s  wife  dum  sola,  and  the  other  by  the  deft.,  the  creditor 
may  appropriate  the  payment  to  either  (Goddard  v.  Cox,  Stra.  1194).     But, 
where  old  debts  as  well  as  new  ones  are  subsisting,  but  security  has  been 
given  for  such  new  debts,  and  payments  are  made  to  the  exact  amount  of  the 
new  ones,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  favour  of  the  surety,  that  such  payments 
were  made  in  respect  of  the  latler  account  (Marryatts  v.  White,  2  Stark. 
102).     But  the  law  will  not  in  favour  of  a  surety  direct  the  application  of 
money  paid  generally  in  discharge  of  the  debt  accrued,  without  some  cir- 
cumstance to  show  that  it  was  so  intended  (Plomer  v.  Long,  1  Stark.  153; 
Martin  v.  Brecknell,  2  M.  &  S.  39 ;  Williams  v.  Rawlinson,  3  Bing.  75). 
He  may  apply  it  to  a  portion  of  the  debt  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, though  such  payment  will  not/  take  the  whole  debt  out  of  the  statute 
(Mills  v.  Foukes,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  455;  Waters  v.  Tomkins,  2  C.  M.   &  R. 
723).     The  circumstances  of  the  case  will  sometimes  infer  a  special  appli- 
cation, though  not  expressed  at  the  time  (per  Lord  Ellenborough,  JS'ewmarsh 
v.  Clay,  14  East,  244;  Shaw  v.  Picton,  4  B.  &  C.  7,  15;  and  see  Waters 
v.  Tomkins,  3  Moo.  &  R.  723) ;  as,  where  there  are  two  accounts,  one  with 
the  debtor  in  his  own  right,  the  other  as  executor,  the  law  will  apply  ihe 
payment  to  the  former  (Goddard  v.  Cox,  Stra.  1194);  and  where  there  are 
several  demands,  one  of  which  is  illegal,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  pay- 
ment was  made  on  those  which  are  legal  (1  B.  &  P.  264;  Wright  v.  Laing, 

3  B.  &  C.  165). 

But  where  one  of  the  demands  is  for  spirituous  liquors  supplied  in  quan- 
tities not  amounting  to  201.  at  a  time,  the  creditor  may  apply  it  to  that  de- 
mand, the  stat.  24  Geo.  II.  c.  40,  only  preventing  the  seller  from  maintaining 
the  action  (Cruickshanks  v.  Rose,  1  Moo.  &  R.  100);  and  this,  though  his 
particulars  claim  the  whole  demand,  for  he  may  make  his  appropriation  at 
any  time  before  the  matter  comes  before  the  jury  (Philpot  v.  Jones,  4  Ad.  & 
E.  41).  If  a  partner  in  a  firm  owe  a  private  debt  to  A.,  who  is  also  a 
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creditor  of  the  firm,  the  payment  is  impliedly  appropriated  to  the  discharge 
of  the  partnership  debt  (Thompson  v.  Brown,  Moo.  &  M.  40 ;  see  M  PABT- 
wucs"). 

li  a  debtor  at  the  time  of  making  a  payment  make  on  entry  in  a  book, 
stating  such  payment  10  be  on  a  particular  account,  and  show  such  entry  to 
the  creditor,  that  would  be  evidence  of  an  appropriation  by  the  debtor  (Fraicr 
v.  Hunn,  8  C.  &  P.  70*2).     Where  a  party  owes  a  debt  contracted  whilst  be 
was  a  trader  within  the  bankrupt  taws,  and  one  accruing  subsequently,  a 
general  payment  will  be  applied  to  the  first  demand,  to  prevent  the  creditor 
issuing  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  f  Plainer  T.  Long,  1  Stark.  154,  155; 
M  imfl  s.  M    -.il.  i.  !;   ....  MM;  D     •  r.fl       •••     b,  i'  u64]  i'.  I  hi 
v.  Anderson,  5  Taunt.  602;  Ex  partc  Hunter,  6  Vcs.  jun.  94).     When  a 
debtor  makes  a  payment  generally,  without  directing  the  appro- 
pn  iiion,  *ii  shall  be  taken  to  be  a  payment  on  account  of  the  sub.  [  '640  ] 
fisting  d--br,  and  on  no  other  (2  Esp.  605).     But  where  A.,  having 
a  logtil  claim  against  B.  on  bills  of  exchange  accepted  by  B.,  and  having 
also  pOMCAsion  of  a  d«-ed  of  mortgage,  executed  by  B.  to  a  third  person,  of 
which  he  might  compel  an  assignment  in  equity,  and  payment  wns  made  on 
account  gent-rally,  Lord  Eltenboroiigh  said,  ••  1  cnnnot  go  beyond  the  terms 
of  the  receipt ;  on  account tArre  means  an  account  on  which  deft,  was  liable, 
but  he  was  liable  on  the  bills  only"  (Birch  v.  Fcrbut:,  2  Sturk.  C.  76;  6 
Taunt.  «r>y7  ;  contra,  ante).     And,  therefore,  where  A.,  having  large  demands 
against  B.,  upon  bill  transactions  with  himself,  and  also  as  agent  for  several 
persons  to  whom  B.  had  granted  annuities,  secured  by  C.,  caused  an  attorney 
to  make  application  to  B.  atid  C.  on  behalf  of  these  annuitants,  and  B.,  in 
consequence  of  that  application,  and  the  remonstrance*  of  C.,  the  surety, 
paid  to  A.  certain  sums  of  money,  without  making  any  specific  appropria- 
tion of  them  at  the  time  of  payment,  it  was  held,  that  A.  must  be  considered 
as  having  received  them  on  account  of  the  annuitants,  and  that  the  latter 
were  entitled  to  have  these  moneys  divided  amongst  them,  in  proportion  to 
the  amount  of  their  respective  demands  (Shaw  v.  Howard,  4  B.  At  C.  715). 
But  this  decision  does  not  apply  where  accounts  are  blended,  and  treated  as 
one  entire  account  hy  the  parties,  Ibr  there  the  general   payments  are  pre- 
sumed to  be  in  discharge  of  certain  items  (Clayton's  case,  Mer.  57'J ;  IJooVn- 
hnm  v.  Purrlms,  3  B.  &  A.  45;  Stoveld  v.  Hade,  4   Bing.  81,  454;  Field 
v.  Carr,  5  Bing.  1-3) ;  as  where  one  of  several  partners  dies,  and  the  part- 
nership is  in  deb:,  and  the  surviving  partner!!  continue  their  dealings  with  a 
particular  ereiii'or,  and  the  latter  joins  the  transactions  of  the  old  und  new 
firm  in  one  entire  account,  then  the  jHiyments  mndu  from  time  to  tinrv  by 
the  surviving  partners  must  be  applied  to  the  old  debt  (Simson  v.  Ingham,  2 
B.  &  (.'.  1'2;  Clayton's  cnso,  I  Meriv.  57 '2 ;  Williams  v.  Kawlinson,  3  Bing. 
75;  2  B.  A:  C.  703;  Brooke  v.  Enderby,2  B.  &  B.  71  ;  Moore  v.  I  Ml,  Pea. 
Kv.  010  ;  Ilenniker  v.  Wigg,  4  Q.  B.  792). 

Payments  by  a  debtor  to  the  surviving  partner  from  time  to  lime,  upon 
one  general  account,  including  an  old  debt  due  to  the  former  firm,  arc  to  be 
applied  first  to  such  old  debt  (Bodenhnm  v.  Purchas,  'J  B.  A:  A.  3'J).  But, 
if  the  old  debt  bt;  not  brought  into  the  new  account, general  pa\m<-nts  on  the 
new  account  ore  not  to  be  considered  as  made  in  discharge  of  the  old  debt 
(Simson  v.  Inghum,  supra).  When  payments  nre  made  u|w>n  an  entire  ac- 
count they  are  to  be  considered  as  made  in  discharge  of  the.  earlier  items 
(llodcnhain  v.  I'urchns,  supra).  This  ruin  is  not  conclusive,  but  is  only 
evidence  of  an  appropriation  (Wilson  v.  Ilerst,  4  B.  &i  Ad.  7flt>,  per  Lord 
Denman,  C'.  J.).  A  bond,  which  was  given  to  n  firm  of  bankers,  wns  con- 
ditioned for  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  an  account,  and  of  such  further 
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sums  as  they  might  advance  to  the  obligor.  One  of  the  partners  having 
died,  a  new  one  was  taken  in,  and  there  was  then  a  large  balance  due  to  the 
firm.  They  continued  to  make  advances  and  to  receive  payments  on  account. 
The  obligor  was  credited  by  the  new  firm  with  such  payments,  and  charged 
with  the  original  debt  and  subsequent  advances,  as  constituting  items  in  one 
entire  account;  the  balance  due  at  the  partner's  death  was  much  reduced, 
and  that  reduced  balance  was  by  order  of  the  obligor  transferred  by  the 
bankers  to  the  account  of  another  customer,  who  with  his  assent  was  charged 
with  the  then  debt  of  the  obligor,  but  having  become  insolvent,  the  surviving 
partners  of  the  original  firm  brought  their  action  upon  the  bond  :  held,  that 
as  they  had  not  originally  treated  it  as  a  distinct  account,  but  had 
[  *641  ]  blended  it  in  the  general  account  with  *other  transactions,  they 
were  not  at  liberty  so  to  treat  it  at  a  subsequent  period,  and  that 
having  received  in  different  payments  a  sum  more  than  sufficient  to  discharge 
the  debt  due  upon  the  bond  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  deceased  partner, 
the  bond  was  to  be  considered  as  paid  (Bodenham  v.  Purchas,  supra;  Wil- 
liams v.  Rawlinson,  supra).  Qucere,  whether  the  transfer  of  the  balance 
due  from  the  obligor  to  the  account  of  the  other  customer  with  his  assent 
operated  in  point  of  law  as  a  payment  (Ib.,  per  Holroyd,  J.). 

The  doctrine  of  appropriation  by  the  creditor  only  applies  to  cases  in  which 
the  debtor  has  an  opportunity  of  himself  making  the  appropriation,  but  ne- 
glects to  do  so,  and  therefore  nn  attorney  who  has  received  the  amount  of 
damages  recovered  in  an  action  brought  by  his  client,  cannot  appropriate 
that  amount,  as  he  might  have  done  had  his  client  paid  him  such  amount 
generally,  without  appropriating  it  to  the  payment  of  any  particular  demand 
(Waller  v.  Lacy,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  563,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.).  The  doctrine  does 
not  authorize  a  creditor  who  receives  money  on  account,  to  apply  it  to  what 
does  not,  nor  ever  did,  constitute  any  legal  or  equitable  demand  against  the 
person  paying  the  money  (Lamprell  v.  Billericay  Union  Guardians,  3  East, 
283;  but  see  Arnold  v.  Poole  (Mayor  of),  4  Man.  &  G.  8(50). 

Where  bankers  receive  a  check  from  the  pit.  without  objecting,  they  are 
bound,  as  his  agents,  to  iipply,  in  payment  of  it,  the  first  moneys  they  receive 
from  the  drawer,  not  specifically  appropriated  by  him,  in  preference  to  a 
check  subsequently  presented,  and  also  to  a  balance  due  from  the  drawer  to 
themselves  (Kilsby  v.  Williams,  5  B.  &  A.  821).  But,  where  pit.  directed 
his  bankers  to  hold  money  from  his  private  account  at  the  disposal  of  J.  M., 
but  pit.  revoked  his  order  after  it  was  presented,  but  before  it  was  paid,  yet 
the  bankers  paid  the  money,  it  was  held  they  had  no  right  to  pay  it,  as  no 
appropriation  had  been  made  (Gibson  v.  Minet,  2  Bing.  9). 

A  banker's  customer  deposited  with  him  the  note  of  a  third  person  for  a 
sum  of  money,  telling  him  at  the  same  time  that  it  was  a  note  made  for  his 
accommodation,  and  afterwards  paid  a  sum  of  money  into  the  bank  without 
making  any  specific  appropriation  of  it:  held,  that  it  must  be  applied  towards 
the  discharge  of  the  then  existing  debt,  and  the  banker  could  not  make  the 
maker  of  the  note  responsible  for  more  than  the  balance  remaining  due  at 
the  time  of  such  payment,  although  he  afterwards  trusted  his  debtor  with  a 
further  sum  of  money  (Hemrncrsley  v.  Knowles,  2  Esp.  66). 

Where  the  defts.  guaranteed  pits,  against  debts  to  be  contracted  by  L.  M. 
to  the  extent  of  40U/.,  and  L.  M.  became  indebted  to  the  pits,  to  the  amount 
of  6251.,  upon  which  he  paid  them  a  composition  of  8s.  Id,,  leaving  due  to 
pits,  out  of  (he  whole  claim,  356/.:  held,  the  deft,  was  entitled  to  deduct  from 
that  sum  171/.  13s.  4r/.,  the  amount  of  the  above  dividend  upon  409/.  (Bard- 
well  v.  Lydall,  7  Bing.  489).  So,  if  a  creditor  receive  dividends  on  a  debt 
partly  secured  by  guarantee  of  a  third  person,  they  must  not  be  applied  to 
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the  excess  of  the  debt  above  th«  sum  guaranteed,  but  must  be  applied  rate- 
ably  to  the  whole  debt,  and  the  surety  is  relieved  from  liability  by  the 
amount  of  dividend  on  the  sum  which  is  secured  (Raikes  v.Todd,  8  Ad. 
*  E.  840). 

Male  of  proving  Payment.}  This  must  be  done  by  witnesses  present  on 
the  occasion  of  the  payment.  If  a  receipt,  or  other  memorandum,  showing 
the  payment,  can  be  produced,  it  should  be  proved  as  written  documents  in 
general  (post,  "SrooffOAir.  EVIDK.ICK");  and  as  to  the  mode  of  proof  by 
receipt,  s«-e  JM**,  M  RECEIPT."  Such  receipt  is  not  conclu- 
though  very  strong  evidence  of  the  payment  *(Siration  v.  Rastall,  [  '642  ] 
2  T.  R.  366).  A  deed,  reciting  the  actual  payment  of  money,  is 
conclusive,  at  law,  that  the  payment  was  made,  especially  if  a  receipt  be  in* 
dorsrd  on  the  deed ;  but  it  would  not  be  so  if,  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the 
deed,  it  apanjad  no  such  payment  was  made  (Rowntree  v.  Jacob,  2  Tsunt. 
141 ;  Umbouroe  v.  Cork,  1  D.  At  R.  211 ;  5  B.  At  Ad.  606 ;  ante,  p.  64). 

By  Presumption.]  Payment  may  be  presumed  from  lapse  of  time,  or 
other  circumstances,  and  may  therefore  operate  as  1  defence,  although  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  has  not  been  plead- *J  (Cooper  v.  Turner,  2  Stark.  497; 
Dawthwaite  v.  Tibbut,  5  M.  As  8.  76).  Thus,  a  bond  is  presumed  to  be  paid 
after  twenty  years,  unless  the  contrary  be  expressly  proved  (6  Mod.  22;  II 
Mid.  2 ;  Strn.  652 ;  P.  Wms.  325 ;  1  T.  R.  270);  and  in  some  rases,  even 
in  a  shorter  time,  if  other  circumstances  concur  to  fortify  i he  presumption, 
a*  a  settlement  of  account  in  the  mean  time  (Ib.;  Dumold  v.  Creed,  5  Esp. 
92;  but  see  Du  Belloix  v.  Waterford,  1  D.  At  R.  16;  Coisell  v.  Budd,  i 
Camp.  2, ;  see  Tidd,  Pr.  9th  ed.;  3  6i  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  3).  But  lh» 
presumption  may  be  rebutted ;  thus,  by  showing  that  the  deft,  admitted  the 
debt,  or  by  proof  of  payment  of  interest  within  twenty  years,  or  that  deft. 
•Hided  abroad  during  the  whole  of  the  time  (Newman  v.  Newman,  1  Stark. 
101 ;  Elliott  v.  Elliott.  1  Moo.  At  R.  44);  but  proof  of  the  dcft.'s  poverty  is 
not  sufficient  to  rebut  the  presumption  (Wiliaunce  v.  Georges,  1  Camp.  217; 
but  see  Bladong  v.  Winter,  19  V.-s.  196 ;  Hull  v.  Homer,  Cowp.  102 ;  San- 
dors  v.  Meredith,  3  Moo.  At  R.  1 18,  n.). 

Again,  indorsements  on  bonds  of  the  receipt  of  interest,  within  twenty 
years,  made  by  tho  deceased  obligee,  will  rebut  the  presumption,  if  it  be 
shown  that  they  were  made  before  lite  presumption  of  payment  arose  (Soarle 
v.  Harrington  (Lord),  2  Stra.  826;  Rose  v.  Bryant,  2  Camp.  322;  Glaudo* 
v.  Alkin,  1  C.  Ac  M.  421);  but  not  when  mode  oiler  the  lapse  of  twenty 
years  (Turner  v.  Crisp,  2  Strn.  627).  An  indorsement  made  within  twenty 
years  of  the  payment  of  interest  within  that  period,  is  sufficient  to  rebut  (lie 
presumption,  though  such  interest  accrued  beyond  tho  twenty  years  (Sanders 
v.  Mcivdith,  3  Man.  &  G.  lid;.  Indorsements  of  this  nature  arc  no  longer 
(since  Lord  Tenterden's  act,  9  Geo.  1 V.  c.  14)  sufficient  to  prevent  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  but  they  arc  still  admissible  to  rebut  tl.o 
presumption  of  payment. 

And  also  in  coses  of  simple-contract  debts  (Cooper  v.  Turner,  2  Stark. 
498).  Thus,  after  a  lapse  of  nine  or  ten  years,  from  IblO  to  about  1814, 
Dallas,  C.  J.,  said,  "Though  tl»erc  was  strong  evidence  to  show  that  money 
had  actually  been  advanced,  in  1800,  yet  it  was  for  them  to  consider  uhethcr, 
after  so  crent  a  lapse  of  lime,  the  debt  had  not  been  satisfied"  (see  also  L)uf- 
field  v.  Creed,  5  Ksp.  f*2 ;  Topham  v.  Braddiek,  I  Tuunt.  572;  but  arc  l)u 
Beiloix  v.  Waterford,  1  I).  As  R.  10  ;  and  ante,  "  ADMISSIONS"). 

Where  goods  have  been  consigned  to  a  factor  to  bell  on  commission,  it 
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may  be  presumed,  after  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  (fourteen  years),  that 
he  had  accounted  (Topham  v  Braddick,  supra). 

When  twenty  years  have  elapsed  since  the  date  of  a  note,  &c.,  payment 
will  be  presumed,  unless  the  contrary  appear  (Duffield  v.  Creed,  5  Esp. 
286).  Other'circumstances  will  also  raise  a  presumption  of  payment; — 
ihus,  a  receipt  for  the  latter  items  of  an  account  is  presumptive  of  the  former 
having  been  paid  (2  Stark.  474;  Gilb.  Ev.  142;  Peak.  Ad.  Ca.  30).  A 
receipt  for  rent  due  on  a  certain  day  is  strong  evidence  of  payment  of  former 
rents  (Gilb.  Ev.  142);  but  a  receipt  is  not  conclusive  (Grave  v.  Key,  3  B.  & 

Ad.  313).  In  *some  cases,  the  possession  of  bills  and  securities 
[  *643  ]  for  money  is  presumptive  evidence  of  payment:  thus,  in  an  action 

by  the  indorser  against  one  of  the  makers  of  a  joint  and  several 
promissory  note,  where  the  defence  was,  payments  to  the  payee,  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  said,  "  Where  there  is  a  competition  of  evidence  on  the  question, 
whether  'a  security  has  or  has  not  been  satisfied  by  payment,'  the  posses- 
sion of  the  uncancelled  security  by  the  claimant  ought  to  turn  the  scale  in 
his  favour,  since,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  dealing,  the  security  is  given  up 
to  the  party  who  pays  it"  (Brembridge  v.  Osborne,  1  Stark.  372).  In  an 
action  by  the  drawer  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill,  if  the  pit.  produce  the 
bill,  and  with  a  receipt  on  the  back  of  it,  as  paid  to  a  person  who  was  at  that 
time  the  holder  (per  Ld.  Kenyon),  " prima  facie  the  receipt  imports  that  it 
was  paid  by  the  acceptor,  and  not  by  pit.1'  (Scholey  v.  Walsley,  Pea.  25). 
When  bills  are  taken  in  payment  of  a  debt,  arid  the  party  sues  upon  the 
original  consideration,  payment  of  the  bills  will  be  presumed,  unless  the  pit. 
show  to  the  contrary  (Hebden  v.  Ilartsink,  4  Esp.  46 ;  Stedman  v.  Gooch,  1 
Esp.  4;  ante,  Vol.  1.,  p.  34).  Payment  is  not  proved  by  sending  a  cheque 
to  the  pit.,  which  purported  to  be  the  balance  of  an  account,  for  the  accept- 
ance of  such  a  cheque  might  operate  as  an  admission  of  the  balance,  and 
ihe  payee  of  such  a  cheque  need  not  present  it  or  return  it,  otherwise,  if  pit. 
accepted  it  as  such  (Hough  v.  May,  4  Ad.  &  E.  954). 

Where  the  purchaser  gave  the  seller  an  order  on  his  banker  for  "a  good 
bill  in  London,"  to  the  amount  of  the  goods,  and  the  seller  took  a  bill  which 
was  afterwards  dishonoured :  held,  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  seller  to 
take  care  that  he  got  a  good  bill,  and  that  he  could  not,  on  ils  being  dis- 
honoured, have  recourse  to  his  demand  for  goods  sold  (Bolton  v.  Reichard, 
1  Esp.  106  ;  but  see  Taylor  v.  Briggs,  Moo.  &  M.  28).  Where  goods  were 
sold  without  recourse  to  the  buyer,  in  case  of  non-p;iynnent  to  be  paid  for  by 
a  bill  on  B.,  the  vendee  knowing  the  bill  to  be  worth  nothing :  held,  that  the 
vendor  could  not  sue  in  assumpsit  for  the  price  of  the  goods,  but  was  driven 
to  his  action  on  the  case  (Reed  v.  Hutchinson,  3  Camp.  352).  Where  the 
purchaser  of  goods  accepted  a  bill  drawn  in  favour  of  the  seller,  who  lost  it 
before  he  indorsed  it :  held  no  defence  to  an  action  for  the  value  of  the  goods 
(Roll  v.  Watson,  4  Bing.  27:3).  But  where  a  bill  indorsed  in  blank  is  taken  - 
by  the  vendor  lor  goods,  and  lost  before  it  is  paid,  the  vendor  can  neither 
recover  for  the  price  of  the  goods,  nor  upon  the  bill  (Champion  v.  Terry,  3 

B.  &  B.  295). 

Payment  may  also  be  presumed  from  the  usual  course  of  dealing  adopted 
by  the  parties:  thus  where,  in  an  action  on  a  demand,  there  is  proof  that 
pit.  and  other  workmen  came  regularly  to  receive  their  wages  from  deft., 
whose  practice  it  was  to  pay  his  workmen  every  week  (Lucas  v.  Novosi- 
loski,  1  Esp.  196;  Evans  v.  Birch,  3  Camp.  10;  see  Sullen  v.  Norman,  4 

C.  &  P.  81,  n.  (a)  ).     So,  where  the  demand  was  for   milk   sold  daily  to 
customers  by  the  deft,  as  agent  to  the  pit.,  and  the  course  of  dealing  was  for 
the  deft,  to  pay  to  the  pit.  every  day  the  money  which  she  had  received 
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without  any  written  voucher  passing:  held,  that  the  deft,  must  he  presume! 
to  have  in  fact  accounted,  and  that  the  onus  of  proving  the  contrary  lay  on 
the  pit.  (Evans  v.  Birch,  supra);  and  in  the  case  of  a  domestic  servant,  i: 
seems  that  if  he  has  left  his  master  for  a  considerable  time,  that  fact  will  raise 
•  presumption  that  his  wages  have  been  paid  (Scllen  v.  Norman,  tupra). 
Where  presumed  from  course  of  dealing  between  bankers,  Gillard  v.  Wise, 

5  B.  6zC.  134. 

Where  the  deft,  who  had  ordered  goods  for  ready  money,  paid  for  them 
by  returning  to  the  vendor's  agent  a  disJMsjiWpd  bill,  accepted  by  the 
vendor;  at  first  the  agent  delivered  the  bill  as  'payment,  but 
having  tak«-n  it  to  the  vendor,  who  kept  it;  it  was  held  in  an  action  [  *64  i  j 
by  the  assignee  of  the  vendor  that  this  was  equivalent  to  payment, 
no  fraud  being  proved  (Mayer  v.  Nia»,  1  Bing.  311). 

An  order  of  the  deft.'s,  dated  1887,  upon  W.,  to  pny  money  to  the  pit, 
being  produced  fmm  W.'s  papers  in  1*41,  which  had  been  marked  "set- 
tied,"  by  W.'s  agent  who  had  settled  account  between  W.  and  deft,  more  than 
twelve  months  after  1837,  is  good  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  pit.  has 
been  paid  the  sum  mentioned  in  it,  though  no  entry  of  such  payment  appears 
in  W.  s  cash  book  (Swindells  v.  Bridge,  5  Jur.  1 18).  It  scorns  that  a  written 
paper  containing  a  statement  of  mutual  accounts  between  a  creditor  and  a 
•l>  litor,  by  whom  it  was  signed,  is  evidence  of  payment,  and  not  of  a  set-off, 
and  ought  to  be  pleaded  as  such  (Sinclair  v.  Baggally,  4  M.  At  W.  312).  A 
witness  stated  that  he  believed  from  a  reference  to  his  books  of  account  and 
from  inspection  of  a  cheque  and  other  documents,  which  were  produced  to 
him  at  the  time  of  his  examination,  that  A.  on  a  certain  day  paid  500A  to 
B. :  held,  that  this  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  payment  (Cater  v.  Croydon 
Canal  Company,  4  Y.  &  C.  405).  In  an  action  for  the  price  of  slieep  sold 
and  delivered;  plea,  payment  of  1757.;  it  was  proved  by  J.  J.  that  ho 
received  a  sum  of  I75A  from  the  deft.'s  wifr,  and  gave  it  to  the  pit. :  held, 
evidence  might  be  given  that  when  the  deft.'*  wife  gave  him  the  money  shn 
told  J.  J.  to  take  it  to  the  pit.  for  the  sheep  (Walter  v.  Lewis,  7  C.  &  P. 
344). 

But  in  an  action  fur  money  lent  by  a  person  who  hid  accepted  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  drawer,  the  production  of  the  bill  i«  not  even  primn 
facie  evidence  thru  he  paid  it,  without  proof  that  it  has  hern  in  circulation 
since  it  was  accepted  ;  and  payment  is  not  to  bo  presumed  from  the  appear- 
unce  of  a  receipt  indorsed  on  the  bill,  unless  the  receipt  is  shown  to  bo  in 
the  handwriting  of  the  deft.,  or  some  oilier  person  entitled  to  demand  pay- 
ment (per  Lord  Ellcnborough,  Pliel  v.  Vnnbaienburgh,  2  Cnmp.  439 ;  Gibbon 
v.  Feathcrstonhaugh,  1  Stark.  *J25).  It  is  proof  of  payment  of  money,  it' 
the  payer  produce  a  cheque  drawn  by  him  in  favour  of  the  payee,  and  in- 
dorsed by  the  latter  (Egg  v.  Barnett,  3  E<p.  100;  Borwell  v/Srnith,  0  C. 

6  P.  60;  see  Pearce  v.  Davis,  1  Moo.  A:  R.  365;  soe  Mount  ford  v.  Harper, 
16  M.  Ac  W.  825).     But  the  more  proof  of  the.  delivery  and  payment  of  a 
cheque,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of 
a  debt  due  from  the  person  to  whom  it  is  delivered  nnd  paid,  unless  it  be 
shown  that  the  pit.  received  money  thereon  (Lloyd  v.  Sandilnnds,  Gow,  15; 
()ary  v.  Gerrick,  4  Esp.  9;  Auburt  v.  Walsh,  4  Taunt.  293).     When  pay- 
ment of  a  cheque  must  bo  distinctly  proved  although  it  cnmc  back  into  tho 
hands  of  the  maker,  sec  B?asley  v.  Crossley,  3  Bing.  430. 
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PAYMENT  OF  MONEY  INTO  COURT,  ante,  p.  417,  "  MONF.V, 
PAYMENT  OP,  INTO  COURT."— PEDIGREE,  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  1004.— PENAL 
ACTION,  post,  "  STATUTE."— PENALTY,  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  220,  239.— 
PERJURY,  post,  "  WITNESS."— PETITIONING  CREDITOR,  ante,  VoL 
I.,  p.  356. 
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Form  of  Remedy. 

CASE  is  the  proper  remedy  for  disturbance  of  a  party  in  the  possession  of  a 
pew  in  a  church,  but  the  pew  must  be  annexed  to  a  house  in  the  parish  (Main- 
waring  v.  Giles,  5  B.  &  A.  356 ;  Bryan  v.  Whistler,  8  B.  &  C.  294).  Per- 
haps trespass  mi»ht  be  maintained,  if  the  pew  to  which  the  ph.  is  entitled  as 
appurtenant  to  his  messuage  bo  broken  (see  2  Roll.  140;  Palm.  46;  Spooner 
v.  Brewster,  3  Bing.  137,  per  Best,  C.  J.). 

Form  of  Declaration  J\  The  declaration  states  the  possession  of  the  mes- 
suage, the  right  by  reason  thereof  to  use  the  pew  in  the  parish  church  during 
service,  and  the  disturbance  of  the  right  by  the  deft.  Where  a  party  claims 
a  right  against  the  ordinary,  he  ought  to  show  a  title  by  repairing,  building, 
&c.,  but  not  against  a  mere  tort-jcasor,  (Bunton  v.  Bateman,  1  Lev.  71  ; 
Kenrick  v.  Taylor,  1  Wils.  326  ;  Ashley  v.  Frickleton,  3  Lev.  74). 

Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

Proof  of  Right  to  the  PewJ]  The  right  must  exist  by  prescription  or  a 
faculty' (Griffith.-v.  Mathews,  5  T.  R.  298,  per  Buller,  J!) ;  and  it  must  be 
annexed  to  a  particular  mrssungo  ;  mere  user  of  a  pew,  however  long,  if  un- 
connected with  a  particular  house,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  a  right 
(Stocks  v.  Booth,  1  T.  R.  428  ;  Mninwaring  v.  Giles,  supra) ;  and,  even 
where  the  occupires  of  a  certain  house  had  used  a  pew  for  many  years,  it 
was  held,  the  jury  were  not  bound  to  presume  a  faculty  (Morgan  v.  Curtis, 
3  M.  &  R.  389) ;  but  they  may  be  justified  in  presuming  one,  and  uninter- 
rupted possession  ofii  pew  for  thirty  years,  without  proof  of  the  actual  origin 
of  it,  will  be  evidence  of  a  prescriptive  right  to  the  pew,  as  against  a  wrong- 
doer (Griffith  v.  Mathews,  supra;  Rogers  v.  Brooke,  1  T.  R.  431).  An  old 
entry  on  the  vestry  book,  signed  by  church-wardens,  stating  that  the  pew 
had  been  repaired  by  the  then  owner  of  the  messuage  (under  whom  pit.  claimed 
in  consideration  of  his  using  it),  is  admissible  evidence,  being  made  by  the' 
churchwardens  within  the  scope  of  their  official  authority,  and  as  showing 
the  reputation  of  t'.ie  parish  upon  the  right  (Price  v.  Liitlcwoocl,  3  Camp. 
288).  A  faculty  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  is  bad,  because  it  professes  to  give 
the  right,  whether  the  man  and  his  heirs  coniimie  resident  or  not  (Gibs.  221 ; 
1  Hag.  Cons.  321  ;  2  Add.  427  ;  Byerlcy  v.  Windus,  5  B.  &  C.  18,  per  Bay- 
ley,  J.).  A  seat  cannot  be  claimed  either  by  faculty  or  prescription  as  appur- 
tenant to  land,  because  it  is  in  respect  of  inhabitancy  it  is  to  be  used  (lb.), 
Extra-parochial  persons  cannot  establish  a  claim  to  seats  in  the  body  of  a 
parish  church  without  proof  of  a  prescriptive  title  (Byerley  v.  Windus,  5  F>, 
fc  C.  1).  SemLl:?,  they  cannot  establish  .such  a  claim  even  by  prescription. 
But  in  Davis  v.  Witt,  (Forrest-  14),  it  was  he-id,  that  a  pew  in  the  aisle  of  a 
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church  may  he  prescribed  for  as  appurtenant  to  a  house  out  of  the  parish  :  it 
is,  however,  made  a  quctre,  whether  this  applies  to  a  pew  in  the  body  of  the 
church ;  and  in  Lousby  v.  Hayward,  1  A.  Ac  J.  583,  it  was  held,  that  a  pew 
in  the  body  of  the  church  may  be  prescribed  for  as  appurtenant  to  a  house 
..'it  of  the  parish ;  but  the  case  of  Byerley  v.  Windus,  was  not  cited  there 
(see  Pym  v.  Gorwin,  Moo.  878 ;  and  see  Hallack  v.  University  of  Cambridge, 
1  Q.  B.  593). 

lie  right  to  sit  in  a  pew  may  be  apportioned,  and,  therefore, 
where  by  a  faculty  reciting  that  A.  had  applied  to  have  a  pew  ap-  [  '646  ] 
propriated  to  him  in  the  parish  church,  in  respect  of  his  dwelling- 
house,  "  a  pew  was  granted  to  him  and  his  family  for  ever,  and  the  owners 
and  occupiers  of  the  said  dwelling-house,"  and  the  dwelling-house  was  after- 
wards divided  into  two :  held  that  the  occupiers  of  any  one  of  the  two,  con- 
stitutiog  a  very  small  portion  of  the  original  messuage,  had  some  right  to  the 
pew,  and,  in  virtue  thereof,  might  maintain  an  action  against  a  wrong-doer 
(Harris  v.  Drewe,  2  B.  At  Ad.  164).  In  such  a  case  a  question  may  arise 
how  many  persons  are  entitled  to  use  the  pew  in  respect  of  each  of  the  sub- 
divisions ;  that  is  a  matter  to  be  settled  amongst  the  respective  owners :  the 
churchwardens  have  no  right  to  interfere  (Ib.). 

The  use  of  a  pew  being  an  easement  enjoyed  upon  the  land  of  another,  ap- 
pears to  be  within  sect.  '2  of  the  Prescriptive  Act,  2  At  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71. 
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PRECEDE*!*  (see  different  titles  throughout  the  work). 


Nature  of,  in  General.]  Pleas  in  bar  ought  to  show  ihnt  pit.  hns  no  cause 
of  action  ;  they  stale  the  various  de-fences  of  which,  under  the  circumstances 
of  each  particular  case,  the  deft,  may  avail  himself  in  a  suit  at  liw.  What- 
ever is  mere  matter  of  defence  in  equity,  (Scholey  v.  Mearns,  7  East,  153; 
Braddick  v.  Thompson,  8  East,  344  ;  O'Kelly  v.  Sparkes,  10  East,  377),  or 
is  founded  on  the  practice  of  the  court,  or  is  mere  irregularity,  is  not,  in  gene- 
ral, plcadablc  (Simpson  v.  Brown,  2  East,  442  ;  Scholey  v.  Menrns,  supra; 
Hayward  v.  Ribbons,  4  East,  311 ;  Wright  v.  Wajmeslcy,  2  Camp.  306; 
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Dudlow  v.  Watchhorn,  16  East,  39;  Elliott  v.  Lane,  1  Wils.  334;  Sandon 
v.  Proctor,  7  B.  &  C.  800).  Thus,  bail  cannot  plead  that  the  principal  is  a 
bankrupt,  and  that  he  has  obtained  his  certificate  (Donnelly  v.  Dunn,  2  B. 
&  P.  45 ;  Scholey  v.  Mearns,  supra)  ;  nor  can  bail  to  the  sheriff  plead  the 
giving  of  time  to  their  principal  as  a  defence  to  nn  action  on  bail  bond  (Bulteel  v. 
Jarrard,  8  Pri.  467  ;  Heath  v.  Key,  1  Y.  &  J.  437  ;  see  Davey  v.  Prender- 
grass,  5  B.  &  A.  187).  But  where  the  matler  of  defence  depends,  as  well 
upon  the  practice  of  the  court  as  a  general  rule  of  law,  as  that  bail  above  shall 

not  be  proceeded  against  until  a  *capias  ad  salisfaciendum  has 
[*  647  ]  been  issued  against  the  principal,  such  matler  is  pleadable  (Dudlow 

v.  Watchhorn,  16  East,  39;  but  see  Sandon  v.  Proctor,  7  B.  &  C. 
800). 

These  pleas  either  deny  that  the  pit.  ever  had  the  cause  of  action  com- 
plained of,  or  they  admit  that  he  once  had  the  cause  of  action,  but  insist 
that  it  no  longer  exists.  And  they  may  consist  of — 1,  the  general  issue;  2 
a  denial  of  a  particular  allegation  ;  and,  3,  a  special  plea  of  new  matter  not 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  declaration. 

General  Rules,  as  fo  plcafJing  the  General  Issue,  or  a  Special  Plea.'] 
The  R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  directs,  that  "in  all  actions  of  assumpsit  (ex- 
cept on  bills  of  exchange  or  promissory  notes)  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit 
shall  operate  only. as  a  denial  in  fact  of  the  express  contract  or  promise  al- 
leged, or  of  the  matters  of  fact  from  which  the  contract  or  promise  alleged  may 
be  applied  by  law."  By  this  plea,  therefore,  the  deft,  puts  in  issue  the  con- 
tract or  promise  as  stated,  and  enables  him  to  insist  that  he  never,  in  fact, 
contracted  at  all ;  and  also,  that  he  did  not  contract  in  the  manner  stated  in 
the  declaration,  and  so  take  advantjige  of  any  material  variance,  as  of  the 
nonjoinder  of  a  person  who  ought  to  be  a  co-pit.,  which  is  ground  of  non- 
suit (Eliott  v.  Morgan,  7  C.  &  P.  334) ;  so,  under  it,  the  deft,  may  show 
that  the  contract  was  conditional,  and  part  not  performed  by  the  pit.,  where 
he  had  declared  on  the  contract  as  having  been  absolute  (Alexander  v.  Garde- 
ner, 1  Bing.  N.  C.  671);  and  although  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit  in  terms 
seems  merely  to  deny  the  promise  and  not  the  debt,  in  respect  of  which 
the  promise  to  pay  was  actually  made  or  implied,  yet  by  the  above  rule, 
this  plea,  in  the  case  of  an  inrlehitatus  count,  puts  in  issue  whutever,  in 
fact,  and  not  merely  as  matter  of  law,  negatives  the  promises  or  considera- 
tion from  which  the  alleged  promise  is  to  be  inferred  (1  Ch.  PI.  493).  This 
plea  puts  in  issue,  in  actions  on  express  contracts  or  protnises,  the  fact  only 
of  the  contract  or  promise,  and  in  actions  on  implied  contracts  or  promises, 
the  matters  of  fact  from  which  the  contract  or  promise  may  be  implied 
Martin  v.  Smith,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  439  ;  see  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  226—233). 

In  an  action  of  indcbitatus  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  this 
plea  will  operate  as  a  denial  of  the  sale  and  delivery  in  point  of  fact  (R.  G. 
H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.).  The  deft,  may  therefore  plead  it  where  there  was  no 
sale  or  delivery,  or  none  such  as  to  make  him  liable  on  the  contract  (Cou- 
sins  v.  Paddon,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  556,  per  Parke,  B.).  So,  when  the  goods 
delivered  were  not  such  as  those  contracted  /or,  and  deft,  is  not  liable  for 
the  full  price  agreed  to  be  given,  but  for  the  actual  value  of  the  goods  deliv- 
ered(Ib.).  In  an  action  for  trees  bargained  and  sold  to  he  token  up  and 
delivered  by  the  pit.,  deft,  pleaded  that  the  trees  which  he  bargained  for  and 
bought  of  the  pit.  were  trees  grown  at  a  particular  place,  and  that  the  trees 
taken  up  and  tendered  were  not  the  same  which  the  deft,  bargained  for  and 
bought,  nor  were  they  the  same  trees  which,  at  the  time  of  the  bargain,  were 
growing  at  such  place  :  held  bad  as  amounting  to  the  general  issue  (Smith 


PLEAS  IN  BAR.  647 

v.  Dixon,  7  Ad.  &  E.  1) ;  so  the  deft.,  in  an  action  for  goods  bargained  and 
•old,  may,  under  non  cusumpsit,  compel  the  pit.  to  show  a  valid  contract 
under  the  Statute  against  Frauds,  and  a  plea  that  the  price  of  the  goods  ex- 
ceeded 1U/.,  and  that  the  requisites  of  that  statute  were  not  complied  with, 
is  bad  as  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  facts,  alleged  in  the  declaration 
(Buitemcre  v.  Hayes,  5  M.  At  W.  461 ;  Johnson  v.  Dodgson,  2  M.  At  W. 
653 ;  Elliott  v.  Thomas,  3  M.  At  W.  173;  Pricker  v.  Thomlinson,  1  Man. 
At  G.  772  ;  Eastwood  v.  Kenyon,  11  Ad.  At  E.  441  ;  »Leaf  v. 
Tutor,  *  itowl.  N.  S.  300,)  So,  in  action  to  recover  20V.  for  a  [  »648  ] 
boat  sold  and  delivered,  deft,  pleaded,  as  to  17/.  10*.,  parcel,  etc., 
that  tli.-  action  as  to  the  said  sum  of  17/.  10f.t  was  brought  to  recover  that 
sum,  a*  being  the  residue  of  a  sum  of  57 /.  lUs.,  the  price  of  the  said  boat ; 
thai  the  pit.  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  warranted  the  boat  sound,  and  that  the 
defi.  bought  it,  and  paid  40V.  op  account.  Averment,  that  the  boat,  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  was  unsound,  and  not  worth  more  than  40V. ;  that  the  deft, 
had  incurred  an  expense  exceeding  17/.  10*.  in  putting  her  in  a  sound  state: 
held  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as  amounting  to  tha  general  issue  (Dickin  v. 
Neale,  1  M.  At  W.  656).  The  d«-lt.  may  plrad  non  atsumpsU  where  the 
goods  were  sold  on  credit,  and  the  action  was  commenced  before  the  credit 
expired  ;  for  it  is  a  different  contract  to  that  declared  on,  viz.  to  pay  on  re- 
quest  (Taylor  v.  Hillnry,  1  C.  M.  At  R.  741  per  Parke,  R. ;  Bromneld  v. 
Smith,  1  M.  At  W.  544;  see  Edmund*  v.  Harris,  4  Ad.  At  E.  414).  So,  in 
an  action  for  a  machine  sold  and  delivered,  where  the  machine  was  manu- 
factured on  the  condition  that,  if  it  did  not  work,  nothing  should  be  paid  for 
it,  mid  it  could  not  bo  made  to  work,  and  was  useless  (GrounseU  v.  Lamb,  1 
M.  At  W.  35J  ;  see  also  Haselden  v.  Staff,  5  Ad.  Ac  E.  153).  So,  where 
the  goods  were  to  be  paid  for  in  some  o  her  way  ihwn  in  money  (Colling- 
bourne  v.  Mantle  5  M.  At  W.  489).  8>s  where  th  re  is  a  partnership  be- 
tween deft,  and  pit.  ( W  or  rail  v.  Urnyion,  1  M.  At  W.  106  ;  Payne  v.  Hales, 
ftM.At  W.59*). 

Under  non  auuinptil,  you  m»y  givo  in  evidence  the  adultery  of  the  dHVs 
wife  (see  Symes  v.  Go<*Jfi  llow,  4  D»wl.  P.  C  G4H  ;  Spreadbire  v.  Chip- 
man,  8  C.  At  P.  371  ;  Sinclair  v.  llmry,  ?  Chit.  R,-p.  04'.».)  See  the  pica 
of  non  (ixsumptU  and  gciM-rnl  iiwue  under  (he  dilT'-rrnl  brad*  throughout  the 
work  : — AMDMIMIT  ;"  "  ACCOUNT  STATED;"  "  GOODS  SOLD  ;"  "  MONKY 
LKWT,  PAin,  KKCSIVRD;"  "  U*«  AXD  OCCUPATION  ;"  »»  WORK.  AND  LA- 
BOUH  ;"  »*  CARRIERS,  Ace.;  "  I.HSIKAXCK ;"  **  KM  A  IDS,  STATVTB  or;" 
»•  STAMP  ;"  "  WARRANTY." 

General  Qualities  of  Pleat  in  Bar.]  Every  plea  in  bar  must  bo  adap> 
ted  to  the  nature  of  the  action,  ami  conformable  to  the  count  (Co.  Lit.  303 
a,  5J85  b;  Bac.  Abr.  Pleas,  1).  Therefore,  in  action  against  husband  and 
wife,  for  words  spoken  by  the  wife,  a  ple<i  that  they  arc  not  guilty,  instead 
of  she  is  not  guilty,  appears  to  be  bad  (1  Roll.  vH6).  If  the  dull,  pleud  a 
plea  not  ndnpled  to  the  nature  of  (he  action,  us  to  assump<.il  nil  dcbcl  (see 
»*  UKBT"),  or  to  d  bt,  non  tusumpsd  ;  or  to  a  set-off,  as  if  the  action  were 
assumpsit,  the  pit.  may  treat  it  as  a  nullity  and  sijjn  jiid^nient,  or  demur, 
though  it  would  be  aided  by  verdict  (M  ir-lunn  v.  (iil.l.s,  ^  Slra.  10'2^;  Bac. 
Abr.  Pit-as,  I,  1  ;  see  I  Arch.  Pr  2o4 .  Steph.  Pi.  ^3,  'J32  ;  Iturn.'i*,  W57  ; 
Tidd,  Pr.  9th  ed.  363;  so  B.iyley  v.  Edwards,  ILirdw.  ITU  ;  Brennan  v. 
E^jan,  4  Taunt.  614;  see  Davison  v.  Morvton,  1  Chit.  Uep.  710,  und  n. ; 
Robinson  v.  Green,  1  Stra.  574  ;  IVrry  v.  Fisher,  6  Easi,  549;  Tuylor  v. 
Cu|.|*T,  14  Ivist,  44*2  ;  Pt-nfold  v.  Hawkins,  2  M.  At  S.  606). 

Th<*  plea  of  not  guilty  in  an  action  of  drbt,  on  a  |K-n;il  gtatutc,  is  not  such 
a  nullity  as  will  warrant  the  pit.  in  signing  judgment  (Coppin  v.  Curler,  1  T. 
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R.  462  ;  Mackdonald  v.  Vance,  3  B.  &  P.  174  ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  S.  11, 
s.  17);  nor  is  the  plea  of  nit  debet  in  an  action  on  a  judgment  (Anon.  2 
Chit.  Rep.  239).  Since  the  new  rules  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  nil  debet  can- 
no',  under  any  circumstances  be  pleaded  to  an  account  staled,  and  can  only 
be  pleaded  to  other  counts  by  virtue  of  some  penal  or  other  statute,  not  af- 
fected by  the  rules  (Calvert  v.  Moggs,  10  Ad.  &  E.  364).  A  plea  in  assump- 

sit,  *that  the  deft.  "  did  not  undertake  or  (omitting,  '  or  promise')  in 
[*649]  manner,"  &c.  concluding  to  the  country,  cannot  be  treated  as 

a  nullity  (Smith  v.  Jones,  3  D.  &  R.  621).  Where  the  plea,  though 
informal,  goes  to  the  substance  of  the  action,  the  pit.  should  demur,  and  not 
sign  judgment  (Thelluson  v.  Smith,  5  T.  U.  152). 

In  general,  where  the  deft,  pleads  an  improper  plea,  the  safer  course  is  to 
demur,  or  move  the  court  to  set  it  aside  if  the  deft,  be  not  under  terms  to 
plead  issuably  (Kilwick  v.  Mendman,  1  Bu/r.  59;  Stockholm  v.  Hudson, 
2  T.  R.  390 ;  Barrow  v.  Anderson,  7  T.  R.  530  ;  Thelluson  v.  Smith,  5  T. 
R.  152). 

In  a  debt  for  1800J.  the  deft,  pleaded  that  he  "  did  not  owe  the  sum  of  Wl. 
above  demanded,"  and  the  court  after  issue  joined  would  not  compel  him  to 
amend,  as  the  amount  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage  (Attwood  v.  Bonacich, 
1  D.  &  R.  473).  The  court  will  not  order  the  deft,  to  amend  a  plea  on 
which  issue  has  been  joined,  on  a  doubt  suggested,  whether  the  plea  meets 
the  declaralion,  but  will  give  pit.  leave  to  withdraw  the  similiter,  and  demur 
(Ib.)  If  the  declaration  state  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  a  bond  in  non-pay- 
ment of  the  principal  sum,  a  plea  of  payment  of  that  and  the  interest  thereon 
is  bad  (Bishton  v.  Evans,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  14).  But  the  pit.  might,  instead 
of  demurring,  safely  take  issue  in  the  words  of  the  plea,  so  the  unnecessary 
averment  in  the  plea  cannot  be  treated  by  the  deft,  as  surplusage  (Ib.). 

Must  he  conformable  to  the  Count.]  The  plea  must  not  only  be  adapted  to 
the  nature  of  the  action,  but  also  be  conformable  to  the  count;  thus,  in  debt 
qiti  torn,  a  plea  that  the  deft,  doih  not  owe  to  the  pit.  alone,  is  insufficient, 
though,  if  it  had  been  nil  debet  generally,  it  would  have  sufficed  (Scott  v. 
Laws,  Hob.  327,  288  ;  Reg.  Plac.  302  ;  B;.c.  Abr.  Action  qui  tain,  D,  n.  (e)  ). 
So,  if  an  assignee  of  a  bankrupt  declare  lhat  the  duft.  was  indebted  to  the 
bankrupt,  and  promised  the  pit.,  as  assignee,  lo  pay  him,  the  deft,  cannot 
plead  that  the  cause  of  action  did  not  accrue  to  the  bankrupt  within  six  years, 
for  it  would  not  answer  the  promise  laid  in  the  declaration,  and  precludes  the 
pit.  from  proving  a  promise  to  himself,  and  is  therefore  bad  on  demurrer 
(Skinner  v.  Rebow,  2  Stra.  919;  2  Saund.  63  a).  So,  a  plea  must  no,t, 
contrary  to  the  legal  effect,  treat  an  inslrument  as  a  promissory  note  when 
it  is  not  so  declared  on  (1  H.  vis  W.  420).  So,  when  the  time  is  not  material, 
it  is  a  rule  that  the  plea  should  follow  the  day  in  the  declaration,  and,  if  it 
be  material  to  vary  from  it,  the  plea  should  conclude  with  a  traverse  (  I  Sand. 
14;  Com.  Dig  Pleader,  E,  4;  Fisher  v.Ford,  12  Ad.  &  E.  654).  Where, 
however,  there  is  no  ground  to  intend  the  contrary,  the  plea  will  be  con- 
sidered as  conformable  to  the  count  (Browning  v.  Litton,  1  Lev.  184;  Baker's 
case,  1  Lat.  125;  1  Ch.  PI.  548;  see  further,  Arch.  Pr.  264). 

Must  ansiccr  uTiat  it  assumes.']  The  plea  must  answer  all  that  it  assumes 
in  the  introductory  part  to  answer,  nnd  no  more  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  1, 
36;  1  Saund.  28,  notes  1,  2,  3;  Macdonald  v.  Macdonaid,  3  B.  &  P.  174; 
Steph.  PI.  232).  If  a  plea  begin  with  an  answer  to  the  whole,  but  in  truth 
the  matter  pleaded  is  only  an  answer  to  part,  the  whole  plea  is  nought  and 
demurrable.  Where  a  plea  begins  only  as  an  answer  to  part,  and  is  in  truth 
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bat  an  answer  to  part,  the  pit.  cannot  demur,  but  must  take  his  judgment  for 
the  port  unanswered,  as  by  nil  'licit;  and,  if  he  demur,  or  plead  over,  the 
whole  action  i*  discontinued  (Ib.  5ih  ed.  n.  (g);  Willes,  480;  Harvey  v. 
Richards,  1  H.  Bl.  045;  Tippet  v.  May,  1  B.  At  P.  411 ;  2  Bast, 
88;  Clarkson  v.  Lawson,  6  Bin*.  N.  C.  595;  *  Henry  v.  Earl,  8  M.  [  *650  ] 
*  W.  228;  Wood  v.  Parr,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  248).  So,  if  the  plea 
profess  to  answer  only  a  part,  but  afterwards  answers  more,  it  has  been  held, 
that  the  pit.  should  not  demur,  but  should  take  his  judgment  for  the  part  not 
mentioned  in  the  beginning  of  the  plea  (Woodward  v.  Robinson,  1  Stra.  80S ; 
1  Saund.  28,  n.;  3  Steph.  PI.  233;  see  Clarkson  v.  Lawson,  tupra;  Winks 
T.  Peach,  1  Salk.  179;  Everard  v.  Patterson,  6  Taunt.  645;  Corn.  Dig. 
Pleader,  E,  27 ;  1  Sid.  338;  Lut.  241 ;  3  B.  &  P.  174;  1  Ch.  PI.  470;  but 
see  82  Hen.  VIII.  c.  30;  4  At  5  Anne,  c.  15;  nee  further,  Arch.  Pr.  Sihed, 
966;  Hammond  v.  Dayson,  15,  M.  Ac  W.  373). 

But  where  to  a  declaration  in  debt  demanding  60/.,  and  containing  sis 
counts  for  101.  each,  the  deft,  pleaded  he  did  not  owe  the  said  sum  of  10/. 
above  demanded,  and  the  pit.  treated  the  plea  as  a  nullity,  and  signed  judg- 
ment, the  court  set  the  judgment  aside  on  the  ground  that  the  words  Mof  10/.n 
might  bo  struck  out  (Kisdall  v.  Kelly,  1  Cr.  At  J.  410). 

l^Ji,  if  a  plea  profess,  in  it*  commencement,  to  answer  more  than  it  after* 
wards  answers,  the  whole  plea  is  bad,  and  the  pit.  may  demur  (1  Saund. 
29,  notes  1,  2,  3;  296,  n.  1 ;  Wilcox  v.  Newman,  1  Ch.  Rep.  132;  Thomas 
v.  Heathorn,  2  R  Ac  C.  477  ;  Cooper  v.  Monk,  Willes,  55 ;  Weeks  v.  Peach, 

1  Salk.  179),  either  generally  or  specially;  and  there  will  be  no  discontinu- 
ance by  so  doing,  or  by  replying  instead  of  taking  judgment  as  to  the  un- 
answered part  (Crump  v.  Adney,  3  Tyrw.  279;  Thomas  v.  Heal  horn,  2  B. 
At  C.  477  ;  Clarkson  v.  Lawson,  6  Bing.  266).     Therefore  if,  in  covenant 
for  seven  quarters'  rent,  a  plea  prolrasea  to  answer  the  whole,  but  only  shows 
a  surrender  before  the  last  four  of  the  seven  quarters'  rent  accrued  dm*,  it  is 
bad  on  demurrer  for  not  answering  the  whole  bieach,  which  is  not  entire, 
but  part  of  it  may  be  proved  (Barnard  v.  Duthy,  5  Taunt.  27  ;  Winstone  T. 
Linn,  1  B.  At  C.  460).     So,  where  in  a  declaration  fur  libel  which  charged 
that  lite  pit.  had  been  three  times  suspended  for  his  conduct  as  a  proctor; 
plea  to  the  whole  declaration  that  the  pit.  had  been  once  so  suspended  ;  held 
bad,  for  although  the  libel  was  divisible,  yet  the  plea  would  have  been  sum** 
cient  had  it  been  confined,  in  the  introduction,  to  the  single  charge  of  the 
single  suspension  (Clarkson  v.  Lawson,  tupra}.     Again,  if  in  trespass  the 
deft,  assume  in  the  introductory  part  of  his  plea  to  justify  an  assault,  battery, 
and  wounding,  and  afterwards   merely  show  that  by  virtue  of  a  writ  he 
arrested  the  pit.,  but  allege  nothing  to  justify  the  wounding,  this  is  demur- 
rable  (Gregory  v.  Hill,  8  T.  R.  299 ;  Smith  v.  Edge,  6  T.  K.  562  ;  Johnson 
v.  Northwood,  7  Taunt.  6*»U). 

But  in  these  cases  the  part  of  the  declaration  which  is  professed  to  be,  but 
is  not,  answered  by  the  plea,  must  be  material  and  the  gist  of  the:  action; 
for,  where  anything  is  inserted  in  t he  declaration,  merely  as  matter  of  aggra- 
vation, the  plea  need  not  answer  or  justify  that,  and  the  answering  ill  •  matter 
which  is  the  gist  of  the  action  will  Huilicc  (1  Saund.  26,  n.  3  ;  3  T.  R.  297; 
Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  1 ;  Taylor  v.  Cole,  1  H.  Bl.  6  a  5  ;  Monprivatt  v.  Smith, 

2  Camp.   175;  Dye  v.  Lealherdalc,  3  Wils.  20;  Gules  v.  Boylis,  2  Wils. 
31 H  ;  sre  Worley  v.  Harrison,  5  Nev.  A:  M.  173  ;  Fowkes  v.  Scurle,  1  Dowl. 
N.  S.  691).     A  general  charge  ought  to  be  answered  in  every  part,  but 
it  is  said  to  be  sufficient  to  answer  a  collateral  issue  in  the  words  of  the 
pit.  (Cobb  v.  Bryan,  3  B.  At  P.  343;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  G,  15;  1  Ch.  PI. 
550). 
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Thus,  in  waste  for  cutting  twenty  trees,  the  deft,  ought  to  plead  he  did  not 
cut  the  said  twenty  trees  or  either  of  them,  or  fhe  traverse  would 
[  *65l  ]   be  too  large,  though  in  debt  on  an  obligation  that  he  *shall  do  no 
waste,  if  the  breach  assigned  be  that  he  cut  twenty  oaks,  the  deft, 
may  plead  that  he  did  not  cut  the  said  twenty  oaks,  modo  et  forma  (Roberts 
v.Andrews,  Cro.  Eliz.  84;  Newall  v.  Barnard,  Yelv  225).     So,  a  plea  in 
bar  to  an  avowry  for  rent  for  120£,  that  the  said  12i  /.  were  not  due,  with- 
out saying  "or  any  part  thereof,"  is  demurrable  (Cobb  v.  Bryan,  supra.) 

Must  be  in  Denial,  or  Confession  and  Avoidance.]  A  plea  in  bar  must 
deny,  or  confess  and  avoid  the  facts  stated  in  the  declaration  (Steph.  PI.  5th 
ed.  57  ;  Merceron  v.  Dowson,  5  B.  &  C.  479;  Carr  v.  Hinchcliffe,  4  B.  & 
C.  547).  A  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance  is  either  in  justification  or 
excuse  of  the -matters  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  by  R.  G.  4  Will.  IV. 
Assumpsit,  3,  in  every  species  of  assumpsit  all  matters  in  confession  and 
avoidance,  including  not  only  those  by  way  of  discharge  but  those  which 
show  the  transaction  to  be  either  void  or  voidable  in  |>oint  of  law,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  or  otherwise,  shall  be  specially  pleaded  :  e.  %.,  infancy, 
cov.erture,  release,  payment,  performance,  illegally  of  consideration,  either 
by  statute  or  common  law,  drawing,  indorsing,  accepting,  &c.,  bills,  or 
notes,  by  way  of  accommodation,  sei-o(T,  mutual  credit,  unseaworthiness, 
misrepresentation,  concealment,  deviation,  and  various  oiher  defences,  must 
be  pleaded,  and  cannot  now  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue. 
A  plea  of  imprisonment  under  a  magistrate's  warrant  of  son  assault  demesne 
in  trespass,  or  a  plea  in  discharge  of  the  cause  of  action  by  subsequent 
mat'er,  as  accord  and  satisfaction,  release,  &c.,  are  all  in  confession  and 
avoidance.  The  plea  must  expressly,  and  not  hypothetically  confess  ;  there- 
fore a  plea  of  discharge  under  an  insolvent  act  from  liability  to  perform  the 
promises  laid  in  the  declaration  "  ij  any  suck  were  made,"  is  demurrable 
(G«>uld  v.  Lasbrery,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  254);  but  qticere,  for  this  has  been 
doubted.  So,  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  alleging  that  the  cause  of 
aciion,  if  any  such  there  be,  is  specially  demurrable  (Margetts  v.  Bags,  4 
Ad.  &  E.  489). 

Evefy  special  plea  of  justification  states  circumstances  which  either 
excuse  the  fact  complained  of,  or  show  it  to  be  lawful ,  it  must,  therefore, 
admit  or  confess  such  fact;  otherwise  it  is  not  n  justification,  but  a  denial  of 
the  (act,  and  amounts  to  the  general  issue  (3  T.  R.  298  ;  1  Saund.  28,  n. ; 
Salk.  367;  Rnym.  T.  38 ;  3  Wils.  411).  See  "ASSAULT,"  "  CASE," 
"  FALSE  IMPRISONMENT,"  " JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE,"  "MALICIOUS  AKREST," 
"TRESPASS.' 

A  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance  must  give  colour  to  the  pit.,  that 'is, 
must  give  him  credit  for  having  an  apparent  or  prima  facie  right  of  action, 
independently  of  the  matier  disclosed  in  (he  plea  to  destroy  it.  Where  the 
defence  consists  of  mailer  of  fact,  merely  amounting  to  a  denial  of  such 
allegations  in  the  declaration  as  the  pit.  would  on  the  general  issue  be 
bound  to  prove  in  support  of  his  case,  a  special  plea  is  bad,  as  amounting  to 
the  general  issue  ;  because,  if  considered  as  a  traverse,  it  tends  to  needless 
prolixity  und  expense,  and  is  an  argumentative  denial,  and  a  departure  from 
the  prescribed  forms  of  pleading  the  general  issue,  and  also  if  viewed  as  a 
plea  in  confession  and  avoidance  it  does  not  give  colour  to  the  pit.  (Com. 
Dig.  Pleader,  E,  13;  Steph.  PI.  5th  ed.  460;  Carr  v.  Hinchcliffe,  4  B.  & 
C.  547).  But,  it  must  be  observed,  there  is  a  great  distinction  between  the 
case  of  a  plea,  which  amounts  to  the  general  issue  and  a  plea  which  dis- 
closes matter  which  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue. 
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Under  the  latter  various  things  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general 
issue  independently  of  the  new  rules;  but  it  is  incorrect  language  to  say 
these  things  *am<»unt  to  the  geneml   issue,  they  only  defeat  the 
contract.     But  what  in  correct  language  may  be  said  to  amount  to  [  *652  ] 
the  general  issue  is,  that,  for  some  reason  specially  stated,  the  con- 
tract  does  not  exist  in  the  form  in  which  it  is  alleged,  and  where  that  is  the 
case,  it  is  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  contract,  instead  of  being  a  direct 
denial,  and  which  according  to  the  correct  rule  of  pleading  is  not  allowed 
M-lden  v.  SthflT,  5  Ad.  Ac  E.  160). 

In  assumpsiu  or  debt  on  simple  contract,  a  plea  of  matter  which  shows 
that  no  such  contract  was  in  foci  m*dc,  is  bad.  Therefore,  a  plea  to  a 
declaration  for  the  price  of  a  hone,  that  "  the  deft,  did  not  buy  the  horse** 
is  bad  (Vin.  Abr.  Certainty  in  Pleading,  E,  15).  So,  if  in  an  action  by  the 
drawer  against  the  acceptors,  who  were  partners,  one  of  the  defts.  plead  that 
the  other  had  accepted  in  fraud  of  the  partnership,  and  without  his  consent, 
and  without  consideration  to  him,  and  that  the  pit.  at  the  time  of  drawing 
and  accepting  had  notice :  held,  an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  accept- 
•nee  (Jones  v.  Corbeit,  2  Gal.  At  l)«v.  308).  So,  to  a  declaration  on  a  pro- 
mise by  the  d--ft.  to  pay  the  pit.  6001.  on  the  Inner  procuring  the  release  of 
8.  from  custody  oo  a  ca.  *a.,  av<  rring  the  procurement  of  the  release  a  plea 
that  8.  was  discharged  from  cus'ody  under  a  judge's  order  on  account  of  his 
privilege  of  parliament  is  an  argumentative  traverse  o'  the  allega'ion  that  the 
pit.  had  procured  such  release  (Bu  cher  v.  Stewart,  9  M.  and  W.  405).  So, 
in  an  action  for  use,  dec,,  of  a  house,  hv  A.  defies  wife,  at  his  request,  a 
plea  that  A.  was  not  defUs  wife  is  bad  (Sinclair  v.  Hervey,  2  Ch.  R.  642). 
So,  to  a  declaration  of  bargain  and  sale  of  a  certain  number  of  onk  trees  to 
the  deft.,  averring  a  tender  of  them  to  the  d--ft.,  a  plea  that  the  trens  tendrrd 
were  not  those  bargained  for  by  the  deft,  amounts  to  the  general  i«*ue 
(Smith  v.  Dixon,  7  Ad.  At  B.  I ;  Me  also  Solly  v.  Nei.h,  «  C.  M.  Ac  R. 
855 ;  Hayselden  v.  Staff,  supra) ;  and  if,  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  enter- 
ing the  plt.'s  bouse  and  taking  "Au"  goods,  the  deft.  Justify  a«  sheriff  under 
a  fi.  fa.  against  the  goods  of  a  third  person,  the  plea  will  be  bad,  if  it  state 
that  the  deft,  took  the  good*  mentioned  in  tho  declaration  (.1  Ch.  PI.  Tres- 
pass). So,  in  trespass  for  assault  and  battery,  wh-re  the  deft,  pi  mied  (hat 
he  was  riding  a  horse  in  the  highway,  and  that  his  horse  being  frightened 
ran  away  with  him,  and  (hat  the  pit.  was  desired  to  go  out  of  the  way,  nnd 
did  not,  and  the  horse  ran  upon  the  pit.  against  the  deft.'s  will :  held  bad  on 
demurrer  for  assuming  to  justify  the  battery,  and  yet  not  confessing  that 
which  amounted  to  a  battery  by  deft. ;  for,  if  the  horse  ran  awny  agninst 
the  will  of  the  rider,  it  could  not  be  said  with  any  colour  of  renson  to  bo  a 
battery  in  the  rider;  and  the  court  observed  ihnt  if  not  guihy  had  been 
pleaded,  this  matter  might  have  acquitted  the  deft,  on  evidence  (Gibbons  v. 
Pepper,  1  Salk.  637  ;  Scott  v.  Shepherd,  3  Wils.  41 1 ;  see  for  other  instances 
the  different  titles  throughout  the  work). 

A  pica  in  assumpsit  lor  goods  sold  that  they  were  sold  by  A.,  ns  the  plt.'s 
agent,  that  the  agent  sold  them  as  his  own,  wi  h  the  plt.'s  privity,  and 
that  the  deft,  was  not  aware  of  the  real  facts,  and  allowing  a  debt  from  the 
agent,  as  a  set-off1,  is  good,  the  matter  operating  as  a  legal  extinguishment  of 
a  debt  not  otherwise  denied  (Carr  v.  IlinchclifT,  supra);  and  though  the 
facts  might  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  yet,  ns  they  con- 
fess and  avoid  the  plt.'s  demand,  they  mny  be  specially  pleaded  (Purchell 
v.  Sailer,  1  Gal  Ac  Dav.  666).  So,  a  plea  in  trover  that  A.  was  possflMed 
of  and  lost  the  goods,  thru  B.  found  (hero  and  gitve  them  to  the  pit.,  who 
lost  them,  aad  that  the  deft,  found  them,  and  by  command  of  A.  converted 
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them,  was  held  sufficient,  because  it  gave  an  implied  colour  by  confessing 
the  possession  and  property  in  pit.  against  all  but  *the  lawful  owner 
[  *653  ]  (Rookwood  v.  Teaser,  Cro.  Eliz.  262;  Canterbury  (Archbishop 
of)  v.  Kemp,  ib.  539 ;  see  Unwin  v.  St.  Quintin,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  790). 
So,  the  deft,  may  plead  that  he  was  possessed  of  the  goods,  not  alleging 
they  were  his  own,  and  sold  them  in  market  overt  to  the  deft.,  and  that  B. 
took  them  de  qnodam  ignoto,  and  waived  them  within  the  deft.'s  manor, 
wherefore  he  look  them,  because  such  plea  gives  an  implied  colour,  and 
does  not  deny  but  that  the  property  was  in  the  pit.,  and  the  deft,  is  not 
bound  expressly  to  show  in  whom  it  was  (10  Rep.  90  b).  So,  in  trespass 
for  taking  corn  the  deft,  may  plead  that  he  took  it  as  tithe  or  as  wreck, 
without  giving  express  colour  (Ib.  88  a).  So,  the  plea  ofliherum  tencmen- 
tum  may  also  be  considered  as  giving  implied  colour  (Dodd  v.  Kiffin,  7  T. 
R.  354;  Argent  v.  Darrunt,  8  T.  R.  403;  see  1  Saund.  299  c);  and  in 
trespass  to  land  if  the  plea  aver  that  the  pit.  was  seised,  and  the  deft,  claims 
under  a  demise  from  him,  express  colour  need  not  be  given  (Tidd,  Pr.  9th 
ed.  653);  but  a  plea  of  such  demise  by  virtue  whereof  the  deft,  entered,  and 
was  possessed  at  the  time  of  the  trespass  appears  to  be  bad  as  amounting  to 
the  general  issue  (1  Ch.  PI.  555).  The  unnecessary  addition  of  colour  ap- 
pears to  be  no  ground  of  demurrer  (Taylor  v.  Eastwood,  1  East,  219).  The 
doctrine  of  express  colour  is  not  of  very  frequent  occurrence  in  pleading, 
and  can  only  arise  at  the  present  day  in  trespass,  and  is  rarely  adopted 
except  in  trespass  to  land  (with  reference  to  it,  see  1  Ch.  PI.  555). 

Confess'on  and  Avoidance.]  A  plea  setting  up,  in  addition  to  the  consi- 
deration staled  in  the  declaration,  another  and  not  inconsistent  consideration. 
or  condition,  and  showing  a  non-performance  of  it  by  the  pit.,  is  a  plea  in 
confession  and  avoidance  (Weedon  v.  Wood  bridge,  13  Jur.  627 ;  18  Law  J., 
Q.  B.,  158). 

Must  le  single]  The  plea  must,  in  general,  be  single;  and,  if  it  contain 
two  matters,  ei.her  of  which  would  bar  the  action  and  require  several 
answers,  it  will,  in  general,  be  subject  to  a  special  demurrer  for  duplicity  (1 
Saund.  337  a,  n.  3;  Eyre  v.  Shelly,  6  M.  &  \V.  274).  To  render  a  plea 
bad  for  duplicity  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  contain  two  defences  well 
pleaded  ;  it  will  be  so,  if  it  set  out  two  defences  (Wright  v.  Watts,  2  Gal.  & 
Dav.  386 ;  Stevens  v.  Underwood,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  655). 

Where  to  debt  on  simple  contract  in  an  inferior  court,  not  of  record,  viz. 
the  county  court,  in  which  double  pleas  are  not  admissible,  the  deft,  pleaded 
both  the  general  issue  and  a  set-off,  and  the  pit.  treated  the  latter  as  a  nul- 
lity, and  replied  only  to  the  first,  and  obtained  a  verdict  and  Judgment: 
held,  on  a  writ  of  false  judgment,  that  as  the  deft,  could  not  plead  double, 
and  the  first  plea  was  complete  in  itself;  the  second  was  surplusage,  and 
the  pit.  was  right  in  taking  no  notice  of  it,  and  the  judgment  was  therefore 
affirmed  (Chitty  v.  Dendy,  1  H.  &  W.  619;  1  Ch.  PI.  587). 

But  the  deft,  is  not  precluded  from  introducing  several  matters  into  his 
plea,  if  they  be  constituent  parts  of  the  same  entire  defence,  and  form  one 
connected  proposition  (Baits  v.  Purvis,  2  Bla.  1022,  1028;  Robinson  v.  Bay- 
ley,  1  Burr.  316,  318  ;  see  also  Carr  v.  Hinchliffe,  4  B.  &  C.  547  ;  O'Brien 
v.  Saxon,  2  B.  &  C.  908) ;  or  be  alleged  as  inducement  to,  or  as  a  conse- 
quence of,  another  fact  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E.  2  ;  1  Ch.  PI.  558). 

In  delinue  at  the  suit  of  a/em?,  the  deft,  pleaded  that  after  bailment  of  the 
goods  to  him  by  the  pit.  she  married  E.  F.,  and  that  during  such  marriage  E. 
F.  released  to  him  all  actions;  it  was  objected  that  the  plea  was  "double,  viz. 


PLEAS  IN  BAR.  653 

property  in  the  husband  by  the  marriage,  and  a  release  by  him ;  bat  held,  that 
be  coold  not  plead  the  release  without  showing  the  marriage  (Dame  Audley's 
case,  Moo.  25,  pi.  85 ;  1  Ch.  PI.  558).  So,  the  deft,  may  set  out  several  matters, 
as  a  will  or  died,  and  a  fine  constituting  a  title,  although  one  of  these  matters 
would  defeat  the  action  (1  Moo.  At  P.  102).  So,  in  slander  charging  deft,  with 
fraud  or  felony,  several  *oflences  may  be  stated  in  a  plea  of  justifica- 
tion, although  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  plead  the  whole  ( 1  Cb.  PI.  [  '654  ] 
658).  But  a  plea  confessing  and  avoiding,  and  also  traversing  the 
same  point,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  double  plea  (Denny  v.  Mazey,  2  Vent.  219; 
3  Mod.  313).  The  deft,  may  rely  on  a  plea  of  set -off  upon  a  debt  on  record 
and  on  simple  contract,  though  one  will  raise  an  issue  in  law,  and  the  other 
in  fact  (Solomons  v.  Lyon,  1  East,  370) ;  and  an  executor  may  and  ought 
to  plead  several  judgments,  Ate.,  outstanding  vl  Saund.  330,  n.  (<•).  337,  n.). 
The  stat.  4  At  5  Anne,  c.  10,  docs  not  aid  a  duplicity  in  one  and  the  samo 
plea.  To  an  action  for  not  delivering  a  horse  under  an  agreement  to  aell 
him  for  a  shilling,  if  he  did  not  trot  eighteen  miles  within  ihe  hour,  within 
a  month,  to  the  satisfaction  of  J.  N.,  with  an  averment  that  he  had  been 
tried  in  the  presence  of  J.  N.,  and  had  failed :  plea,  that  after  that  trial  and 
within  the  month  the  deft,  gave  notice  of  another  trial,  but  J.  N.  did  not 
attend,  held  ill  (Brogdcn  v.  Marriott,  2  Ring.  N.  C.  473;  2  Sco.  703). 
Deft,  also  pleaded  that  the  first  trial  was  interrupted  by  one  acting  as  the 
plt.'s  servant :  replication  traversing  the  whole  of  that  plea ;  held  single  (Ib.). 
To  debt  for  work.  Ace.,  as  an  attorney,  and  upon  an  account  stated,*  dett 
pleaded,  except  as  to  4/.  12*.  8J.  parcel.  Ace.,  nutiguam  imdc/itatut,  and  as 
to  the  said  sum  •(  4/.  12*.  &/.,  parcel.  Ace.,  as  aforesaid,  the  deft,  says  thai 
the  sum  of  4/.  12*.  &/.,  parcel  of  the  sum  in  the  last  count  mentioned,  are 
one  and  the  same  debt  of  4/.  12*.  3d.,  and  not  other  or  different  debts,  and 
the  same  as  the  said  sum  of  4/.  12*.  6t/.  in  (he  first  plea  mentioned ;"  and  the 
plea  then  proceeds  to  answer  as  much;  held  bad  lor  duplicity  (Rawlinsoo  v. 
Shand,  5  M.  At  W.  468.  See  Bardons  v.  Stlby,  1  CTAt  M.  660). 

And,  at  common  law,  the  defendant  may  plead  to  a  part  of  the  declaration 
one  ground  of  defence,  and  to  another  part  a  different  ground  (Uac.  Abr.  PI. 
K,  1 ;  Co.  Lit.  304  a;  sue  Hodge*  v.  Holder,  3  Cump.  306);  and  this,  in 
inferior  courts  of  record,  is  the  only  course  to  be  adopted  (*cc  the  form,  1 
Saund.  296). 

And  one  deft,  may  plcnd  one  matter,  and  another  another,  to  the  same 
cause  of  action  (Com.  Dig.  I'tadcr,  E,  2 ;  Pursford  v.  Peck,  0  M.  Ac  W. 
10«»).  So,  ph.  may  plead  in  ubutcmcnt  to  part,  in  bar  to  other  part,  and 
demur  to  the  residue  (1  Ch.  PI.  559). 

The  rule  that  a  pica  must  be  single  also  precludes  the  deft,  from  pleading 
and  demurring  to  the  t>umc  fuel,  tlie  duplicity  in  which  case  would  draw  the 
matter  to  a  dilil-n  nt  inquiry,  the  demurrer  to  be  tried  by  the  court,  and  the 
fact  by  a  jury.  Duplicity  must  be  objected  to  by  special  demurrer,  and  the 
particular  duplicity  must  be  distinctly  |K>inted  out  (1  Saund.  337,  n.  3;  Doc. 
Ploc.  147  ;  llic.  Abr.  Pleader,  K,  1 ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  2;  Griffiih*  v. 
Eyles,  1  B.  At  P.  415,  410;  Smith  v.  Clinch,  2  Gal.  A;  Dav.  225).  But 
this  rule  docs  not  apply  to  two  distinct  pleas  pleaded  \vithout  leave  (Chilly  v. 
Dendy,  4  Nev.  A:  M.  842;  3  Ad.  *V  E.  319)  :  and,  if  the  pit.  do  not  demur, 
he  must  reply  to  each  material  part  of  the  pirn  (Bolton  v.  Cannon,  1  Vent. 
272;  1  Ch.  PI.  251,  5.'>9 ;  Eyre-  v.  Shelley,  G  M.  &  W.  274;  Reynolds  v. 
Blackburne,  7  Ad.  At  K.  161). 

Plea  in  debt  lor  goods  sold,  AiC.,  that  deft,  before  action  brought  accep'cd 
a  bill  f»r  the  amount  (or  (ho  pit.,  and  that  pli.'s  indorsee  was  the  holder  of 
the  bill  at  the  time  of  action  brought;  that  when  tho  bill  became  due  tlie 
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deft,  paid  the  indorsee  51.  on  account,  and  that  for  the  residue  the  indorse^ 
had  commenced  an  action  against  the  deft.,  which  was  still  pending:  held 
bad  for  duplicity  (Wright  v.  Watts,  2  Jur.  802;  2  Gal.  &  Dav.  386).  A 
plea  to  an  action  by  a  solicitor  for  his  costs,  that  the  pit.  was  not  admitted 
and  enrolled,  nor  qualified  nor  authorized  to  act  as  solicitor  at  the 
[  *655  ]  time  of  the  accruing  *of  the  cause  of  action  is  also  bad  for  dupli- 
city (Williams  v.  Jones,  1  Gal.  &  Dav.  649).  As  to  other 
instances  of  duplicity,  see  the  different  titles  throughout  the  work  ;  see  also 
Fearne  v.  Cockrane,  16  Law  J.  161,  C.  P. ;  Pago  v.  Hatchett,  8  Q.  B.  187  ; 
Irix  v.  Thome,  16  Law  J.  15,  Q.  B. ;  see  Harrison  v.  Cotgreave,  16  Law 
J.  19H,  C.  P. 

Must  be  certain.']  The  plea  must  also  be  certain  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E, 
5;  C,  41,  E,  7,  8,  9,  10  per  totum).  The  certainty  to  a  common  intent, 
that  is,  if  the  matter  be  clear  enough,  according  to  the  natural  sense  of  the 
words  used,  is  sufficient  in  a  plea  in  bar  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  7,  C,  17;  1 
Saund.  49,  n.  1,  346,  n.  2;  Cooper  v.  Monk,  Willcs,  52;  1  Ch.  PI. 
559).  Thus,  in  debt  on  bond  conditioned  to  procure  A.  S.  to  surrender  a 
copyhold  "  to  the  use  of  the  ph.,"  a  plea  that  A.  S.  surrendered  and  released 
the  copyhold  to  the  pit.  in  full  court,  &c.,  and  the  pit.  accepted  it  without 
alleging  that  the  surrender  was  to  the  plt.'s  use,  is  sufficient,  for  this  shall  be 
intended  (Hammond  v.  Dodd,Cro.  C;lr.  6).  So,  in  debt  on  bond  conditioned 
to  enjoy  certain  land,  &c.,  a  plea  that  after  the  making  of  the  bond,  until 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  pit.  did  enjoy  is  good,  although  it  be  said 
that  aiivdys  after  the  making,  until,  &c.,  he  enjoyed,  for  it  shall  be  intended 
(Harlow  v.  Wright,  ib.  195). 

There  are,  however,  instances  in  which  a  greater  certainty  is  more  neces- 
sary than  others  (1  Suund.  276,  290;  1  Ld.  Rayrn.  450;  2  S;iund.  180  b, 
297  ;  Rider  v.  Smith,  3  T.  R.  763;  Gr  mstead  v.  Marlowe,  4  T.  R.  719). 
Thus,  in  an  action  on  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  in  consideration 
of  forbearance,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  the  promise  was  in  writing, 
according  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds;  but  it  is  said  to  be  otherwise  in  a  plea  (1 
Ch.  PI.  560).  So,  although  in  a  declaration  claiming  a  right  of  way  or  other 
easement,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  that  the  pit.  by  virtue  of  his  possession  of  a 
messuage,  &c.,  is  entitled  to  such  easement,  without  setting  forth  the  par- 
ticulars of  the  plt.'s  title;  yet  in  a  plea  justifying  an  entry  into  land,  &c.,in 
respect  of  such  easement,  it  is  necessary  to  set  forth  the  right  by  prescription 
or  grant  (Rider  v.  Smith,  supra ;  Grimstead  v.  Marlowe,  supra).  And  in 
trespass,  where  the  deft,  justifies  under  a  writ,  warrant,  precept,  or  any  other 
authority,  he  must  set  it  forth,  particularly  in  his  plea,  and  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  allege  generally,  that  he  committed  the  act  complained  of  by  virtue  of  a 
certain  writ,  &c.,  directed  to  him,  but  he  must  set  it  forth  specially,  and  ought 
to  aver  that  he  has  substantially  pursued  such  authority  (Co.  Lit.  283  a,  303 
b;  1  Saund.  298,  n.  1;  see  "ASSAULT,"  "FALSE  IJIPRISONMP:NT,"  "  TRES- 
PASS," &c.).  And  a  justification  in  trespass  "as  servant,"  must  also  state 
that  the  act  was  done  by  the  command  of  the  principal  (1  Ch.  PI.  560). 

In  a  declaration  on  a  deed,  whether  in  debt  or  covenant,  it  is  sufficient  to 
say  testatum  existit ;  but,  in  pleas  and  avowries,  the  deed  being  the  substance 
of  the  answer,  the  operation  of  the  deed  or  instrument  must  be  expressly 
averred,  and  not  stated  by  way  or  argument  (1  Saund.  274,  n.  1  ;  Moore  v. 
Jones,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1539;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  3;  see  Raynon  v.  Battly, 
8  Bing.  256;  ante,  Vol.  I.,  866).  The  mis-statement  of  certainty  will  be 
aided  by  verdict  or  general  demurrer  (Ib.).  In  some  cases,  the  law  allows 
general  pleading  for  avoiding  prolixity  and  tediousness  (Co.  Lit.  303  b  ;  Bay 
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V!,r.  Pleader,  I,  3;  Birton  v.  Webb,  8  T.  R.  462;  Shum  v.  Farring'on,  1 
B.  &  P.  640;  Steph.  PI.  407  ;  1  Ch.  PI.  560;  Elliot  v.  Hardy,  3  Ring.  61  ; 
Calvert  v.  Gordon,  7  B.  &  C.  809).  If  the  deft.  be  bound  to  perform  all 
the  covenants  of  an  indenture,  if  they  be  all  in  the  nfTirmative,  ho 
may  plead  performance  •thereof  generally  (Ib.  ;  2  Sannd.  403  b,  [  *656  ] 
410,  n.  3;  Kerry  v.  Baxter,  East,  340;  Steph.  PI.  400;  Plomer 
v.  Ross,  5  Taunt.  366;  S.iyre  v.  Minns,  Cowp.  578);  but,  if  any  be  in  the 
negative,  or  in  the  alternative  or  disjunctive,  the  deft.  must  plead  specially  to 
ench  of  them,  and  generally  to  ih«  affirmative  covenants  (Steph.  PI.  4'i:<  : 
Brunkhornc'ct  case,  Cro.  Eliz  233;  Hodgson  v.  Ivtst  India  Company,  6  T. 
R.  280  ;  Taylor  v.  Need  ham,  2  Taunt.  278).  Mispleading  in  these  instances 
must  bo  pointed  out  by  special  demurrer,  and  is  not  otherwise  objectionable 
(Ib.).  It  it  not  essential  to  have  the  same  certainty  in  pleading  a  matter 
which  is  only  conveyance  or  matter  of  inducement  as  Ibr  matter  in  the 
negative  (Coin.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  10,  11;  1  S.tund.  346,  n.  2;  Steph.  PI. 


An  obligor,  who  binds  himself  to  perform  certain  works  according  to  a 
specification,  and  other  detailed  and  working  drawings  to  be  furnished  during 
the  progress  of  the  works,  with  power,  for  the  obligee,  by  his  surveyor,  to 
direct  additions  or  omissions,  must,  in  a  plea  of  performance,  qitond  those 
parts  in  which  no  orders  were  given  by  the  surveyor  to  vary  and  deviate 
from  the  original  plan,  show  an  authority  in  the  surveyor  to  give  such  direc- 
tions,  or  to  aver  that  deviation  or  variation  was  an  omission  or  addition  (Hex 
v.  Pelo,  1  Y.  At  J.  37).  The  plea  of  non  Jnmniftcatu*  in  the  general  form 
applies  to  cafes  where  the  condition  is  general  to  indemnify  or  discharge  the 
pit.  from  any  damage  by  reason  of  a  certain  thiny,  as  in  the  ordinary  case 
of  a  bastardy  bond  (1  Ch.  PI.  50*  ;  2  Saund.  84  ;  1  Saund.  1  17,  n.  1  ;  Hay* 
v.  Bryant,  1  II.  HI.  253).  Where  the  covenant  i«  to  do  some  act  of  record 
or  any  mutter  of  law,  as  to  convey,  discharge  an  obligation,  ratify  or  con- 
firm, <Jcc.,  performance  must  be  specially  pleaded  ;  for,  being  a  matter  of 
law  to  bo  performed,  it  ought  to  be  exhibited  lo  the  court,  who  are  the  judge* 
of  the  law,  to  sou  if  it  be  well  performed,  and  not  to  a  jury,  who  are  judges 
only  of  the  fact  (Co.  Lit.  303  b;  B-ic.  Abr.  Plua,  F  3;  1  Ch.  PI.  562). 

In  replevin  an  avowry  was  made  in  respect  of  a  right  of  common,  claimed 
by  the  corporation  of  A.,  under  a  grant  Irom  the  JJe  IVjci,  and  thu  dell. 
pleaded  that  lite  corporation  had  been  accustomed  to  appoint  a  reasonable 
number  of  herds,  (br,  amongst  other  things,  »upcrintcnding  the  common  and 
cuttle  thereon,  and  also  lo  appoint,  for  the  pnirs  of  each  herd,  a  reasonable 
nnd  proper  number  of  slims  of  each  such  Itcrd  to  bo  depastured  upon  thu 
common:  held  good,  as  the  reasonableness  of  number  of  herds  must  vary 
at  times  tper  Best,  C.  J.,  and  Burrough,  J.,  Klliott  v.  Hardy,  3  Ming.  61). 
In  trespass  for  an  assault  and  imprisonment,  a  pica  justifying,  on  the  ground 
that  a  lelony  had  been  committed,  and  that  there  was  reason  to  suspect  tho 
pit.  must  set  forth  the  facts  or  reasons  which  give  rise  to  and  justify  thu 
suspicion  (Mure  v.  Kay,  4  Tuunt.  34  ;  Hedges  v.  Chapman,  2  Bing.  523; 
/iit/r,  p.  21).  And  in  a  plea  justifying  a  trespass  to  tho  person,  every  part 
of  the  matter  which  the  pleu  professes  to  answer  must  be  stated  with  great 
precision  ;  as  if  a  wounding  or  handcuffing  be  justified  under  n  /atttat,  Arc., 
HII  attempt  to  rescue,  or  other  resistance,  must  be.  fully  stated  (1  Saund.  296, 
n.  1  ;  Gregory  v.  Hill,  8  T.  K.  209;  Wright  v.  Court,  4  B.^A:  C.  597).  And 
if  on  officer  justify  breaking  an  inner  door  of  a  hou.se  in  order  to  search  for 
and  arrest  a  party,  it  must  be  alleged  that  he  demanded  the  key,  or  that  no 
DUO  was  present  of  whom  such  demand  could  bo  nude  ;  and  it  is  not  sufficient 
:•>  say  that  tho  door  was  locked,  so  that,  without  breaking  o|>en  the  same, 
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the  deft,  could  not  enter,  without  alleging  the  particular  circumstances  which 
rendered  the  breaking  necessary  (Rafcliffe  v.  Barton,  3  B.  &  P.  223;  but 
see  Spriggs  v.  Neal,  3  Lev.  92).  So  where,  to  a  declaration  for 
[  *657  ]  entering  plt.'s  dwelling-house,  and  *assaulting  and  imprisoning 
him,  the  defts.  pleaded  a  justification  under  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  by 
virtue  of  which  they  entered  the  house,  the  outer  door  being  open,  and  ar- 
rested the  pit. :  it  was  held  that  the  statement  that  the  outer  door  was  open 
was  a  material  averment,  for  that  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  defl.'s 
right  to  enter  and  arrest  the  pit.  in  his  house  (Kirby  v.  Denby,  1  M.  <fe  W. 
336).  In  pleading  matters  of  excuse,  all  the  circumstances  should  be  shown 
(Bac.  Abr.  Trespass,  1). 

Less  certainty  is  required  in  stating  a  matter  which  is  more  properly 
wilhin  the  knowledge  of  the  opposite  party  (2  Saund.  113,  n.  1 ;  172  a,  n. 
1 ;  Andrews  v.  Whitehead,  13  East,  112;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  C,  26;  Gale 
v.  Reed,  8  East,  85;  The  King  v.  Dixon,  3  M.  &  S.  14;  Steph.  PI.  407; 
1  Ch.  PI.  258,  564).  A  plea  need  not  state  facts  of  which  the  court  will, 
ex  officio,  take  notice  (1  Ch.  PI.  565).  For  other  instances  of  ambiguity, 
see.  Kemp  v.  Watt,  15  M.  &  W.  672;  Hayward  v.  Bennett,  12  Jur.  120, 
C.  P.;  and  the  different  titles  throughout  the  work). 

In  the  construction  of  a  plea,  if  it  have  on  the  face  of  it  two  intendments, 
it  shall  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  deft.  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  6; 
Co.  Lit.  3034;  1  Ch.  PI.  571).  Therefore,  in  trespass,  if  deft,  plead  a 
release  without  saying  at  what  time  it  was  made,  it  shall  be  intended  to  have 
been  made  before  the  trespass  was  committed  (Ib.).  So,  a  plea  of  liberum 
tenemcntum  must  state  that  the  close  was  the  deft.'s  freehold  at  the  time  of 
the  trespasses  (Ib.).  So,  at  common  law,  if  the  deft,  plead  payment,  it  shall 
be  intended  to  have  been  made  after  the  day  appointed  for  payment  if  it  do 
not  aver  it  to  be  otherwise ;  and,  in  pleading  a  promise  by  a  third  person  to 
pay  the  debt  of  another,  it  must  be  shown  to  have  been  in  writing  (Ib. ; 
Case  v.  Barber,  1  Ld.  Raym.  450;  1  Saund.  270  «,  d,  n.  2 ;  ante,  p.  126). 
But  this  rule  does  not  prevail  if  such  construction  would  be  inconsistent  with 
another  part  of  the  plea  (10  Rep.  59  b;  1  Ch.  PI.  571).  "  All  necessary 
circumstances  implied  by  law  need  not  be  expressed,  as  in  a  plea  of  a  feoff- 
mentof  a  manor,  livery  and  attornmcnt  are  implied  (Co.  Lit.  303  b;  Ferrer* 
v.  Wignoll,  Cro.  Eliz.  401).  So  where  land  was  assigned  for  dower,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  say  by  metes  and  bounds  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  9) ;  and 
where  a  surrender  of  a  lease  for  years  is  pleaded,  and  that  it  was  agreed  to 
by  the  lessor,  it  is  not  necessary  to  say  that  he  entered,  for  it  shall  be  in- 
tended, and  it  is  not  usual  to  plead  a  re-entry  upon  a  surrender  any  more 
than  it  is  to  plead  livery  upon  feofFmcnt  (Peto  v.  Pemberton,  Cro.  Car.  101). 
So,  where  it  is  pleaded  that  a  sheriff  made  his  warrant,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
say  that  it  was  under  his  seal,  for  it  could  not  be  his  warrant  if  it  were  not 
(Norwich  (Sheriff  of)  v.  Bradshaw,  Cro.  Eliz.  53 ;  8  Rep.  81  b).  So,  if  a 
man  plead  that  he  is  heir  to  A.,  he  need  not  say  either  that  A.  is  dead  or 
had  no  son  (2  Saund.  305  «,  n.  13;  1  Ch.  PI.  572,  243,  '2  ,  I). 

Must  be  Direct  and  Positive.]  Ths  plea  should  be  direct  and  positive, 
and  not  argumentative  or  by  way  of  rehearsal  or  reasoning,  which  would 
create  unnecessary  prolixity  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  3;  Ishervvood  v.  VVhit- 
morc,  12  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Exch.  93;  Co.  Lit.  304  «;  Liverpool  Waterworks 
Company  v.  Atkinson,  6  East,  507  ;  Steph.  PI.  422). 

If  sci.  fa.  be  brought  against  a  parson  for  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  reco- 
vered against  him,  and  he  plead,  before  the  writ  brought,  he  had  resigned 
into  the  hands  of  the  ordinary,  who  accented  thereof,  it  would  Le  an  argu- 
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tentative  plea,  for  be  should  hare  pleaded  directly,  that  he  was  not  parson 
on  the  day  of  the  writ  brought,  instead  of  merely  pleading  facts  from  which 
that  conclusion  was  to  be  *drawo  (1  Ch.  PI.  565).  So,  if  a  sur- 
render be  by  acceptance  of  a  new  lease,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  say  [  '656  ] 
that  the  lessee,  being  possessed  under  a  former  lease,  the  lessor 
demised  to  him,  but  it  should  be  that  the  lessee  "  surrendered**  and  then  that 
the  lessor  demised,  or  that  the  lessor  entered  and  demised  (Com.  Dig.  Sur- 
render, N).  So,  a  plea  in  debt  for  an  escape,  that  "  if  the  party  escaped  he 
escaped  without  the  deft.'s  knowledge,  and  returned,**  Ate.,  is  bad  (Griffith 
v.  Eyles,  1  B.  At  P.  413).  So,  a  plea  in  trespass  for  taking  goods,  "  that 
the  pit  never  had  any  goods,**  is  argumentative  (1  Ch.  PI.  566).  So,  in 
debt  on  a  bail  bond,  a  plea  that  there  was  no  proper  affidavit  of  debt  made 
and  filed  of  record,  before  issuing  the  process  against  the  bail,  is  argumenta- 
tive (Hume  v.  Leversedge,  3  Tyrw.  357).  It  is  on  this  ground  that  special 
pleas,  which  amount  to  the  general  issue,  are  defective,  and  the  pleading 
deads  and  other  matters  according  to  their  legal  effect  seems  to  come  within 
this  rule  also  (1  Cb.  PI.  666).  See  •«  Assuvrsrr,"  "CovaxAirr;*'  Spotts- 
wood  v.  Barrow,  17  Law  J.,  08,  Ex. ;  see  Kemp  v.  Watt,  4  D.  &  L.  91, 
Kx.;  Plight  v.  Maclean,  16  M.  Ai  W.  51 ;  Benham  v.  Mornington  (Earl  of), 
3  C.  B.  133;  Owen  v.  Chaltts,  6  C.  B.  115). 

A  plea  that  the  said  "  supposed**  causes  of  action  did  not  accrue,  Ac., 
held  food  on  special  demurrer  (BavestafT  v.  Russell,  10  M.  At  W.  365). 

A  plea  to  an  action  fur  infringing  a  patent  alleged,  that  "  the  invention 
was  not,  at  the  time  of  making  (he  letters  patent,  a  new  manufacture  within 
this  realm,  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  parliament,** 
ace.:  hold,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad  for  ambiguity;  for  it 
was  doubtful  whether  the  defence  set  up  was  that  the  manufacture  was  oat 
new,  or  that  it  was  not  within  the  statute  (Salisbury  v.  Cluugb,  3  Gal.  & 
Uav.  17). 

An  argumentative  plea  is  aided  aAer  verdict,  and  upon  a  general  demur- 
rer (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  3;  4  Saund.  319,  n.  6;  1  Ch.  PI.  566). 

J)upitcily.  Where  a  plea  is  objectionable  for  duplicity,  deft,  has  no 
right  to  demur  to  the  replication  for  duplicity  (Line  v.  Ridley,  13  Jur.  44, 
n.  Q.  B.). 

To  a  count  by  drawer  against  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  tho  latter 
pleaded  that  he  accepted  the  bill  in  blank  whilst  lie  was  an  infant,  that  the 
pit.  afterwards  altered  it  by  dating  it  of  a  day  subsequent  to  tin-  deft,  attain- 
ing his  majority,  and  that  the  deft,  never  ratified  or  assented  to  such  alter- 
ation after  he  came  of  age:  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  th-  plea  wan 
not  multifarious,  double,  or  ambiguous  (Harrison  v.  Cotgrcavo,  4  C.  B.  562; 
5  I).  A:  L.  109). 

A  declaration  in  covenant  for  rent  set  out  an  indenture  of  lite  year  1820, 
by  which,  after  the  recital  of  a  mortgngr-decd  of  181 S,  containing  an  assign- 
ment by  Y.  of  certain  premises  to  J.  E.  S.  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of  500(1 
years,  subject  to  redemption  on  payment  by  Y.  to  J.  E.  S.  of  1200/.  with 
interest,  J.  E.  S.  demised  the  premises  to  R.  L.  for  a  term,  at  the  request  of 
Y-,  ho  tho  said  R.  L.  covenanting,  fur  himself,  his  heirs,  &c.,  to  pay  the 
rent  during  the  term  demised  and  the  continuance  of  the  recited  mortgage  to 
J.  E.  S.,  and  after  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  to  Y.,  his  exe- 
cutors, &c.  It  wtis  stated  that  in  IMJi,  J.  E.  S.  assigned  to  G.  II.  S.,  sub- 
ject to  R.  L.'s  lease,  and  that  G.  II.  S.,  assigned  one  moiety  to  the  pit.  on 
the  15th  December,  1813,  and  the  other  on  tho  18tli  February,  1435;  that 
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R.  L.'s  term  became  vested  in  the  deft. ;  and  that  after  the  deft,  became  pos- 
sessed of  the  residue  of  such  term,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  March,  1844,  two 
years'  rent  became  in  arrear  to  the  pit.  Plea,  that  before  the  rent  bee  ime 
due  J.  E.  S.  was  paid  and  satisfied  (he  principal  and  interest  due  on  the 
mortgage  out  of  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of  part  of  the  premises,  and 
that  J.  E.  S.  by  indenture  acknowledged  the  payment  out  of  such  moneys, 
and  released  Y.  from  all  claims,  &c.  On  special  demurrer,  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  held  the  plea  bad  for  duplicity,  and  the  declaration  good 
(Whittaker  v.  Harrold,  12  Jur.  395;  17  Law  J.,  343,  Q  B.). 

The  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  affirmed  the  judgment,  and  held  that 
the  plea  was  bad  for  duplicity,  and  also  for  not  sufficiently  showing  that  the 
mortgage-debt  was  discharged,  and  the  estate  exonerated  (I b.). 

Must  be  capable  of  Trial.']  The  plea  should  be  so  pleaded  as  to  be  capa- 
ble of  trial,  and  therefore  must  consist  of  matter  of  fact,  the  existence  of 
which  may  be  tried  by  a  jury  on  an  issue,  or  its  sufficiency  as  a  defence 
may  be  determined  by  the  court  upon  demurrer;  or  of  matter  of  record, 
which  is  triable  by  the  record  itself  (Co.  Lit.  303  b;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E, 
34;  9  Rep.  24  6,  25  a, ;  1  Ch.  PI.  666);  and,  if  the  fact  be  improperly 
complicated  with  matter  of  law,  so  that  the  plea  cannot  be  tried  by  the  court 
or  jury,  the  plea  is  bad  (2  Rep.  25).  Where  the  condition  of  a  bond  is, 
that  deft,  will  show  a  sufficient  discharge  of  an  annuity,  it  is  bad  if  he  plead 
that  he  showed  a  sufficient  discharge,  as  the  jury  cannot  try  whether  it  is 
sufficient,  and  it  should  have  bc-en  shown  what  discharge  he  gave,  in  order 
that  the  court  might  judge  of  its  sufficiency  (Ib.);  but  where  the  effect  of 
the  words  represents  a  matter  triable,  it  is  sufficient,  though  it  be  not  triable 
according  to  the  precise  words.  As  in  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  free 
from  arrears  of  rent,  a  plea  that  he  delivered  money  to  the  pit.,  with  intent 
that  he  should  therewith  discharge  the  arrears,  will  be  sufficient,  though  the 
intent  is  not  triable,  for  it  is  equivalent  to  the  allegation  that  the  deft,  deli- 
vered the  money  to  pay  (4  Mod.  249).  A  defect  in  this  respect  in  a  plea 
may  be  aided  by  the  plt.'s  taking  issue  upon  a  triable  point;  but,  if  he  should 
take  issue  upon  an  immaterial  matter,  it  might  be  necessary  to  award  a 
rcpleader  (1  Ch.  PI.  567). 

Must  be  True.']  Every  plea  should  be  true  and  capable  of  proof,  for  as 
it  has  been  quaintly  said,  "  Truth  is  the  goodness  and  virtue  of 
[*G59  ]  *pleading,  as  certainty  is  the  grace  and  beauty  of  it;"  and,  if  it 
appear  judicially  to  the  court  on  the  deft.'s  own  showing  tiiat  he 
hath  pleaded  a  false  plea,  such  plea  is  demurrable  (Sladc  v.  Drake,  Mob. 
295;  Bac.  Abr.  Pleas,  G,  4;  Johnson  v.  Alston,  1  Camp.  176;  Hole  v. 
Finch,  2  Wils.  394).  Thus,  where  a  deft,  pleaded  to  debt  upon  bond  con- 
ditioned for  performance  of  covenants  contained  in  an  indenture  of  which 
he  made  a  profert,  that  there  were  no  covenants  contained  in  the  indenture, 
and  upon  oyer  by  the  pit.  it  appeared  that  it  did  contain  divers  covenants 
on  the  part  of  the  deft.;  the  plea  on  demurrer  was  held  insufficient  (1  Saund. 
316;  ib.  9  b,  n.  1). 

Must  not  be  too  large.]  The  plea  must  not  be  too  large,  nor  claim  more 
than  the  deft,  is  capable  of  proving  to  support  his  defence,  thus,  whure  the 
deft,  pleaded  that  a  close  called  A.  had  been  separated,  and  enclosed  from  a 
waste  for  twenty  years,  to  support  the  allegation  it  was  held  necessary  to 
prove  that  every  part  of  the  close  had  been  so  long  separated,  and  only  part 
of  it  having  been  so  long  separated,  the  deft,  failed  in  his  plea  (Hawkc  v. 
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Bacon,  2  Taunt.  156 ;  see  Richards  v.  Peake,  2  B.  &  C.  918 ;  Arlett  v.  Ellis, 
7  Taunt.  346  ;  see  Sutton  v.  Page,  3  C.  B.  204). 

Sham  Pleat.]  With  regard  to  sham  pleas,  see  1  Ch.  PI.  S«7  ;  3  Chit.  G. 
P.  by  Lush,  618 ;  Levy  v.  Railton,  19  Law  J.  16,  Q.  B.).  These  pleas  are 
now  not  so  general  as  formerly,  for  by  R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  46,  a 
deft,  is  precluded  from  abandoning  his  first  plea  without  express  leave,  which 
cannot  be  obtained  unless  when  essential  for  the  purposes  of  justice  (1  Ch. 
PI.  570). 

If  Bad  in  Part.]  If  an  entire  plea  be  bad  in  part,  it  is  insufficient  Tor  the 
whole  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  B,  36,  P,  25 ;  Duffield  v.  Scott,  3  T.  R.  376 ; 
Macdonnell  v.  Macdonnell,  3  B.  At  P.  174 ;  1  Saund.  337,  n.  1 ;  St.  Germans 
(Earl)  v.  Willan,  2  B.  At  C.  216;  Clarkson  v.  Lawson,  6  Bing.  274 ;  MM 
Sleph.  PI.  448 ;  Tremearc  v.  Morrison,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  89 ;  Ansell  v.  Smith,  3 
Dowl.  P.  C.  193;  Duke  v.  Duke,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  197  ;  Calvert  v.  Moggs,  10 
Ad.  &  B.  632  ;  Sherman  v.  Thompson,  11  Ad.  At  E.  1027 ;  Phillips  v.  Clag- 
gett,  10  M.  &  W.  102).  In  assumpsit  on  several  promises  in  different 
counts,  if  the  deft,  plead  the  Statute  of  Limitations  to  the  whole,  and  it  is  a 
bad  plea  as  to  one  of  the  counts,  it  will  also  be  insufficient  as  to  the  residue 
(Webb  v.  Martin,  1  Lev.  4*';  1  Saund.  3  17  6).  And,  in  an  action  against 
an  executor  or  administrator,  if  the  deft  plead  several  judgments  recovered 
against  him,  if  in  that  character,  and  that  he  has  not  sufficient  to  satisfy 
them,  if  the  plea  bo  bad  or  fatso,  or  avoided  as  to  one  of  the  judgments,  it 
will  bo  bad  for  the  whole ;  but  if  the  judgments  pleaded  had  been  against  the 
testator,  it  would  bo  otherwise  (Pease  v.  Naylor,  5  T.  R.  BO);  but  if  one  of 
the  judgments  pleaded  were  against  the  testator  and  a  third  person,  and  the 
deft,  do  not  show  that  the  testator  survivrd,  without  which  the  «wutor  is 
not  chargeable,  the  plea  is  bad  for  the  whole  (2  Siuod.  50,  51,  n.  4;  1 
Saund.  337,  n.  1 ;  *  I  quart,  per  Ixl.  Vaughan,  Vaugh.  103).  If  several 
person*  join  in  one  pica,  if  it  bo  bad  for  <»nc  it  if  also  bid  fur  the  others 
(Duffield  v.  Scott,  3  T.  R.  377  ;  1  Saund.  28,  n.  2  ;  Hedge*  *.  Chapman,  2 
Bing.  523).  The  statement  of  several  debts  in  a  plea  of  set-off  ia  an  excep- 
tion,  and,  if  one  of  such  debts  bo  insufficient,  the  pit.  cannot  demur  generally 
(Vowsland  v.  Thompson,  2  HI.  II.  010). 

In  trespass,  if  a  plea  of  justification  consist  of  two  facts,  earh  of  which 
would,  when  separately  pleaded,  amount  to  a  good  defence,  it  will  sufficiently 
support  the  justification  if  one  of  these  fact*  bo  *fouml  by  the  jury; 
the  other  miy  be  rejected  as  surplusage  (Salisbury  v.  Micklclhwuite,  [  *000  ] 
1  Taunt.  140).     It  seems  that  if  a  special  plea  amount  in  part  to 
the  general  issue,  and  be  to  that  extent  defective,  it  is  bad  in  tuUt  (1  Saund. 
27;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  30;  see  however  Thomas  v.  Nichols,  3  Lev.  40). 

Where  deft,  alleged  more  than  is  requisite  to  introduce  new  matter,  though 
repugnant  and  contradictory  to  what  went  before  in  any  point  not  material, 
it  will  not  vitiate  the  pleadings,  as  utilc  prr  inutile  non  ntiutur;  and  such 
redundant  or  repugnant  part  may  be  rejected,  especially  after  a  verdict 
(Hoc.  Abr.  Pleader,  I,  4;  Com/ Dig.  Pleader,  E,  12;  Co.  Lit.  303  A;  2 
Saund.  305,  300,  n.  14  ;  ib.  291  ;  Hob.  -JUH ;  Shearman  v.  Barnard,  10  Ad. 
A;  E.  593;  Davis  v.  Chapman,  2  Man.  A:  (J.  9'J1  ;  ante,  "  BILLS  OF  EX- 
CHANGE"). It  seems,  however,  that  a  too  precise  or  particular  statement  of 
material  matter  may  be  taken  advantage  of  upon  the  trial  of  a  traverse 
thereof,  but  in  gene  nil  not  by  demurrer,  as  the  objection  does  not  appear 
upon  the  record,  but  depends  upon  the  evidence,  except  wh^re  it  is  repug- 
nant or  contrary  to  matter  preceding  (Co.  Lit.  303  b;  Dy.  305;  2  Suund. 
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206  a,  n.  21 ;  ib.  207,'n.  24 ;  1  Saund.  346,  n.  2 ;  Tatem  v.  Brient,  Yelr. 
195);  and  though  such  repugnancy  may  not,  in  some  cases,  be  aided  by 
verdict  (Bac.  Abr.  Pleas,  I,  4),  yet,  if  it  appear  that  a  verdict  was  given  on 
another  part  of  the  plea,  the  mistake  will  be  cured  (Ib.;  1  Ch.  PL  576). 

Farm  and  Parts  of  Pleas — Title  of  Court.]  An  omission  as  to  the  title  of 
the  court  would  not  be  material.  If  entitled  in  a  wrong  court,  it  might  mis- 
lead pit.,  and  is  not  a  plea  in  the  cause. 

The  R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  8,  orders  that  no  venue  shall  be  stated  in 
the  body  of  the  declaration,  or  in  any  subsequent  pleading,  but  provides 
that,  where  local  description  is  now  required,  such  local  description  shall  be 
given. 

Title  of  the  Term.}  By  R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  10,  "every  pleading, 
as  well  as  the  declaration,  shall  be  entitled  of  the  day  of  the  month  and  year 
when  the  same  was  pleaded,  and  shall  bear  no  other  time  or  date."  The 
omission  of  a  date,  or  a  wrong  date,  would  be  ground  of  a  summons  to  set 
aside  the  plea  for  irregularity,  but  not  of  demurrer,  at  least  for  a  wrong  date 
(Neal  v.  Richardson,  2  Dowl.  P.O.  89;  Hodson  v.  Pennell,  4  M.  &  W. 
373).  This  rule  does  not  apply  to  a  similiter  added  by  one  party  for  the 
other  (Shackell  v.  Renegan,  3  M.  &  W.  409  ;  Edden  v.  Ward,  8  Dowl.  P. 
C.  725).  Semble,  that  where  a  party  adds  the  similiter  forming  part  of  his 
own  pleadings,  it  must  bear  a  date,  or  it  may  be  set  aside  for  irregularity 
(Middleton  v.  Woods,  6  M.  &  W.  136). 

The  names  of  the  parties  in  the  margin  do  not  strictly  constitute  any  part 
of  the  plea  (Dale  v.  Beer,  7  East,  333  ;  1  Ch.  Pi.  576). 

If  the  ded.  plead  by  another  name  to  that  in  the  declaration  the  difference 
should  be  specified  in  the  margin,  thus :  "  C.  D.,  sued  by  the  name  of  E.  D., 
ats.  of  A.  B.,"  it  is  sufficient  in  a  plea  of  nil  debet  to  a  qui  tarn  action  to 
entitle  the  plea  in  the  names  of  the  parties  in  the  usual  way,  without  the 
addition  of  qui  tarn,  &c.,  to  the  plt.'s  name  (Dale  v.  Beer,  supra);  after  the 
parties  have  once  been  named  in  the  previous  pleading  by  Christian  and  sur- 
name, they  may  in  the  plea  be  described  as  the  deft,  and  the  pit.,  without 
repeating  the  names  (Meeke  v.  Oxlade,  1  N.  R.  289).  "  In  a  plea  or  sub- 
sequent pleading  intended  to  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  whole  action  generally, 
it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  use  any  allegation  of  actionem  non, or  to  the  like 

effect,  or  any  prayer  of  judgment."  "And  all  pleas,  &c.,  pleaded 
[  *661  ]  without  such  formal  parts  as  aforesaid,  *shall  be  taken,  unless 

otherwise  expressed,  as  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  whole  action,  provided 
that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to  cases  where  an  estoppel  is 
pleaded  (R.  G.  H.  T.  7  Will.  IV.  r.  9).  The  actionem  non,  &c.,  are  only 
necessary  when  the  plea.  &c.,  is  in  bar  of  the  further  maintenance  of  the 
action  (Ration  v.  Davis,  1  Q.  B.  496 ;  Putney  v.  Swann,  2  M.  &  W.  72 ; 
Bird  v.  Higginson,  6  Ad.  &  E.  824);  or,  where  pleaded  in  bar  of  part  of  a 
count  (Upward  v.  Knight,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  338 ;  see  Weeding  v.  Aldritch,  9 
Ad.  &  E.  861  ;  Vivian  v.  Jenkin,  3  Ad.  &  E.  763 ;  Harvey  v.  Grabham,  5 
Ad.  &  E.  61 ;  Gregory  v.  Brunswick  (Duke  of),  6  Man.  &  G.  214,  n.  (a) ). 
If  there  be  no  formal  commencement  of  actio  non,  and  the  plea  be  not  con- 
fined to  any  one  count,  it  will  be  taken  as  pleaded  to  the  whole  count,  and  will 
be  bad  on  special  demurrer  unless  it  answer  every  count  (Worley  v.  Har- 
rison, 3  Ad.  &  E.  669 ;  Vere  v.  Goldsborough,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  353 ;  Neville 
v.  Cooper,  2  C.  &  M.  331).  "  No  protestation  shall  hereafter  be  made  in  any 
pleading,  but  either  party  shall  be  entitled  to  the  same  advantage  in  that  or 
other  actions  as  if  a  protestation  had  been  made."  (R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r 
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12).  If  the  body  of  the  plea  clearly  show  to  what  part  of  the  declaration  it 
intends  to  be  an  answer,  you  cannot  sign  judgment  even  though  the  com- 
mencement  be  informal  (Vere  v.  Goldsborough,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  353). 

If  a  plea  pleaded  as  an  answer  to  the  whole  of  a  count  leave  unanswered 
•ny  good  part,  the  ph.  will  have  judgment  on  demurrer  (Crump  v.  Adney,  1 
C.  &  M.  362).  A  declaration  contained  two  counts;  a  plea  commenced  by 
a  general  allegation,  that  the  pit.  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his  aforesaid 
action  (hereof  against  the  deft. :  then  followed  imtter  expressly  confined  to 
the  first  count,  with  a  verification  and  prayer  of  judgment,  wh-ili'-r  tin-  ph. 
ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  aforesaid  action  thereof;  the  record  then  went 
on  thus: — »« And,  as  to  the  second  count,**  dtc.,  with  matter  expressly  con- 
fined to  that  count,  and  verification,  and  prayer  of  judgment,  as  before:  held, 
that  the  first  part  was  a  pica  pleaded  to  the  first  count  only,  though  infor- 
mally, and  was  good  on  demurrer  to  the  rejoinder. 

Time  and  Place.]  The  plea  should  follow  the  time  and  place  laid  in  the 
declaration,  unless  either  be  from  the  nature  of  the  case  material,  and  the 
gist  of  the  dispute,  and  by  pursuing  the  declaration  there  would  bean  incon- 
guity  in  the  plea  in  this  respect  (1  Ch.  PI.  581 ;  2  Saund.  5  a,  n.).  In  point 
of  form,  in  trespass,  and  other  actions,  where  the  plea  necessarily  states  the 
trespass  to  have  been  committed  at  some  other  time  or  place  than  that  laid 
in  the  declaration,  it  is  proper  immediately  preceding  the  conclusion  of  the 
pie*  to  allege,  that  the  supposed  trespasses  mentioned  in  the  plea  are  the 
same  as  those  whereof  the  pit.  hath  complained  (I  Ch.  PI.  581) ;  and,  where 
adopted,  if  the  plea  also  conclude  with  a  traverse,  that  the  deft,  was  guilty 
at  any  other  time  or  place,  the  pit.  may  demur  specially  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader, 
B,  81 ;  Batsman  v.  Woodcock,  Cro.  Jac.  872 ;  2  Saund.  5,  n.  8 ;  Mottyn 
v.  Frabrigas,  Cowp.  162;  1  Saund.  297;  Bell  v.  Wardcll,  Willes,  202; 
Cardwarden  v.  Waikins,  5  M.  At  W.  888).  But,  when  it  is  unnecessary  and 
connequently  improper  to  vary  from  the  time  or  place  laid  in  the  declaration, 
and  the  declaration  and  plea  are  in  these  respects  conformable  to  each 
other,  the  qute  nt  eadrm  need  not  be  inserted  (Skin.  387 ;  Com.  Dig. 
Pleader,  E,  31  ;  King  v.  Phippard,  Carth.  2H1  ;  2  Saund.  5,  6,  n.  1) ;  but, 
if  a  traverse  were  added,  the  pica  would  bo  informal  (1  Ch.  PI.  582) ;  but  if 
the  traverse  were  defective,  it  would  be  rejected  as  surplusage  (Ib. ;  Green 
v.  Goddard,  Snlk.  641;  2  Snund.  5,  n.  3);  *but  an  unnecessary 
traverse  after  the  qute est  e idem  is  bad  on  special  demurrer  (Hem>  [  *062  ] 
boro  v.  Bayley,  3  Tyrw.  152 ;  Carwardine  v.  Watkins,  5  M.  dc 
W.  433).  When  the  pirn  varies  from  the  day  laid  in  the  declaration, either 
the  averment  of  qua  est  eadrtn,  or  the  traverse  of  the  time  laid  in  the  decla- 
ration is  proper,  and  will  suffice ;  but  it  is  superfluous  and  improper  to  have 
both  (I  Ch.  PI.  581,  n.  (6)  ).  The  averment  of  qua  eit  eadem  is  a  good 
traverse  of  the  place  in  the  declaration,  as  well  as  of  the  lime  (Carwardine 
v.  Watkins,  supra). 

No  formal  defence  shall  be  required  in  a  plea,  and  it  shall  commence  as 
follows:  "The  said  deft.,  by  ,  his  attorney  (or  in  person), 

says,  that,"  &c.  (R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  10).  The  above  rule  must  be 
observed,  for  a  variation  would  be  a  ground  for  a  summons  to  set  aside  the 
plea.  The  neglect  to  state  that  deft,  pleads  by  attorney,  or  in  person,  would 
seem  to  be  the  subject  of  demurrer,  but  the  pleading  in  the  name  of  a  person 
who  is  not  an  attorney  will  not  entitle  the  pit.  to  sign  judgment  (Hill  v. 
Mills,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  696).  If  an  infant  plead,  the  form  is  "  by  E.  F.,  ad. 
milled  by  the  said  court  here  as  guardian."  The  appearance  of  an  infant, 
by  attorney,  is  error  of  which  the  deft.,  but  not  the  pit.  may  avail  himself 
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by  writ  of  error  (2  Saund.  117  f,  n.  1 ;  212  a,  4,  5;  Bird  v.  Pegg,  5  B.  & 
Ad.  419) ;  defence  by  feme  covert  must  not  be  by  attorney  (2  Saund.  209  e). 
The  plea  should  also  be  in  the  name  of  an  attorney  of  the  proper  court 
(Barnes,  259);  but,  though  ihe  appearance  has  been  entered  in  the  name  of 
an  agent  to  a  country  attorney,  the  plea  may  be  in  the  name  of  the  principal 
attorney  (Buckle  v.  Rawlins,  2  B.  &  P.  11 1 ;  Barnes,  239) ;  it  ought  not,  how- 
ever, where  there  are  several  attorneys  in  partnership,  to  be  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  but  only  in  the  name  of  one  of  them  (4  East,  195).  If  the  matter  of 
defence  arise  after  issue  joined,  it  must  be  pleaded  puis  darrien  continuance 
(4  East,  502);  and,  if  it  arise  afier  trial,  an  audita  quercla  is  the  only 
remedy.  "  It  shall  not  be  necessary  to  slate  in  a  second,  or  other  plea  or 
avovvry,  that  it  is  pleaded  by  leave  of  the  court,  or  according  to  the  form  of 
the  Statute,  or  to  that  effect  (R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  11). 

Commencement  and  Conclusion  of  Pleadings.']  Plea  to  the  further  main- 
tenance of  the  action,  payment  after  action  brought,  and  prayer  of  judgment 
if  the  pit.  ought  further  to  maintain  his  action.  Replication  (wiihout  any 
commencement  of  prcccludi  non\  a  traverse  of  the  payment :  held  bad  on 
special  demurrer  (Futvoye  v.  Stevens,  18  Law  J.  261,  Exch.  S.  P.,  How- 
cutt  v.  Bonser,  ib.  202). 

Plea  of  privilege  by  an  attorney  alleging  that  he  was  an  attorney  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  not  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 
Replication,  that  the  deft,  was  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  con- 
cluding to  the  country  :  held  bad,  on  special  demurrer,  for  not  concluding 
with  a  verification  by  the  record  (Graham  v.  Ingleby,  2  Exch.  442 ;  6  D. 
&  L.  13). 

Conclusion.]  The  plea  must  have  a  proper  conclusion,  which  is  either 
to  the  country,  or  with  a  verification,  and  the  latter  is  either  of  matter  of  fact, 
or  of  matter  of  record  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E.  28,  &c. ;  Knowles  v.  Stephens, 
1  C.  M.  &  R.  26).  But  an  avovvry,  or  cognizance  in  replevin,  need  not 
have  any  conclusion  (1  Saund.  348,  n.  7 ;  1  (.'h.  Pi.  582;  Harvey  v.  Stokes, 
Willes,  6);  and  the  new  rules  have  not  altered  the  law  in  this  respect 
(Knowles  v.  Stephens,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  26);  but  special  traverses,  and  tra- 
verses with  an  inducement  of  affirmative  matter  shall  conclude  to  the  country, 
provided  that  this  regulation  shall  not  preclude  the  opposite  parly  from  resort- 
ing over  to  the  inducement  where  the  traverse  is  immaterial  (R.  G.  H.  T.  7 
Will.  IV.  r.  13). 

A  plea  of  illegal  consideration  or  contract,  contrary  to  any  express  .sta- 
tute, should,  like  a  declaration  on  a  statute  for  a  penalty  incurred,  in  strict- 
ness conclude  "contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute,"  yet  the  plea  may  be 
sustained  wiihout  it  (Peate  v.  Dicken,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  427).  Where  there  is 
a  complete  issue  between  the  parties,  viz.  a  direct  affirmative  and  negative, 
the  plea  should  conclude  to  the  country  (1  Saund.  103,  n.  1  ;  Com  Dig. 
Pleader,  E,  32;  2  Saund.  337,  n.  1,  196).  Although  the  plea  unnecessarily 
contains  a  formal  traverse  (1  Saund.  103  b;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  33; 
see  R.  G.  H.  T.  7  Will.  IV.  r.  13;  Steph.  PI.  3rd.  ed.  236);  and  a  plea  in 
*bar  of  rien  in  arrear  to  an  avowry  for  rent,  should  so  conclude 
[*G63]  (Home  v  Lewin,  1  Ld.  Raym.  641);  whether  the  affirmative  be 
first  in  the  pleading,  and  the  negative  subsequent,  or  vice  versa 
(Skinner  v.  Kilby,  Carth.  88,  89;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E.  3'<! ;  1  Ch.  PI. 
584).  And,  where  a  plea  puts  in  issue  matter  of  fact,  as  well  as  matter  of 
record,  it  should  conclude  to  the  country  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  32 ;  3 
Mod.  39;  Say.  208;  Peter  v.  Stafford,  Hob.  244;  Curwen  v.  Fletcher,  1 
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Sfrn.  522 ;  Rowles  v.  Lusty,  4  Bing.  428 ;  see  Lucas  v.  NoekeIN,  4  Bing. 
729).  S<>,  if  it  conclude  with  a  special  negative  to  the  affirmative  in  the 
declaration  (Styles  v.  Pearson,  4  Esp.  255;  Com.  Din.  Pleader,  E,  32; 
Wat  s  v.  Rosewell,  1  Salk.  274).  But,  not  where  there  is  not  a  direct 
negative  and  affirmative  ( Vere  v.  Smith,  2  Lev.  5 ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader, 
B,Jtt), 

To  a  declaration  containing  the  common  count*  the  deft,  pleaded  as  to 
par?,  that  he  wan  not  indeb'ea;  as  to  the  residue,  that  he  paid  it  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  and  conclude  to  the  country;  upon  special 
demurrer  to  the  last  plea,  held  bad  (Mark  v.  Rust,  4  Duwl.'P.  C.  206).  In 
assumpsit  the  deft,  pleaded  as  to  14*.  parcel,  dec.,  that  before  the  commence* 
mem  of  the  suit  he  paid  the  same  to  the  pit.,  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the 
said  moneys,  that  he  did  not  promise  as  in  the  dec  In  rut  inn  is  alleged,  and 
of  this  he  puts  himself  upon  the  country ;  special  demurrer  for  duplicity 
and  want  of  a  proper  conclusion,  with  a  verification:  held  bad,  and  that 
judgment  for  the  pit.  must  be  upon  the  whole  plea  (Ansel!  v.  Smith,  3  Dowl. 

P.  c.  193). 

Win-never  new  matter  is  introduced  on  either  side,  the  pleading  must  con- 
cluie  with  a  verification  or  averment,  in  order  tint  the  other  party  may 
l;a  ••  'in  opportunity  of  nn«wertng  it  (1  Saund.  103,  n.  1,  103  «,  n.  3;  Com. 
Dig.  Pleader,  E,  24,  32,  33 ;  Co  Lit.  303  a ;  Fmeh,  350).  No  verification 
is  ijeceKsary  in  a  negative  pleading  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  33:  Millner  T. 
Cromnall,  1  Show.  33-4;  St.  ph.  PI.  3rd  ed.  436;  Attwond  v.  Taylor,  1 
Man.  At  t!.  -J--J;  Bodcnham  v.  Mill,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  862;  Culvert  v.  Gordon, 
7  B.  At  C.  80H). 

If  matter  of  record  in  thi*  country  be  pleaded  as  a  judgment  recovered 
for  ill--  name  demand,  Arc.,  the  |>lea  should  conclude  with  a  prout  patrt  per 
recoftlum  and  a  verification  by  the  record;  and  if  several  n  cords  be  pleaded 
they  should  bo  roH|*  ctively  verified  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  20 ;  Morse  v. 
James,  Wille»,  rjrt). 

A  plea  of  nut  Urt  record  nend  not  bo  verifi«-d  (O!>Hi  v.  Knott,  Fort.  831). 
Where  th  •  declanlion  i*  founded  on  nvttler  of  record,  which  is  invented  in 
the  pl'-a,  the  plea  sliou!d  ndl  in  general  conclude  to  the  country,  l»  >t  should 
all-  ge  th  it  tl*Ti!  is  no  such  nv»r«l,  and  u«u*ily  concludes  with  n  verific-i'ion 
and  prtyer  of  judgment,  tt  nctio,  Aic.  (Sandford  v.  Rogers,  2  Will*  s,  114; 
1  Ch.  PI.  583).  Bui  a  verification  ap;ie.irs  to  !»•  iimi«-cess.iry  in  this  case, 
as  the  plea  is  in  the  negative  (Ib. ;  K.uishaw  v.  Morrison,  1  Sulk.  5,iO).  If 
an  iiction  of  debt  b-  brought  here  on  judgm-nt  in  In-hind,  tho  p|e«  of  nut 
tirl  record  must  conclude  to  the  country  (Collins  v.  Mit^hfw,  5  E.-ist,  473; 
Harris  v.  Snundi-rs,  -I  M.  \-  C  411).  Where.-  nn  act  of  p/irlininent  gives 
power  to  de<'|iire  in  a  particular  iiv*!e,  without  se'ting  forth  the  »[ie<-inl  mat- 
ter, any  averment  iwetsary  to  support  th<-  acrion  must  be  taken  to  !*•  im- 
pliedly  contained  in  the  declaration;  therefore,  «hore  notice  is  necessary  to 
be  proved  belbm  the  pit.  can  recover,  a  |»le«  d'-nyin^  such  notice  should 
conclude  to  tlie.  country  (Edinburgh  and  Leith  Railway  Company  v.  Heb- 
blewhile,  0  M.  &  W.  707).  A  verification  seeins  unneees<tnrv  to  a  plea  of 
non  damnijicalus  (I  Ch.  PI.  5-*3,  n.  (M),  rirtis  jrr  tlrscfnl  (Ib.),  no  award 
made  (Ib  ),  no  memorial  enrolled  (Ib.).  If,  by  mistake,  the  word  certify  be 
inserted  instead  of  tvr»7y,  no  advantage  can  bV  taken  of  the  mis. 
t'tike  '(Harvey  v.  Stokes,  Willes,  tt).  A  plea  of  bankruptcy  [  *604  J 
under  the  statute,  though  introductory  of  new  matter,  should  pur- 
sue  the  terms  of  the  act,  and  conclude  to  the  country  (Mih-s  v.  Williams,  1 
P.  Wms.  25d;  Charllun  v.  King,  4  T.  R.  150;  Pitch'.r  v.  Martin,  3  B.  At  P. 
171  ;  JSIiecu  v.  Gurrett,  0  Bmg.  686). 
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To  a  set.  fa.  upon  a  recognisance  against  bail  in  error,  if  the  deft,  plead 
that  the  judgment  is  pending,  and  not  determined,  he  need  not  conclude 
prout  patet,  the  pleading  being  in  the  negative  (Fanshaw  v  Morrison,  Salk. 
.520).  The  usage  and  practice  of  the  court  is  not  matter  of  conclusion  to 
the  country,  for  such  usage  is  npt  admissible  in  a  plea  that  puts  it  in  issue 
(1  Ch.  PI.  486,  584).  R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  9,  orders  thai,  "in  a 
plea  or  subsequent  pleading,  intended  to  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  whole 
action  generally,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  use  any  prayer  of  judgment, 
but  the  case  of  an  estoppel  is  excepted"  (see  Rattan  v.  Davis,  1  Gal.  & 
Dav.  21). 

A  delt.  has  a  right  to  give  evidence  in  support  of  his  plea,  on  which  an 
issue  in  fact  has  been  taken,  however 'defective  such  plea  may  be  (Bowman 
v.  Rostrow,  4  Nev.  &  M.  551). 

The  usual  prayer  ought  to  correspond  with,  and  be  founded  on  the  premi- 
ses in  the  plea ;  but  a  mistake  in  this  respect,  with  the  exception  of  pleas  in 
abatement,  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  3,  will  not  vitiate;  and  the  court  will,  ex  ojficio, 
give  judgment  in  favour  of  the  deft.,  according  to  the  substance  of  the 
plea,  without  reference  to  its  conclusion  (Le  Brett  v.  Papillon,  4  East,  502, 
509;  Powle  v.  Fullerton,  2  B.  &  P.  420;  2  Saund.  210  d;  Rowles  v. 
Lusty,  p.  663). 

In  pleading  matter  of  estoppel,  the  deft.,  in  the  conclusion  of  his  plea, 
should  rely  on  it  (Co.  Lit.  303  /;;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E,  31,  Estoppel,  E; 
Dal.  68;  i  Saund.  325,  n.;  4  Willcs,  13;  R.  G.  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.  r.  9). 

Since  the  statute  4  Anne,  c.  6,  s.  1,  a  wrong  or  defective  conclusion, 
either  to  the  country  or  with  a  verification,  &c.,  can  only  be  objected  to  as 
a  ground  of  special  demurrer  (2  Saund.  190,  n.  5;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E, 
29,  32,  33 ;  1  Ch.  PI.  585 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  84). 

In  on  action  against  husband  and  wife,  both  should  join  in  the  conclud- 
ing part  of  the  plea  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  A,  3;  Watkinson  v.  Turner, 
Cro.  Car.  594). 

Signature.]  "  It  shall  not  be  necessary  that  any  pleadings  which  con- 
clude to  the  country  should  be  signed  by  counsel"  (R.  G.  H.  T.  2  Will.  IV. 
r.  107).  The  draft,  or  original  of  pleading,  which,  by  the  rules  of  plead- 
ing, ought  to  conclude  with  a  verification,  must  be  signed  by  counsel  (Sailer 
v.  Ponsford,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  435;  Stevens  v.  Angell,  1  D.  &  L.  150;  Thomp- 
son v.  Nicholas,  10  M.  &  W.  230) ;  otherwise,  when  the  time  for  pleading 
is  expired,  the  pit.  may  treat  the  plea  as  a  nullity,  and  sign  judgment  (Ma- 
cher  v.  Billing,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  577 ;  Hockley  v.  Button,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  700) 
upon  the  whole  declaration,  even  where  the  special  plea,  requiring  signa- 
ture, is  confined  to  part  of  the  declaration,  and  there  are  other  pleas  answer- 
ing the  residue  which  require  no  signature  (Macher  v.  Billing,  3  Dowl.  246; 
Shield  v.  Quick,  8  M.  &  W.  289).  Counsel's  signature  is  not  required  to 
the  common  plea  of  deft.'s  bankruptcy,  because  it  concludes  to  the  country; 
but  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  requires  signature  (Macher  v.  Bil- 
ling, 1  C.  M.  &  R.  577 ;  Roberts  v.  Howard,  9  M.  &  W.  838).  Pleas  of 
comperuit  ad  diem,  infancy,  liberum  tenemeidum,  ne  unques  executor,  &c., 
mil  tiel  record,  to  debt,  on  judgment  or  recognizance  of  bail,  per  minas; 
plcne  administravit  riens  per  descent,  solvit  ad  diem,  son  assault,  demesne, 
do  not,  in  Queen's  Bench  and  Exchequer,  require  signature  (Thompson  v. 
Nicholas,  10  M.  &  W.  330;  Reed  v.  Spurr,  2  M.  &V.  76;  Tidd,  Pr.  9th 

ed.  *671  ;  Arch.  Pr.  247);  but  in  the  Common  Pleas  they  must 
[  *665  ]  all  be  signed  except  comperuit  ad  diem  and  solvit  ad  diem  (Tidd, 

Pr.  672) ;  and  demurrers,  whether  general  or  special,  must  be 
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signed  (R.  G.  18  Car.  II.;  Tidd,  Pr.  696.     As  to  signing  pleas  added,  see 
Badroan  v.  Pugh,  5  Man.  &  G.  331 ;  see  Arch.  Pr.  267). 

Several  Pleat.]  By  the  4  Anne,  c.  16,  ss.  4  and  5,  it  is  enacted,  "  that  a 
deft,  or  tenant  in  any  action  or  suit,  or  a  pit.  in  replevin,  in  any  court  of 
record,  may,  with  leave  of  the  court,  plead  as  many  pleas  as  he  may  think 
necessary,"  with  a  proviso  that  nothing  in  the  act  shall  extend  to  any  writ, 
bill,  action,  or  information  upon  any  penal  statute.  Several  pleas,  avowries, 
and  recognizances,  founded  on  one  and  the  same  principal  matter,  but  varied 
in  statement,  description,  or  circumstances  only,  are  not  to  be  allowed  (R. 
<;.  II.  T.  4  Will.  IV.). 

Pleas  of  tolvit  ad  diem  and  tohit  pott  diem  are  both  pleas  of  pay  roent,  varied 
in  the  circumstance  of  time  only,  and  are  not  to  be  allowed;  but  pleas  of  pay- 
ment, and  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  or  of  release,  are  distinct,  and  are  to  be 
allowed.  Pleas  of  an  agreement  to  accept  the  security  of  a  third  person,  in  the 
discharge  of  the  plt.'s  demand,  and  of  an  agreement  to  accept  the  security  of  C. 
D.  for  the  like  purpose,  are  also  distinct,  and  to  be  allowed.  But  pleas  of  an 
agreement  to  accept  the  security  of  a  third  person  in  discharge  of  the  pit's 
demand,  and  of  the  same  agreement,  describing  it  to  be  an  agreement  to  for- 
bear for  a  time  in  consideration  of  the  same  security,  are  not  distinct,  for 
they  are  only  variations  in  the  same  statement  of  one  and  the  same  agree- 
ment, whether  more  or  less  extensive,  in  consideration  of  the  same  security, 
and  not  to  be  allowed.  In  trespass  q.  c./.,  pleas  of  soil  and  freehold  of  the 
deft,  in  the  locut  in  quo,  and  of  the  deft.'s  right  to  an  easement  therein ; 
pleas  of  right  of  way,  of  common,  of  pasture  of  common,  of  turbary,  and  of 
common  of  estovers,  are  distinct,  and  are  to  be  allowed.  But  pleas  of  right 
of  common  at  all  times  of  the  year,  and  of  such  right  at  particular  times,  or 
in  a  qualified  manner,  are  not  to  be  allowed.  80  pleas  of  right  of  way  over 
the  loctu  in  quo,  varying  the  termini  or  the  purposes,  are  not  to  be  allowed. 
Avowrirs  for  distress  for  rent,  and  for  distress  for  damage  ftatanly  are  to  be 
allowed;  but  avowries  for  distress  for  rent,  varying  the  amount  of  rent 
reserved,  or  the  time  at  which  the  rent  is  payable,  are  not  to  be  allowed.  The 
examples  in  this  and  other  pleas  specified  are  given,  as  some  instances  only 
of  the  application  of  the  rules  to  which  they  relate;  but  the  principles  contained 
in  the  rules  are  not  to  be  considered  as  restricted  by  the  examples  specified  (lb.). 

The  rules  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  IV.,  made  by  virtue  of  3  At  4  Will.  IV.,  c. 
42,  are  to  be  construed  in  the  same  manner  as  an  act  of  parliament  (Bastard 
v.  Smith,  5  Ad.  At  E.  6:27). 

The  liberty  to  plead  several  picas  is  confined  to  the  superior  courts  of 
record ;  and  therefore,  if  in  the  other  courts  of  record,  as  the  county  court, 
the  deft,  plead  two  or  more  pleas,  the  pit.  may  demur  for  duplicity  (I  Ch. 
PI.  687).  Where  a  deft,  in  a  county  court  pleaded  the  general  issue  and  a 
set-off*  the  pit  treated  the  latter  as  a  nullity,  and  replied  only  to  the  first,  and 
obtained  a  verdict  and  judgment:  held,  on  writ  of  false  judgment,  that,  as 
the  deft,  could  not  plead  several  pleas,  and  the  first  was  complete  in  itself, 
the  second  was  surplusage,  (he  pit.  was  justified  in  Inking  no  notice  of  it, 
and  judgment  was  affirmed  (Chilly  v.  Dendy,  1  II.  &  W.  619 ;  3  Ad.  At  E. 
319 ;  see  Morgan  v.  Lakup,  3  Sira.  1044  ;  Hayrick  v.  Hosier,  4  T.  K.  701 ; 
Tidd.  Pr.,  9th  ed.  685). 

•Before  the  Reg.  Gen.,«/pra,  the  deft,  was  not  allowed  to  plead 
won  assumpsit  (M'Clellan  v.  Howard,  4  T.  R.  194),  or  non  est  [  *666  ] 
factum  (Jenkins  v.  Goward,  5T.  R.  95),  to  the  whole'declaration, 
and  a  tender  as  to  part ;  for  one  of  these  pleas  goes  lo  deny  that  the  pit.  ever 
bad  any  cause  of  action  and  the  other  partially  admits  it ;  but  the  dell,  was 
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allowed  to  plead  non  assumpsit,  and  the  Stock-jobbing  Act  (Shaw  v.  Ever- 
est, I  B.  &  P.  222;  1  Moo.  &  P.  146);  or  non  assumpsit,  and  alien  enemy 
(Ib.  n.  (a) ;  2  B.  &  P.  72).  Nor  could  he  plead  non  est  factum,  and  rely 
on  some  other  of  his  pleas,  on  matter  which  necessarily  imported  the  exe- 
cution of  the  deed  (Crighton  v.  Ritchie,  3  Taunt.  385). 

The  queen  is  not  bound  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  nor  the  above  rules; 
and,  where  she  is  pit.,  the  deft,  cannot  plead  double  without  leave  of  the 
attorney-general  (R.  v.  York  (Archbishop  of),  Willes,  533;  R.v.  Ledwall, 
Forr.  57  ;  R.  v.  Bowdley,  1  P.  Wms.  220). 

So,  the  deft,  cmnot  plead  several  pleas  to  an  information  of  intrusion,  or 
in  quart-  impedit  where  the  queen  is  a  pit.  (Ib. ;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Allgood,  Park. 
1;  Ib.  10;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Donaldson,  7  M.  &  W.  422);  nor  .in  a  sci.  fa.  for 
a  debt  due  to  the  queen  (R.  v.  Hatchell,  Forrest.  57  ;  Attorney-General  v. 
Allgood,  Park.  1).  He  may  now  plead  several  in  an  information  in  the 
nature  of  quo  warranto,  and  in  prohibition  (32  Geo.  III.  c.  58;  1  Will.  IV. 
c.  21 ;  see  Reg.  v.  Bradley,  1  P.  Wms.  220;  Hall  v.  Maule,  5  Nev.  &  M. 
455;  4  Ad.  &  E.  283);  and  where  the  plt.'s  title  to  an  advowson  was 
traced  in  quare  imped/t,  through  a  period  of  two  centuries,  and  the  deft.'s 
claim  arose  on  the  alleged  invalidity  of  a  deed  of  1672,  the  court  would  not 
allow  him  to  traverse  all  the  allegations  in  the  declaration,  or  to  plead  more 
pleas  than  were  necessary  'o  contest  the  deed  (Gully  v.  Exeter  (Bishop  of), 
4  Bing.  525;  5  ib.  42).  So,  in  covenant  against  an  executor  on  an  inden- 
ture of  lease  the  deft,  could  not  pleud,  besides  plene  admin  istruvit,  &i\(\plene 
adminiatravit  before  he  had  notice  of  the  indenture,  pleas  ofp.'cne  adminis- 
travit  before  he  had  notice  of  the  breach  of  covenant  and  payment  to  the 
residuary  legatees  before  he  had  notice  of  the  indenture  (Davis  v.  Blackwell, 

8  Bing.  5.).     In   an  action   by  a  reversioner  against  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt for  several  breaches  of  covenant  in  a  lease,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
would  not  permit  the  deft,  to  plead  non  est  factum,  and  also  th;it  the  premi- 
ses did  not  come  to  them  by  assignment  (Whale  v.  Lenny,  5  Bing   12). 

The  main  object  of  the  new  rules  is  to  prevent  the  same  defence  from 
being  pleaded  in  different  forms,  so  that  several  pleas  will  now  be  allowed 
in  all  cases  unless  they  contain  the  same  matter  of  defence,  or  are  not  calcu- 
lated to  meet  ihe  real  justice  of  the  case  (Brighton  Railway  Company  v. 
Wilson,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  137);  although  inconsistent,  unless  they  are  grossly 
so,  or  are  evidently  pleaded  to  vex  and  harass  ihe  pit.  (Griffiths  v.  Roberts, 

9  Dowl.  674;  Triebnerr  v.  Duerr,  1   Bing.  N.  C.  266    per  Tindal,  C.  J.  ; 
see  Hunt  v.  Belts,   1   Hodg.  6;  Wilkinson  v.  Smnle,  3  Dowl.   P.  C.  564 ; 
Chify  v.   Hume,   13  East,  255;  Anon.   3    Binjr.    635;    Gully    v.   Exeter 
(Bishop  of)  4  Bing.  5.5;  5  Bing.   42;  Thompson    v.    Jackson,   8   Dowl. 
591;  and   see   Steele  v.  Sterry,   1    Sco.   101  ;  Hunt  v.  Bell,  3  Dowl.  P.  C. 
133,  135,  415;  Lockhard  v.  Cooper,  ib.  415;  Thompson  v.  Bradbury,  1 
Bing.  N.  C.  326). 

So,  deft,  may  plead  several  pleas  where  they  raise  distinct  defences, 
although  found<  d  on  one  and  the  same  transaction  (Temple  v.  Keilly,  9 
Dowl.  162).  The  court  on  application  to  plead  several  pleas,  will  not  dis- 
cuss the  truth  of  the  proposed  pleas,  or  whether  they  are  good  in  law, 
although  if  evidently  bad  they  will  not  be  allowed  (Johnstone  v.  Kriovvles,  1 
Dowl.  N.  S.  30;  Batty  v.  Foulkes,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  839;  *Ben- 
[  *667  ]  ley  v.  Cathray,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  456).  Since  these  rules  the  follow- 
ing pleas  have  not  been  allowed  to  be  pleaded  together;  viz  ,  non 
assumpsit,  and  that  the  goods  were  sold  under  a  special  contract  upon  con- 
diiions  not  complied  with  (Garder  v.  Alexander,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  146). 

In  an  action  for  railway  calls,  that  notice  of  the  making  of  the  calls  was 
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• 

not  given  in  the  manner  required  by  (he  act,  and  that  no  time  and  place  were 
appointed  for  payment  of  the  calls,  with  nunquam  indr  ilatut,  and  that  the 
tit-it.  was  not  a  proprietor  (London  and  Birmingham  Railway  Company  v. 
Wilson,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  13?  ;  we  Edinburgh  and  L»-i'h  Railway  Company  v. 
Hehblewhite,  6  M.  &  W.  707).  So,  together  with  nunquam  i 


and  not  a  proprietor,  that  deft.  had  forfeited  his  share  before  the  calls  in 
question  were  made,  or  (hat  he  bad  forfeited  his  shares,  and  ceased  to  be 
proprietor  after  the  calls,  and  before  action  (London  and  Birmingham  Rail- 
way Company  v.  Fairclough,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  270;  sue  ante,  p.  546).  In  an 
action  for  not  accepting  railway  shares,  that  the  contract  was  for  goods,  and 
that  there  was  no  note  in  writing,  and  th  it  the  contract  was  for  an  interest 
in  land  (Sykes  v.  Reeves,  6  Do*  1.  P.  C.  885;  see  u  Assimwir;"  "DEBT;" 
"  GBXKBAL  ISSDB").  In  an  act-on  on  a  policy  upon  a  ship  and  cargo,  that 
the  policy  had  b-en  made  by  fraud,  that  the  deft.'s  promise  and  subscription 
to  the  policy  had  been  obtained  by  fraud;  tint  an  inconsiderable  portion  only 
of  the  cargo  had  bet-n  put  on  board  as  a  cloak  and  pretend-  for  effecting  a 
policy,  and  with  the  inten  of  defrauding  the  underwriter  in  (he  event  ol  the 
loss  of  the  ship;  that  an  inconsiderable  portion  only  of  the  cargo  was  loaded 
on  board  with  intent  that  it  might  appear  to  constitute  a  valuable  cargo,  and 
with  the  intent  that  it  should  b*»  lost  by  fraud,  as  they  were  substantially 
pleas  of  fraud  (Reid  v.  Dew,  2  Do*  I.  N.  S.  543).  To  an  agreement  to  pur- 
chase and  deliver  within  a  certain  timo  etchings  of  certain  drawings  to  be 
supplied  by  the  pit.;  thai  pit.  did  not  supply  the  drawings  ;  that  he  did  not 
supply  them  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  he  delivered  drawings  unfit 
and  improper  for  the  puriwmu;  but  he  was  allowed  to  plead  one  of  them,  at 
his  election,  with  MOM  ouMm/ui/,  that  he  delivered  unfit  and  improper  driv- 
ings; that  deft,  was  hindered  by  the  act  of  God  from  preparing  and  delivering 
etchings  within  HKJ  stipulated  une,  and  a  dispensation  ol'  the  performance 
(Griffiths  v.  Roberts,  9  Do*  I.  P.  C.  674).  In  an  action  by  indomve  ngamst 
the  acceptor  of  a  bill,  that  he  did  not  aorrpt,  and  that  the  bill  wus  not 
properly  stamped  (Duwson  v.  Mncdonald,  2  M.  &  W.  -,'G). 

The  court  refused  to  allow  a  pl«-a  that  iln-  dull.  h»d  probable  cause,  with 
not  guilty  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  (Cotton  v.  Br»wn,  3  A«l.  & 
K.  312):  n  >l  guilty  puts  ilic  wan:  of  probable  cause  in  issue  \lb.). 

A  dell,  will  not  bu  permitted  io  plead  tin-  geuer.il  i*sue,  and  aliio  a  plea  of 
justification,  where  a  statute  allows  him  to  give  ibe  special  mat  er  in  evidence, 
under  the  general  issue  (Nnl  v.  Mackenzie,  4  Tyrw.  670;  Rons  v.  Chiton, 
11  Ad.  <Sc  E.  (331;  Lfgg'*  v.  Bujd,  1  Man.  \  (',.  898  ;  Fisker  v.  Thnmes 
Grand  Junction  Cunal  Company,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  773;  Nealu  v.  Mackenzie, 
1  C.  M.  \-  R.  61  ;  Twi^g  v.  Potts,  il>.  *»9  ;  Marker  v.  Nyp,  ib.  2.'»H).  In 
the  Common  Pleas  a  second  perplexing  plea  containing  matter  which  ini^ht 
be  given  in  evidence  un-ler  the  gene  ml  i»»ue,  is*  not  allowed  to  be-  pleaded 
therewith  (II  immond  v.  Teigue,  6  Biu^.  1U7)  In  cast;  for  the  infringement 
of  a  patent  for  improvement  in  cards,  ihe  deft,  will  not  be  allowed  to  plead 
that  the  article  in  rcttpect  of  wlii<-h  th<-  pa  em  was  granted  was 
generally  known  previously,  and  that  the  alleged  'improvements  [  *OG9  ] 
were  not  an  invention  in  resjiect  of  which  a  patent  could  lawfully 
be  granted  ;  and  a  similar  plea  as  to  part  of  the  alleged  invention,  with  a  plea 
that  the  invention  was  not  a  new  manufacture  wi.hin  the  m>  «inin^  of  the 
statute  21  Jac.  I.  c.  3,  as  the  d-  lenee  which  the  dells,  were  desiriousol  setting 
up  under  lh.'  1st  and  2nd  pleas,  ini^ht  be  set  up  under  the  last  (Walton  v. 
Bateman,  4  St-o.  N.  R  3U7).  A  plea  tint  ihe  delt.  was  not  d«-taineil  in  custody 
as  alieged  in  the  declaration,  was  held  not  to  be  such  a  vexatious  and  frivolous 
pica  as  to  deprive  thu  dell,  ol  his  n0tu  to  plead  the  gt  ncrul  issue,  ih<  re  biiiig 
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an  affidavit  of  merits  (R.  v.  Kingston,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  159).  The  court 
allowed  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  to  plead  in  covenant  of  a  lease,  1st,  that 
the  lessee's  interest  did  not  pass  to  them ;  2ndly,  that  they  renounced  the 
term  in  time  to  be  dischargrd  from  the  covenants  (Thompson  v.  Bradbury, 
1  Bing.  N.  C.  326).  Pleas  of  non  assumpsit  and  part  payment  will  not  be 
allowed  together;  nor  a  plea  of  warranty  with  sample,  and  a  plea  founded 
on  the  warranty  implied  in  law(Steele  v.  Sterry,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  133).  Two 
pleas  to  an  action  of  trespass  q.  c.f.  the  one  justifying  under  a  custom  for 
all  tinners  to  make  trenches  in  lands  for  conveying  water  for  the  better  work- 
ing  of  a  stannary,  and  the  other  alleging  the  custom  to  be  upon  making  com- 
pensation for  the  injury  done,  cannot  be  pleaded  together  (Bastard  v.  Smith, 
5  Ad.  &  E.  827). 

In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  a  false  return  of  nulla  bona  the  defence 
being  the  bankruptcy  of  the  debtor,  the  court  refused  to  allow  the  deft. 
to  plead  together  two  pleas,  one  traversing  the  allegation  that  the  deft, 
seized  the  goods  of  the  debtor,  the  other  setting  forth  dates,  &c.  of  the  act 
of  bankruptcy  and  the  fiat,  the  former  having  been  prior,  the  latter  sub- 
sequent to  the  seizure  (Wright  v.  Jameson,  3  M.  &  W.  44).  In  an  action 
by  the  first  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note:  held,  first,  that 
a  plea  denying  the  note  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraud,  and  that  the  pit. 
took  it  with  knowledge  of  the  fraud,  ought  not  to  be  allowed  with  a  plea 
stating  facts  showing  fraud  and  want  of  consideration  for  the  making  of  the 
note,  that  the  pit.  was  party  to  the  fraud,  and  that  the  indorsement  was  without 
consideration  ;  secondly,  that  a  plea  alleging  that  the  note  was  given  to  the 
payee  for  a  specific  purpose  only,  and  that  it  was  afterwards  indorsed  to  the 
pit.  contrary  to  such  purpose  in  fraud  of  the  deft.,  and  without  consideration, 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  with  a  plea  stating  this  note  to  have  been  given  by 
the  deft,  to  payee  to  indemnify  him  against  any  loss  which  might  arise  under 
a  sale  of  a  certain  estate,  that  no  loss  had  arisen,  and  that  there  was  no  con- 
sideration for  the  indorsement;  thirdly,  that  the  last-mentioned  pleas  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  together  with  a  plea  setting  up  a  collateral  agreement  on 
the  terms  of  which  the  payee  held  the  note,  and  who  contrary  to  good  faith 
indorsed  it, to  the  pit.,  and  took  with  it  knowledge  of  the  terms  on  which  it 
was  held,  and  without  consideration;  fourthly,  that  the  two  last  might  be 
allowed  if  the  words  "  without  consideration"  were  struck  out  of  the  latter 
(Burvan  v.  Tanner,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  870).  Declaration  in  case  alleged  that 
pit.  was  possessed  of  rooms  of  which  the  deft,  was  entitled  to  the  reversion, 
and  that  pit.  also  had  a  right  of  way  to  cWtain  outhouses  in  which  he  had 
been  obstructed  by  the  deft.  The  d.eft.  wa%  allowed  to  plead  first,  not  guilty  ; 
secondly,  leave  and  license;  thirdly,  a  traverse  of  the  plt.'s  possession,  and 
fourthly,  a  traverse  of  the  plt.'s  right  of  way. 

In  an  action  by  indorsee  against  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  court 

allowed  deft,  to  plead :  first,  denying  the  acceptance ;  secondly, 

[  *669  ]  denying  the  indorsement;    thirdly,  a  special  plea,  showing  *plt. 

jointly  liable;  fourthly,  that  drawer  and  defts.  were  in  partnership, 

and  that  the  bill  was  accepted  by  one  of  them  in  fraud  of  the  other ;  fifthly, 

that  drawer,  having  notice,  indorsed  it  after  it  became  due ;  sixthly,  that  the 

bill  was   indorsed   to   pit.  for  his  accommodation;  seventhly,  that  bill  was 

drawn  for  accommodation  of  drawer;  eighthly,  a  similar  plea  alleging  the 

bill  to  have  been  indorsed  by  fraud  and  covin  (Bally  v.  Foukes,  7  Dowl.  P. 

C.  839). 

Where  the  contract  declared  upon  is  the  legal  result  of  facts,  and  not  in 
writing,  a  deft,  will  be  allowed  to  plead  several  pleas,  showing  that  there 
was  no  contract  in  the  terms  stated,  and  as  he  may  not  know  what  the  legal 
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effect  of  his  arrangement  with  the  pit.  may  be,  he  will  be  allowed  to  plead 
several  pleas,  showing  that  he  has  not  broken  the  contract,  or  to  offer  such 
excuse  for  the  breaches  as  he  is  able  (Prendergast  v.  Compton,  1  Jur.  986). 

In  an  action  against  an  attorney  for  negligence  in  procuring  insufficient 
security  upon  an  advance  of  money,  per  yuod  the  pit.  lost  the  money:  the 
court  allowed  the  deft,  to  plead  in  addition  to  turn  assumpsit,  and  several 
other  pleas,  that  the  loss  was  not  the  result  of  the  alleged  negligence  (Wright 
v.  Newton,  3  Sco.  595).  A  plea  that  a  guarantee  was  not  in  writing,  may 
be  pleaded  with  non  auumpnt  (Carpenter  v.  Briggs,  1  W.  H.  dc  H.  103).* 

Where  the  same  facts  and  circumstances  are  differently  stated  in  distinct 
pleas,  the  rule  applies;  but,  where  the  same  facts  lead  to  different  conclusions 
in  law,  it  is  material  to  the  deft.,  and  it  is  of  advantage  to  the  pit.  that  the 
different  views  of  the  facts  which  are  relied  on,  should  be  put  upon  the  record, 
per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Curry  v.  Arnott,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  250).  So,  an  action 
nfringing  a  patent,  to  part  of  which  a  disclaimer  had  been  entered  under 
5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  83,  similar  pleas  to  the  whole  invention,  and  to  the  un- 
disclaimed  part,  will  not  be  allowed  (Clark  v.  Kenrick,  1  D.  dc  L.  392). 
The  court  have  refused  to  allow,  as  one  of  several  pleas,  a  plea  of  bank- 
ruptcy of  a  public  officer,  which  was  proposed  to  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  action 
ward  v.  Dunn,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  742).  "  If  the  dell,  had  come  before  the 
learned  judge  with  a  plea  framed  specially  to  exempt  the  deft,  personally 
from  execution ;  for  instance,  a  special  plea  of  exemption  in  analogy  to  the 
old  form  of  proceeding,  where  a  party  had  become  bankrupt  a  second  lime, 
and  had  not  paid  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound  under  the  second  commission, 
the  learned  judge  would  have  exercised  his  opinion  upon  it,  and  possibly, 
though  I  do  not  say  positively  now  that  would  be,  he  might  have  allowed 
such  a  plea,"  per  Parke,  B.  (Ib.).  It  seems,  that  in  an  action  against  the 
deft,  as  the  public  officer  of  a  banking  company,  the  court  will  not  allow  as 
one  of  several  pleas,  a  plea  that  the  deft,  ceased  to  be  such  public  officer 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  without  an  affidavit  of  its  truth,  and, 
in  such  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  exchange,  where  it  was  proposed  to  plead, 
first,  the  dcft.'s  bankruptcy ;  secondly,  that  he  had  ceased  to  be  a  public  offi- 
cer before  the  action  was  commenced;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  company  did 
not  indorse  the  bill ;  the  court  ordered  the  first  two  pleas  to  be  struck  out 
upon  the  pit.  undertaking  not  to  take  out  execution  against  the  deft.'s  private 
estate  (Wood  v.  Marston,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  865).  So,  in  a  similar  action,  the 
court  refused  to  allow  a  traverse  of  the  deft,  being  the  registered  public  offi- 
cer of  the  company  to  be  pleaded  with  pleas  to  the  merits  of  the  action  (Need- 
bam  v.  Low,  11  M.  Ac  VV.  400).  In  an  action  on  a  cheque,  the  deft,  cannot 
plead  that  the  cheque  was  not  stamped,  with  a  pica  which  admitted  the  making 
of  it  (Jenkins  v.  Creech,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  293). 

*riea»  by  tftrral  Defendants.]  Several  dcfts.  may  join  in  the 
came  plea,  or  they  may  sever ;  and  one  deft,  may  plead  in  abate-  [  *070  ] 
mcnt,  another  in  bur,  and  the  other  may  demur,  except  in  an  action 
against  husband  and  wife,  when  the  husband  must  join  in  the  plea  with  his 
wife  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  A,  3  ;  Watson  v.  Tliorpe,  Cro.  Jac.  299 ;  Thomp- 
son v.  Newsom,  ib.  268).  And,  by  way  of  defence,  two  may  join,  although 
the  subject  matter  of  their  plea  be  several,  as  in  an  uiulita  qucrela  (Worsley 
v.  Char  nock,  Cro.  El.  473);  or  though  their  different  defences  may  be  in- 
consistent (Fitch  v.  Rawling,  2  II.  Bl.  31)0).  And  in  trespass  against  two 
for  a  battery,  they  may  jointly  plead  that  the  deft,  assaulted  them,  and  that 
they,  in  self-defence,  beat  the  pit.,  or  they  may  sever  (2  Vin.  Abr.  76,  pi. 
14);  or  they  may  jointly  plead  that  they  were  servants  of  N.,  and  committed 
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the  assault  in  his  defence  (1  Ch.  PI.  593).  So,  two  may  jointly  justify  an 
arrest  under  a  joint  warrant  (Ib.);  and  one  of  several  defts.  may  plead  not 
guilty,  and  the  other  a  justification  as  his  servant;  for  one  deft,  cannot,  by 
pleading,  oust  the  other  of  his  defence  (2  Mod.  67). 

Joint-tenants  and  co-parceners  must  join  in  an  avowry;  and  a  cognisance 
as  their  bailiff,  should  be  for  the  entire  rent  (Bac.  Abr.  Joint-Tenant,  K ; 
Harrison  v.  Barnby,  5  T.  R.  246 ;  1  Ch.  PI.  592).  But  tenants  in  common 
must  sever,  and  the  avowry  of  each  must  be  de  una  medietate  of  the  whole 
rent,  and  not  of  a  certain  sum,  which  amounts  to  a  moiety  (1  Ch.  PI.  593, 
post,  "  REPLEVIN  ;"  aliter,  in  covenant  for  rent,  Henniker  v.  Turner,  4  B.  & 
C.  157). 

Where  an  action  is  against  one  of  several  tenants  in  common,  he  should 
avow  for  his  own  proportion,  and  in  general  he  makes  recognisances  as 
bailiff  of  his  companion  for  the  residue  (Harrison  v.  Barnby,  supra;  Kitchen 
v.  Barkley,  1  Lev.  109);  or  he  may  avow  only  for  his  undivided  share  of 
the  rent  (Harrison  v.  Barnby,  supra;  Culley  v.  Spearman,  2  H.  Bl.  387). 
If  three  tenants  in  common  distrain  thirty  beasts,  it  is  said  they  should  avow 
separately  for  .ten  (ib.  1  Ch.  PI.  593);  and  one  tenant  in  common  cannot 
avow  alone  for  taking  cattle  damage  feusant,  but  he  ought  also  to  make 
cognisance  as  bailiff  of  his  companion  (Cuttey  v.  Spearman,  supra)-,  and 
where  two  persons  are  defts.  in  replevin,  they  cannot,  it  seems,  make  several 
avowries  in  their  own  right  for  distinct  matters ;  thus,  if  one  avow  for  rent 
service,  and  the  other  for  rent  charge,  both  the  avowries  shall  abate,  for  the 
court  would  be  in  doubt  to  which  of  them  a  return  should  be  awarded  (5  Co. 
19«,  '38  h;  1  Ch.  PI.  593). 

Several  persons  having  several  estates  cannot  join  in  prescribing,  because 
the  prescription  of  one  does  not  concern  the  other  (I  Ch.  PI.  593).  Though 
an  exception  has  been  allowed  when  two  persons  commit  a  joint  trespass  (1 
Ch.  PI.  594). 

Personal  defences,  as  coverture,  infancy,  &c.,  should  be  pleaded  sepa- 
rately. 

If  a  plea  be  double,  the  replication  may  answer  each  matter  of  defence 
(Roscoe  v.  Vyvyan,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  939). 

Where  two  defts.  join  in  a  plea,  which  is  sufficient  for  one,  'but  not  for  the 
other,  the  plea  is  bad  as  to  both,  as  it  cannot  be  severed,  and  be  said  that 
one  is  guilty,  and  the  other  not,  when  they  all  put  themselves  on  the  same 
terms  (1  Saund.  28  n.  2;  Duffield  v.  Scott,  3  T.  R.  376;  Phillips  v.  Biron, 
1  Stra.  509;  Smith  v.  De  Bouchier,  2  Stra.  994;  Middlcton  v.  Price,  ib. 
1184  ;  Parsons  v.  Lloyd,  3  Wils.  344  ;  Grant  v.  Bagge,  3  East,  132  ;  Collins 
v.  Keith  (Lord),  2  East,  263).  But  this  rule  does  not  apply  where  the  ob- 
jection to  the  plea  is  merely  on  the  ground  of  surplusage  (Duffield  v.  Scott, 
supra). 

If  several  executors  join  in  the  same  pica  of  plcne  administravit, 
[  *671  ]  *each  will  only  be  liable  to  pay  the  assets  found  by  the  jury  to  be 
in  his  own  hands,  though  it  is  more  usual  for  each  executor  to 
plead  his  separately  (1  Saund.  336  n.  10).  In  trespass  against  several  defts., 
if  it  be  expected  that  one  of  them  will  be  acquitted,  and  that  the  others  will 
be  found  guilty,  it  is  advisable  for  the  former  to  plead  separately  (1  Ch.  Bl. 
594). 

If  the  defts.  join  in  the  plea,  and  it  is  in  the  singular  number,  it  will  .be 
bad  on  demurrer  (Forde  v.  Edgecome,  Lut.  1531  ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  E, 
35).  In  the  same  manner  that  a  defective  declaration  may  be  aided  at  com- 
mon law  by  the  plea,  or  after  verdict,  so  a  defective  plea  may  be  aided  in 
many  cases  by  the  replication  or  verdict ;  and  the  Statute  of  Jeofails,  and 
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that  for  the  amendment  of  the  law,  also  aid  many  mistakes  after  verdict  or 
judgment  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader  E,  37, 38, 39 ;  Yin.  Abr.  Replication  ;  4  Anne, 
c.  16 ;  1  Sound.  228,  a,  n.  1  ;  see  «•  VARIANCE"). 

The  pit.  may  in  nn  action  ex  delicto  against  several  defts.  enter  a  nolle 
prottqui  as  to  one  of  them  (Greaves  v.  Rolls,  1  Salk.  457 ;  Dale  v.  Byre,  1 
-.  306).  But  in  actions  ex  contractu,  unless  the  defence  be  merely  in 
the  pe/ tonal  discharge  of  one  of  the  defts.  a  nolle  prosrqui  cannot  be  entered 
as  to  one  of  the  defts.,  without  discharging  the  others,  for  the  cause  of  action 
is  entire  and  indivisible  (Noke  v.  Chiswell ;  1  Wils.  89;  Bovill  v.  Wood, 3 
M.  Ac  S.  23 ;  Moravia  v.  Hunter,  2  ib.  144 ;  Tidd  Pr.  9th  ed.  682).  So,  the 
success  of  one  deft,  upon  a  plea  which  goes  to  the  merits  will  preclude  the 
ph.  from  obtaining  any  benefit  from  a  judgment  by  the  default  suffered  by 
another  deft.  (Sheriff  v.  Wilkes,  1  East,  52;  Ilannay  v. Smith,  ST.  R.662; 
Porter  v.  Harris,  1  Lev.  63;  Robcson  v.  Ganderton,  9  C.  &  P.  476).  If 
the  defts,  plead  severally,  the  defls.  may  demur  to  one  plea,  and  join  issue 
on  the  other  (Walsh  v.  Bishop,  Cro.  Car.  239;  Parker  v.  Lawrence,  Hob. 
70);  and  may,  in  an  action  rx  delicto,  afterwards  enter  a  nolle prottqui  on 
.i-iuurrer,  and  proceed  against  the  other  deft,  (ib.;  but  see  Drummood 
v.  Dorant,  4  T.  R.  380 ;  1  S  mud.  285,  n.  5);  or  if  several  inaues  are  joined, 
he  may  enter  a  noil*  prottqui  to  one  before  or  after  judgment  (Ib.).  If  deft, 
join  in  a  plea,  he  should  uot  sever  in  the  rejoinder,  and  they  cannot  unire  in 
the  latter  pleading,  if  they  did  not  join  in  the  plea  to  the  declaration  (Morrow 
v.  BHcher,  4  B.  oi  C.  704). 

Several  P/eeu.]  WlK-rc  pleas  are  pleaded  which  do  not  correspond  with 
the  abstract  delivered  with  the  summons  to  plead  several  matters,  the  proper 
mode  of  taking  the  objection  is  by  motion  to  «trike  out  the  pleas  (Flight  v. 
Smnle,  4  C.  B.  766). 

Where  a  deft,  has  obtained  leave  to  plead  several  matters,  if  the  pleas  de- 
livered differ  substantially  from  the  abstract,  the  pit  may  sign  judgment 
(Garbnrdi  v.  Hnrmer,  18  Law  J.  168,  Exeh.). 

Therefore,  where  deft.,  in  trover,  obtained  leave  to  plead  not  guilty,  not 
possessed,  and  award  and  satisfaction,  but  pleaded  nut  guilty,  not  possessed, 
after  action  brought :  held,  that  pit.  was  entitled  to  sign  judgment,  as  for 
want  of  a  plea  (Ib.). 

A  deft,  obtained  a  rule  to  plead,  with  other  picas,  "as  to  the  sum  of  100/., 
parcel,  &c.,  that  ihc  deft,  indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  pits,  a  bill  of  exchange 
lor  100/.,  which  the  pits,  received  in  satisfaction  of  the  said  sum  of  100/." 
The  plea  delivered  was,  uns  to  the  sum  of  100/.,  pare-. -I,  dec.,  the  deft.,  for 
and  on  account  of  the  said  sum  of  100/.,  indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  pits. 
a  bill  of  exchange  for  KM)/.,  drawn  by  the  deft,  and  accepted  by  T.,  and  the 
pita,  took  an  I  received  the  said  bill  for  nnd  on  account  of  the  said  sum ;  and 
i hat  tli«-  deft,  had  not  due  notice  of  the  non-payment  of  the  said  bill :"  held, 
that  the  plea  was  not  authoriz-  d  by  the  rule  to  plead,  nnd  that  the  jilts,  were 
entitled  to  >ij-n  judgment  (Hills  v.  H  lyinen,  5  Exrh.  3ti3 ;  5  1).  &  L.  743). 

The  deft.,  in  an  action  ol  trover,  having  obtained  leave  to  plead  (tntrnilia) 
not  guilty  and  not  possessed,  the  Court  allowed  him  to  add  n  plea  by  way 
of  e>:»|ij*-l,  that  the  pit.  impleaded  him  in  tin-  Court  of  Queen's  ll-nch  in 
respect  of  the  samo  causes  of  action,  and  that  the  said  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  gave  judgment  for  deft,  upon  demurrer  to  pits.:  replication  to  deft.'s 
plea,  w  hieh  said  judgment  was  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Cuur;  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  (Hull  v.  Momll,  3  Exch.  240;  13  Jur.  215). 

To  a  declaration  which  contained  three  counts,  th  •  deft,  who  ap;>enrcd  by 
attorney,  upon  a  rule  in  general  terms  to  plead  coverture  and  the  Statute  of 
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Limitations,  pleaded  three  defences  to  the  whole  declaration.  The  pleas 
were  set  aside  by  a  judge  at  chambers,  on  the  ground  that  the  deft.,  who 
appeared  by  attorney,  had  pleaded  coverture.  The  deft.,  without  a  fresh 
rule  to  plead,  and  without  entering  a  fresh  appearance,  pleaded  coverture  to 
the  first  two  counts,  and  the  Statutute  of  Limitations  to  the  whole  declara- 
tion. The  pit.  having  signed  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea :  held,  that 
the  judgment  was  irregular,  inasmuch  as  the  pleas  were  sanctioned  by  the 
original  rule  (Fryer  v.  Andrews,  1  Exch.  Rep.  471 ;  5  D.  &  L.  221  ;  17 
Law  J.  25,  Exch.). 

An  audila  querela  is  an  action  or  suit  within  the  4th  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  4, 
and  a  deft,  may  plead  several  matters  thereto  (Giles  v.  Hutt,  1  Exch.  701 ; 
17  Law  J.  121,  Exch.). 

In  an  action  for  call  brought  by  a  railway  company,  incorporated  by  act 
of  Parliament,  pits,  declared  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  26th  sect,  of 
the  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  16.  Deft,  having  pleaded,  first,  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  he  was  not  the  holder  of  the  shares ;  and  secondly, 
that  he  was  not  the  holder  of  them  at  the  time  when  the  calls  were  made ; 
the  Court,  on  motion,  struck  out  the  latter  of  these  pleas,  and  amended  the 
other  by  expunging  the  words  "at  the  commencement  of  this  suit"  (Belfast 
and  County  Down  Railway  Company  v.  Strange,  12  Jur.  19,  44,  Exch.). 


Precedents  (3  Ch.  PI.  passim}. 


PLENE  ADMINISTRAVIT,  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  1156.— POLICY  OF  IN- 
SURANCE,  ante,  "  INSURANCE."— POLL-BOOK,  post,  "PUBLIC  Docu- 
HENTS."— POSSESSION,/™*,  "TRESPASS."— POSTEA,  JOGS*,  "  VERDICT." 
—POST,  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  534. 
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WHERE  a  party  pleads  an  act  done  pursuant  to  a  power,  it  must  be  shown 
that  the  power  was  strictly  pursued  in  all  its  circumstances.  And  if  it  be 
stated  to  have  been  executed  in  the  presence  of  three  credible  witnesses,  it 
must  be  shown  who  were  the  witnesses  by  name  (Com.  Dig.  Poiar,  F;  Arch. 
P.  &  E.  140).  All  the  formalities  and  circumstances  prescribed  by  a  power 
must  be  strictly  followed,  however  unessential  and  otherwise  unimportant 
they  may  be,  as  they  cannot  be  satisfied  but  by  a  strict  and  liberal  perform- 
ance. If  a  particular  number  of  attesting  witnesses  be  required,  or  if  they 
are  to  attest  in  a  particular  form,  there  must  be  that  mini'  •  r  to  attest,  and 
they  must  pursue  that  particular  form,  and  they  must  atiest  every  thing  re- 
quisite for  the  execution  of  the  power  (1  Ph.  Ev.  450;  Hawkins  v.  Kemp,  'A 
East,  440).  It  has  been  held,  that  a  certificate  signed  by  two  churchwardens 
and  one  overseer,  but  bearing  only  two  seals,  was  not  properly  executed 
under  the  8  &  9  Will.  III.  c.  30,  which  requires  them  to  be  under  the  hands 
nnd  seals  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  or  the  major  part  of  them  (R. 
v.  Anstrey,  1  Ph.  Ev.  453).  And  thus,  where  a  power  was  to  be  executed 
"  by  any  deed  or  writing  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  parties,  to  be  by 
them  duly  executed  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by  two  more  witnesses," 
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and  the  attestation  was  only  of  the  sealing  and  writing,  it  was  held  that  the 
attestation  was  insufficient  (Wright  v.  Wakefu-ld,  4  Taunt.  214).  However, 
by  54  Goo.  III.  c.  168,  this  is  remedied,  but  the  statute  is  only  retrospective. 
And  it  has  been  held,  that  a  power  to  be  executed  by  an  appointment,  in  the 
nature  of  a  will,  to  be  signed  and  published  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested 
by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  was  not  sufficiently  executed  by  an  attesta- 
tion which  noticed  the  signing  only,  and  not  the  publication  (Moodie  v.  Reid, 
7  Taunt.  355).  But  where  the  attestation'  mentioned  "d<  livery,"  this  was 
held  equivalent  to  publication  (Ward  v.  Swift,  1  C.  Ac  M.  171). 

It  was  held,  that  where  the  various  prescribed  forms  purport  on  the  fee* 
of  the  will  to  have  been  complied  with,  a  general  attestation  in  the  form, 
••  Witnesses  A.  B.  and  C."  will  be  sufficient,  provided  the  forms  have  in  feet 
been  observed,  but  that  where  several  things  are  required  to  be  done,  which 
are  only  partially  noticed  in  the  attestation,  the  execution  is  then  defective, 
on  the  principle  that  expreuio  ttnitu  at  exckuio  altrriu*  (Doe  v.  DarfeU,  4 
Ad.  &  E.  1,  10;  but  the  decision  has  been  reversed  (0  A.  &  C.  036). 

Where  the  power  was  to  be  executed  by  any  dead  or  writing  under  the 
hands  and  tea/t  of  the  parties,  to  be  by  them  duly  executed  in  the  presence 
of,  and  attested  by  two  or  more  witnesses,  it  was  held,  that,  as  the  attestation 
suited  only  a  sealing  and  djelifenr,  and  not  the  signing,  the  power  was  not 
duly  executed  (Doe  v.  Peach,  '2  Moo.  &  M.  576).  And  such  a  defect  in  the 
attestation  cannot  be  remedied  by  a  new  attestation,  indorsed  on  the  instru- 
ment,  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  parlies  (Ib.).  Nor,  in  such  case,  where 
the  attestation  is  defective,  can  the  defect  bo  supplied  by  evidence  (Ib.). 
And,  where  there  was  a  submission  to  arbitration,  "  so  that  the  award  be 
delivered  under  their  bands  and  scab,"  it  was  made  a  question,  whether  an 
award  sealed,  but  not  signed,  was  a  good  award,  the  point  reserved  being, 
whether  the  sealing,  which  was  virtually  a  signing,  was  sufficient,  or  whether 
the  words  of  the  submission  should  bo  intended,  in  doaunon  parlanos  on 
actual  writing  of  their  bands.  It  was  decided  by  the  court,  that  a  virtual 
signing  *  won  Id  not  do,  but  that  there  ought  to  be  an  actual  sign- 
ing under  their  hands  (Tbairo  v.Thaire,  1  Palm.  109;  1  Ph.  Ev.  [  *073  ] 
454). 

Where  the  instrument  creating  the  power  does  not  require  attestation,  an 
informal  or  imperlcct  one  will  not  invalidate  (1  Sug.  P.  304  ;  3-7,  10th  ed). 
See  there  mt>re  fully. 

But  the  execution  of  wills,  in  virtue  of  powers,  must  hereafter  conform  to 
the  regulations  pointed  out  in  the  Oth  section  of  1  Viet.  c.  -0,  the  Will  Act, 
which  provides  that  no  will  shall  be  valid  unless  it  be  in  writing, and  shall  Lo 
signed  at  the  foot,  or  end  thereof,  by  the  testator,  or  some  other  person,  in 
his  presence,  and  by  his  direction,  and  such  signature  shall  be  made  or 
acknowledged  by  the  testator  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  witnesses  pre- 
sent at  the  samo  time,  and  such  witnesses  shall  attest  und  subscribe  the  will 
in  the  presence  of  the  testator;  but  no  form  of  attestation  shall  be  necessary; 
and  section  10  provides  that  "  no  appointment  made  by  will  in  exercise  of 
any  power  shall  be  valid  unless  the  sumo  be  executed  in  manner  hereinbefore 
required,  and  any  will  executed  in  manner  hereinbefore  required  shall  so 
far  as  respects  t ho  execution  and  attestation  thereof  be  a  valid  execution  of  a 
power  of  appointment  by  will,  notwithstanding  it  shall  have  been  expressly 
required,  tint  a  will  made  in  exercise  of  such  power  should  be  executed  with 
some  additional  or  other  form  of  execution  or  solemnity." 

VOL.  II.  45 
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PRvECIPE. 
See  2  Ch.  PI.  9,  10. 

PRESCRIPTION. 
Ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  803 ;  post,  670  ;  post,  "  WAY." 

PRESUMPTIVE  EVIDENCE. 

PRESUMPTIONS  in  evidence  are  of  two  kinds:  1st,  of  Fact;  and,  2ndly,  of 
Law. 

1st.  Presumptions  of  Fact.]  The  existence  of  one  fact  may  be  deduced 
from  the  known  or  assumed  existence  of  another,  with  more  or  less  certainty, 
in  proportion  as  the  experience  of  mankind  has  ascertained  that  these  facts 
are  uniformly  or  commonly  connected  with  each  other.  Such  presumptions 
depend  more  upon  the  laws  of  nature  than  of  society,  and  are,  perhaps, 
better  termed  circumstantial  evidence;  yet  in  some  instances  a  degree  of 
technical  force  is  given  to  such  deductions,  beyond  their  natural  operation 
(see  Stark.  1245).  Although  it  is  the  peculiar  province  of  the  jury  to  deal 
with  inferences  of  this  class,  yet  in  some  instances,  where  the  facts  are 
necessarily  connected  according  to  the  order  of  nature,  the  courts  them- 
selves will  draw  the  conclusion  :  as,  on  a  question  of  bastardy,  where  the 
child  has  been  born  within  a  few  weeks  after  the  access  of  the  husband, 
bastardy  will  be  inferred,  without  the  aki  of  a  jury  (R.  v.  Luffe,  8  East, 
193). 

*2ndly.  Presumptions  of  Law.]  Those  deductions  from  the 
[  *G74  ]  existence  of  a  fact,  to  which  any  technical  or  legal  effect  is  attached, 
beyond  their  natural  operation,  are  termed  presumptions  of  law. 
These  are  either  conclusive,  and  may  be  made  by  the  court,  or  inconclu- 
sive, and  can  only  be  found  by  a  jury.  Thus,  that  a  bond  or  other  specialty 
was  made  upon  a  good  consideration,  is  a  presumption  to  be  made  by  the 
court,  and  cannot  be  rebutted  by  evidence  (Lawe  v.  Peers,  4  Burr.  2225)  ; 
but  that  a  bond,  after  twenty  years,  without  payment  of  interest,  has  been 
satisfied,  or  that  a  bill  of  exchange  was  accepted  upon  good  consideration, 
are  presumptions  that  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence,  and  must  be  found  by 
the  jury  (see  Stark.  1240).  Where  a  will  is  not  forthcoming,  if  it  was  in  the 
power  and  custody  of  the  testator,  or,  rather,  unless  it  appears  that  it  was 
not  in  his  power  or  custody,  the  presumption  of  law  is  that  it  was  destroyed 
by  him  (Wargon  v.  Rollings,  4  Hag.  EC.  R.  249).  1,  Presumption  from 
lapse  of  time;  2,  Presumption  from  possession;  3,  Presumption  of  the  con- 
tinuance of  relations;  4,  Presumption  of  innocence. 

The  former,  therefore,  are  rather  axioms  of  law  than  rules  of  evidence : 
the  latter,  or  inconclusive  presumptions,  may  be  classed  under  the  heads 
of— 
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Prtntmption  from  L*p*c  of  Time^  A  deed  thirty  years  old  is  presumed 
to  have  been  duly  executed,  if  found  in  proper  custody  (B.  N.  P.  255;  see 
•'  DEED").  In  case  of  an  ancient  recovery,  accompanied  by  possession,  it 
•hall  be  presumed  that  the  tenant  to  the  prcecipe  was  seised  of  the  freehold 
(Gilb.  Ev.  27).  Where  a  feofflnent  has  been  proved,  livery  of  seisin  may 
be  presumed  after  twenty  years  of  possession  have  gone  along  with  the  feoff. 
ment  (Biden  v.  Loveday,  cited  8  Inst.  198;  Rees  v.  Lloyd,  Wight.  181% 
but  less  than  twenty  years  is  not  sufficient  (Doe  v.  Cleveland  (Marquis  of) 
9  B.  &  C.  864).  An  endowment  of  a  vicarage  may  be  presumed  from  the 
long  and  continued  possession  of  tithes  and  profits  (Crimes  v.  Smith,  12 
Rep.  4  ;  and  see  Wolley  v.  Brownhill,  M'Cle.  332  ;  Lewis  v.  Price,  2  Saund. 
175,  n.  ;  Campbell  v.  Wilson,  3  East,  294). 

Before  the  passing  of  2  &  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  the  Prescription  Act,  evidence 
of  an  adverse  enjoyment  of  an  casement,  as  of  lights,  or  a  way  for  twenty 
years  or  upwards,  unexplained,  was  held  to  to  a  presumption  of  a  grant  or 
other  lawful  title  to  enjoyment  (Lewis  v.  Price,  2  Saund.  175,  n.  ;  Camp- 
bell r.  Wilson,  3  Bust,  294). 

So,  where  a  way  had  been  used  for  thirty  year*,  though  there  had  been 
an  absolute  extinguishment  of  the  rights  a  few  years  before,  by  unity  of 
possession  (Keymer  v.  Summers,  cited  3  T.  R.  157);  but  the  exercise  of 
the  right  of  way  must  have  been  with  acquiescence  of  the  tenant  in  fee,  for 
the  tenant  for  life  or  years  could  grant  nothing  beyond  the  continuance  of 
his  particular  estate  (Daniel  v.  North,  11  East,  372;  Barker  v.  Richardson, 
4  B.  At  A.  579;  Bright  v.  Walker,  1  C.  M.  At  R.  219);  yet,  if  the  eise. 
ment  existed  before  the  eommmeaimnt  of  fhe  particular  state,  the  presump- 
tion of  a  grant  will  not  bo  so  drifesjted  (Cross  v.  Lewis,  2  B.  Ac  C.  686). 
Where  deft,  pleaded  a  right  of  way  granted  by  a  lost  deed,  and  the  pit.  trn- 
versed  the  grant,  and  the  judge  directed  that,  if  the  jury  thought  the  right 
had  been  exercised  for  more  than  twenty  years,  by  virtue  of  such  deed,  they 
should  find  for  the  deft.,  but,  if  they  thought  there  had  been  no  wny  granted 
by  deed,  they  should  find  fur  the  pit.,  this  direction  was  held  right  (Lievelt 
v.  Wilson,  3  Bmg.  115).  In  tho  coses  of  easements  and  profits  a  prentlre, 
no  presumption  Khali  bo  mule  in  support  of  a  claim  on  proof  of 
enjoyment  for  a  *len«  period  than  the  number  of  years  specified  in  [  *675  ] 
the  act  3  At  4  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  s.  6). 

Qu/ere.  whether  the  enjoyment  of  a  saw.pit  and  timber-yard  for  twenty 
years  will  establish  a  right  to  prevent  a  neighbour  from  intercepting  the  light 
and  air  (Roberts  v.  Macord,  1  Moo.  At  R.  230;  see  Gale  and  Whately  on 
Easements,  195  rt  *?.)* 

The  uninterrupted  possession  of  a  place  for  thirty-six  year*  affords  a  pre- 
sumption of  title  (Rogers  v.  Brooks,  1  T.  .11.  431,  n.).  (Jrants  from  the 
crown  mny,  after  great  length  of  possession,  a*  a  hundred  years,  bo  pre- 
sumed, not  only  between  private  parties,  but  even  agiinst  the  crown  itself, 
if  capable  of  making  the  grant  (R.  v.  Brown,  cited  Cowp.  110  ;  K.  (Mayor 
of)  v.  tiorncr,  Camp.  102;  Jenkins  v.  Harvey,  1  C.  M.  As  R.  877).  Where 
n  public  footway  over  crown  land  was  extinguished  by  mi  inclosure-act,  but 
the  public  continued  twenty  years  afier  to  use  the  way,  such  use  is  not  evi- 
dence of  n  dedication  of  the  wny  to  the  public,  unless  tin?  crown's  consent 
appear  (Harper  v.  Charlesworth,  6  L).  Ac  11.  57'J  ;  4  B.  At  C.  574).  The 
enfranchisement  of  a  copyhold  has  been  presumed,  even  against  the  crown, 
where  a  parliamentary  survey,  in  1G4U,  charged  it  with  si.\|>enee  as  "  free- 
hold rent,"  and  receipts  had  been  since  given  for  it  under  that  name  by  tho 
steward  of  the  manor,  and  no  other  rent  hud  been  paid  (Roe  v.  Ireland,  11 
East,  iJSO).  A  possession  of  crown  land,  commencing  by  encroachment 
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fifty-five  years  ago,  is  sufficient  for  a  jury  to  presume  a  grant  from  the  crown, 
and  will  support  a  demise  in  ejectment  from  the  son  and  heir  of  such  a  pos- 
sessor against  a  deft.,  whose  possession  began  two  years  after  the  father's 
death,  and  has  continued  seventeen  years. 

But  if  the  crown  was  not  capable  of  making  such  a  grant,  no  such  pre- 
sumption can  be  made ;  and  even  had  the  encroachment  begun  fifty  years 
ago,  the  deft,  should  have  a  verdict;  for  the  statute  9  Geo.  III.  c.  16,  does 
not  give  the  first  possession  or  title,  except  by  barring  the  remedy  of  the 
crown,  after  sixty  years  adverse  and  continued  possession  :  and  here  the 
jury  may  presume  that  the  possession  of  both  pit.  and  deft,  were  legally 
holden  by  the  license  of  the  crown  (Goodtitle  v.  Baldwin,  11  East,  488 ;  see 
Brune  v.  Thompson,  4  Q.  B.  543). 

And  even  where  there  is  no  person  competent  to  make  an  indefeasible 
grant,  an  act  of  parliament  may  be  presumed  in  favour  of  long  user  (Lopez 
v.  Fendatl,  3  M.  &  R.  329,  n.). 

But  "  no  judge  would  venture  to  direct  a  jury  that  they  could  affirm  the 
passing  of  an  act  of  parliament  within  the  last  250  years  on  an  important 
subject  of  general  interest  of  which  no  vestige  can  be  found  on  the  parlia- 
ment roll,  or  other  records,  or  in  the  history  of  the  country"  (R.  v.  St. 
Peter's,  Exeter  (Chapter),  12  Ad.  &  E.  512).  The  court,  therefore,  refused 
to  presume  any  act,  sanctioning  a  mode  of  nominating  by  the  crown  to  a 
deanery  which  was  shown  to  have  begun  in  the  sixteenth  century,  and  to 
have  continued  without  interruption  for  the  last  x!50  years. 

Twenty  years  exclusive  possession  of  a  stream  of  water  in  any  particular 
manner,  alone  affords  presumption  of  right  by  a  grant  or  act  of  parliament ; 
but  less  than  twenty  years  may  or  may  not  afford  such  presumption,  accord- 
ingly as  it  is  followed  with  circumstances  to  support  or  rebut  the  right  (Bealey 
v.  Shaw,  6  East,  215;  see  Mnson  v.  Hill,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1  ;  Magor  v.  Chad- 
wick,  11  Ad.  &  E.  571).  Where  the  owners  of  a  fishery  had  landed  their 
nets  in  another's  ground  for  above  twenty  years,  and  occasionally  repaired 
the  landing-places,  it  should  be  left  to  the  jury  to  presume  a  grant  (Gray  v. 

Bond,  2  B.  &B.  667). 

[  *676  ]  So,  likewise,  to  presume  a  license,  where  an  enclosure  from  a 
*\vaste,  made  twelve  or  fourteen  years  ago,  had  been  from  time  to 
time  seen  by  the  steward  without  objection  (Doe  v.  Wilson,  11  East,  56; 
Bridges  v.  Blanchard,  1  Ad.  &  E.  53u).  But  though  the  uninterrupted  pos- 
session of  a  pew  in  a  chancel,  for  thirty  years,  is  presumptive  evidence  of 
a  right  by  prescription,  such  presumption  is  rebutted  by  proof  that  the  pew 
had  no  existence  shortly  before  the  thirty  years  (Griffiths  v.  Matthews,  5  T. 
R.  296;  and  where  the  origin  of  the  possession  is  accounted  for  without  the 
aid  of  a  grant  or  conveyance,  and  is  consistent  with  the  fact  of  there  having 
been  none,  it  is  a  question  lor  the  jury  whether,  in  fact,  any  was  ever  exe- 
cuted (Doo  v.  Reed,  5  B.  &  A.  232).  And  whore  there  is  no  evidence  of  a 
right  except  mere  use,  without  any  trace  of  the  commencement  of  it,  then 
there  is  no  ground  for  presuming  any  specific  grant,  but  it  is  evidence  of  a 
title  by  prescription  (Blewett  v.  Tregoning,  3  Ad.  &  E.  554).  The  mere 
possession  of  a  lease  by  the  lessor  with  the  seals  cut  off' affords  no  presump- 
tion of  a  surrender  by  a  written  instrument  according  to  the  statute  of  frauds 
(Doe  v.  Thomas,  9  B.  &  C.  288).  If  the  owner  of  the  soil  throws  open  a 
passage,  and  neither  marks,  by  any  visible  distinction,  that  he  means  to  pre- 
serve all  his  rights  over  it,  nor  excludes  persons  from  passing  over  it  by 
positive  prohibition,  he  shall  be  presumed  to  have  dedicated  it  to  the  public 
(R.  v.  Lloyd,  1  Camp.  262;  Roberts  v.  Kerr,  1  Camp.  262,  n.).  If  a  person 
open  his  land  so  that  the  public  pass  over  it  continually,  they  will  after  a 
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very  few  years  be  entitled  to  poss  over  it,  and  use  it  as  way,  and  if  the  owner 
do  not  wish  to  dedicate  it  as  a  way,  but  only  to  give  a  license,  he  must  do 
some  net  to  show  ihnt  he  gives  a  license  only  (British  Museum  Trustees  T. 
Furness,  5  C.  &  P.  460).  It  has  been  held,  that  six  years'  use,  is  sufficient 
to  found  the  presumption  of  dedication  (Trustees  of  Rugby  Charity  v.  Merry- 
went  her,  11  East,  376).  4 

Where  the  locus  in  quo  had  been  in  lease  for  a  long  term  up  to  the  year 
1780,  and  from  that  year  until  1789,  the  public  were  permitted  to  have  the  free 
use  of  it  for  a  way :  held,  to  bo  a  sufficient  time  for  presuming  a  dedication 
(Ib.).  Trustees  in  whom  land  is  vested  for  public  purposes  may  lawfully 
dedicate  the  surface  of  it  to  the  use  of  the  public  as  a  highway,  if  such  use 
be  not  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  of  their  trust  (R.  v.  Leake,  5  B.  &  Ad. 
460;  Surrey  Canal  Company  v.  Hall,  1  Man.  Ac  G.  392). 

If  the  land  is  in  possession  of  a  tenant,  his  dedication  cannot  bind  the 
owner  of  the  fee  (Wood  v.  Veal,  5  B.  &  A.  454);  but,  afler  long  time,  and 
frequent  change  of  tenants,  the  landlord  will  be  presumed  to  have  had  notice, 
and  to  have  concurred  (R.  v.  Barr,  4  Camp.  16).  Where  a  street  dedicated 
to  the  public,  was  terminated  by  the  deft.'s  fence,  and  thereby  separated  from 
his  ctoae,  deft,  was  not  justified  in  pulling  down  his  fence,  and  entering  the 
street  at  that  end  (Woodyer  v.  Haddon,  6  Taun'.  125). 

It  seems  there  may  be  a  limited  dedication  of  a  highway  to  the  public,  as 
a  way  excluding  carriages  (Stafford  (Marquis  of)  v.  Coyney,  7  B.  At  C. 
257).  Whether  there  be  a  dedication  or  not,  is  always  a  question  of  inten- 
tion, and  may  be  disproved  by  the  acts  of  the  owner,  or  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  utter  has  been  permitted  (Barraclough  v.  Johnstone,  8  Ad. 
&  E.  09;  see  Poole  v.  Huskisson,  1 1  Ad.  Ac  K.  827).  Where  a  public  fool, 
way  over  crown  land  extinguished  by  an  inclosure  act,  but  for  twenty  years 
after  the  inclosure  took  place  the  public  had  continued  to  use  the  way;  it 
was  ruled  that  this  user  was  no  evidence  of  a  dedication  to  the  public,  as  it 
did  not  appear  to  have  bwn  with  the  knowledge  of  the  crown  (Harj>cr  v. 
Charlesworth,  4  B.  di  C.  074).  Qutrre,  if  such  dedication  can  be 
presumed  against  the  crown.  A  way  can  no  longer  *be  dedicated  [  *677  J 
so  as  to  make  the  parish  liable  to  repairs,  unle*s  the  formalities 
pointed  out  by  the  Highway  Act,  5  Ac  6  Will  IV.  c.  50,  s.  23,  have  been 
complied  with.  But  the  act  in  not  retrospective  (R.  v.  Westmark,  2  Moo.  Ac 
R.  305).  It  seems,  notwithstanding  this  act,  and  the  43  Geo.  III.  c.  59,  s. 
5,  as  to  the  dedication  of  bridges,  such  dedication  may  still  be  mnde,  though 
the  parish  or  county  be  not  liable  to  repairs  (Surrey  Canal  Company  v.  Hall, 
1  Man.  As  G.  392). 

Twenty  years  will  afford  presumption  that  a  bill  or  note  has  been  satis- 
fied, though  the  Statute  of  Limitations  be  not  pleaded  (Outfield  v.  Creed,  5 
Esp.  52).  Payment  of  a  bond  is  presumed  oiler  twenty  years  without 
demand  (Oswald  v.  Leigh,  1  J.  K.  270;  Bostock  v.  Hume,  7  Man.  &  G. 
893);  and  even  within  less  lime,  if  other  circumstnnces,  as  a  settlement  of 
accounts,  fortify  the  presumption  (Ib. ;  Colset  v.  Budd,  1  Camp.  27).  Such 
presumption,  however,  may  be  rebutted  by  proof  of  an  admission,  or  pay- 
ment of  interest,  or  that  deft,  has  resided  abroad  the  whole  time  (Newman 
v.  Newman,  1  fStark.  101),  or  by  indorsements  on  the  bond  within  the 
twenty  years  (Searle  v.  Barrington  (Lord),  2  Strn.  620;  Hose  v.  Bryant,  2 
Camp*.  322;  and  see  2  Ph.  Ev.  137;  1  Slnrk.  310).  But  proof  of  the  deft.'s 
poverty  will  not  rebut  the  presumption  (Willaumc  v.  Georges,  1  Camp.  217). 
See  further,  ante,  p.  641). 

Presumption  from  Pastfssion.]     Unity  of  title  is  a  prima  facie  case  of 
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unity  of  possession  (Clayton  v.  Corby,  2  Gal.  &  Dav.  174).  Possession  of 
land,  or  the  receiving  of  its  rents,  is  presumptive  evidence  of  seisin  in  fee, 
and  possession  of  chattels,  of  property  (Sayer  v.  Price,  6  Taunt.  326, 
"Ejectment").  To  prove  a  right  to  the  soil  acts  of  ownership  exercised  by 
one  party  are  not  conclusive  evidence  against  supposed  title  from  boundaries 
which  have  never  been  ascertained  (Curson  v.  Lomax,  5  Esp.  60).  But  a 
recovery  in  trover  for  lead  dug  out  of  a  mine,  affords  no  evidence  of  plt.'s 
possession  of  the  mine  (B.  N.  P.  33,  102).  In  trover  for  copper  ore  raised 
under  and  in  the  plt.'s  land,  it  was  held,  that  the  presumption  that  the  right 
to  the  minerals  accompanied  the  fee  simple  of  land,  might  be  rebutfed,  by 
the  absence  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  minerals  by  the  pit.,  and  the  use  by 
others  not  owners  of  the  soil  (Rowe  v.  Grenfel,  1  R.  &  M.  396 ;  see  Rowe 
v.  Brenton,  8  B.  &  C.  737).  The  presumption  is,  that  a  strip  of  land 
between  the  highway  and  the  adjoining  inclosure  is,  as  well  as  the  soil  of 
the  highway,  ad  medium  filum,  is  the  property  of  the  owner  of  the  inclo- 
sure ;  but,  if  the  strip  communicate  with  open  commons,  or  other  larger 
portions  of  land,  this  presumption  is  either  destroyed  or  considerably  nar- 
rowed (Grose  v.  West,  7  Taunt.  39).  The  presumption  is,  that  he  who 
has  .a  separate  fishery  is  the  owner  of  the  soil  (Cooper  v.  Gibbs.  3  Camp. 
363).  Payment  of  a  small  unvaried  rent  for  a  long  series  of  years  (e.  g. 
thirty-eight),  to  the  lord  of  a  manor  raises  a  presumption  that  the  rent  is  a 
quit  rent,  and  not  that  the  lord  is  entitled  to  the  land  (Doe  v.  Johnson,  Gow. 
173).  Possession  of  personal  chattels  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  properly. 
See  "  ASSUMPSIT." 

Where  no  acts  of  ownership  have  been  exercised  by  the  party  beneficially 
interested  in  an  estate  devised  in  trust,  a  re-conveyance  by  the  trustee  can- 
not be  presumed,  as  that  would  be  a  presumption  against  possession  (Doe  d. 
Rees  v.  Williams,  1  M.  &  W.  749). 

J.  H.  being  seised  in  fee  tail  in  possession  of  certain  premises,  and  being 
also  seised  of  the  immediate  reversion  in  fee,  enfeoffed  his  brother,  R.  H. 
thereof  in  fee;  R.  H.  never  took  possession,  and  the  deed  of  feoffment 
remained  in  the  custody  of  the  feofTor;  J.  H.,  the  feofFor,  died  in  1780, 
whereupon  his  son  Robert  entered,  and  the  *premises  continued 
[  *678  ]  to  be  occupied  by  him  and  his  lessees  to  1826,  when  he  died, 
having  in  the  meantime  suffered  a  recovery  of  the  premises,  and 
devised  them  to  the  lessors  of  the  pit.:  held,  that  this  long  uninterrupted 
possession  of  the  feoffor  and  those  claiming  under  him,  warranted  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  premises  had  been  reconveyed  to  the  feoffer  (Tenney  v. 
Jones,  3  M.  &  Sc.  472). 

Presumption  of  Continuance.']  When  the  existence  of  a  particular  rela- 
tion has  been  once  proved,  its  continuance  is  presumed,  till  either  the  con- 
trary be  proved,  or  a  contrary  presumption  arises  from  the  very  nature  of 
the  subject  (Stark.  Ev.  1252).  A  person  once  proved  to  have  existed,  is 
presumed  to  be  still  existing,  to  a  certain  time  (2  Roll.  461);  but  after  seven 
years  the  presumption  ceases.  This  period  seems  to  have  been  adopted 
from  the  statutes  19  Edvv.  II.  c.  6,  and  6  Anne,  c.  18,  relating  to  lessees  for 
life  (ante;  see  Doe  v.  Jesson,  6  East,  84;  Doe  v.  Deaken,  4  B.  &  A.  433; 
see,  also,  Doe  v.  Griffin,  15  East,  293;  and  Watson  v.  King,  1  Stark.  121). 
So,  where  a  person  is  shown  to  have  been  in  existence  a  long  time  ago,  as 
a  hundred  years,  his  death,  unmarried  and  without  issue,  will  be  presumed 
,in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary  (Doe  v.  Wolley,  8  B.  &  C. 
22).  The  pedigree  of  a  claimant  as  a  descendant  from  the  seventh  son  of 
the  first  peer,  who  was  so  created  by  letters  patent,  to  hold  to  him  and  his 
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heirs  male  of  his  body,  stated  that  that  peer  left  seven  sons ;  that  the  issue 
of  the  first  and  second  were  extinct,  and  that  the  fourth,  next,  died  without 
issue;  there  being  no  contemporaneous  account  of  them,  nor  other  evidence, 
except  reputation  in  the  family,  which  agreed  with  the  pedigree :  held,  that 
it  may  be  presumed  that  they  died  without  issue,  more  especially  as  during 
a  long  contest  for  the  dignity  no  descendants  from  them  claimed  it  (Ros- 
common's  (Earl  of)  case,  6  Cl.  &  Fin.  97).  The  fact  of  the  party  being 
alive  or  dead,  at  any  particular  period  within  or  at  the  end  of  the  seven 
years,  must  be  proved  by  the  party  asserting  that  fact  (Doe  v.  Nepean,  5  B. 
&  Ad.  86 ;  2  M.  <fc  W.  894).  In  all  questions  upon  the  existence  of  life 
at  a  particular  time,  the  presumption  in  favour  of  life  must  be  governed,  and 
the  weight  that  is  attached  to  it  regulated  by  the  circumstances  of  each  par* 
ticular  case,  and  the  determination  of  the  question  is  for  the  jury  or  the  MS* 
sions  (R.  v.  Ilarborne,  2  Ad.  At  E.  540).  The  sessions  were  justified  in 
presuming  that  a  first  wife  was  alive  at  the  time  of  a  second  marriage  of 
the  husband  on  evidence  being  given  of  a  letter  from  her,  dated  at  Van  Die* 
men's  Land  twenty-five  days  before  the  time  of  the  second  marriage  (Ib.). 
Presumption  that  a  person  died  at  a  particular  time  within  the  seven  yean 
after  he  had  been  last  heard  of,  the  particular  time  being  the  hurricane 
mouths,  and  the  party  having  sailed  from  Demerara  before  the  expiration  of 
the  hurricane  months  (Sillick  v.  Booth,  6  Jur.  142).  Where  two  persons 
die  by  the  same  stroke  or  accident,  and  there  are  no  special  circumstance* 
in  evidence  from  which  it  can  be  presumed  that  one  died  before  the  other, 
the  laws  of  England  will  draw  that  presumption  from  general  circumstances, 
such  as  the  comparative  health,  strength,  age,  or  experience  of  the  parties 
(Ib.).  There  is  no  presumption  of  law  against  a  person  deceased  having  led 
an  intemperate  life  (Huckman  v.  Furnie,  a  M.  At  W.  505). 

Proof  that  a  person  sailed  in  a  ship  for  the  West  Indies  two  or  three  years 
ago,  and  that  the  ship  has  not  since  boon  heard  of,  is  presumptive  evidence 
of  that  person's  death ;  but  the  time  of  the  death  must  depend  upon  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  (Watson  v.  King,  1  Stark.  121 ;  see  "  DEATH," 
Vol.  L,  p.  894). 

So,  where  two  or  more  have  been  proved  to  be  partners,  it  is 
presumed  'that  the  partnership  afterwards  subsists,  unless  the  con-    [  *679  ] 
trary  be  shown  (Stark.  Kv.  1078, 1252).     Upon  an  indictment  for 
a  libel  against  Lord  St.  Vincent,  as  first  lord  of  the  admiralty,  proof  of  his 
appointment  by  patent,  previous  to  publication,  was  held  evidence  that  he 
was  so  at  the  time  of  publishing,  and  it  lay  upon  the  deft,  to  prove  the 
appointment  determined  (R.  v.  Budd,  5  Esp.  230;  R.  v.  Tanner,  1  Esp. 
3U4 ;  see  Steward  v.  Dunn,  12  M.  Ac  W.  605). 

Presumption  of  Innocence.]  The  law  always  presumes  in  favour  of 
innocence,  and  that  a  man's  character  is  good  until  the  contrary  be  proved 
(Stark.  Ev.  1248).  Where  a  woman  married  again  within  twelve  months 
after  her  husband  had  left  the  country,  the  presumption  of  innocence  was 
held  to  preponderate  over  the  usual  presumption  in  favour  of  life  (R.  v.  Twi- 
ning, 2  B.  Ac.  A.  386;  and  see  Williams  v.  The  Mast  India  Company,  3 
East,  192 ;  but  see  R.  v.  Harbone,  2  Ad.  Ac  E.  540).  So,  the  performance 
of  every  act,  the  omission  of  which  would  be  criminal,  will  be  presumed  (Ib.; 
and  see  R.  v.  Inhabitants  of  Haslingfield,  2  M.  k  S.  558).  As,  that  the 
charterers  of  a  ship  gave  notice  to  the  captain  of  having  put  combustibles  on 
board  (3  East,  192).  That  the  pit.,  in  an  action  to  try  his  right  to  a  dona- 
tion, had  subscribed  the  articles  of  the  church  (Powell  v.  Milburn,  3  Wils.» 
355 ;  2  Bl.  R.  651).  That  pit.,  in  a  suit  for  tithes,  had  read  the  thirty-nine 
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articles,  agreeably  to  the  statute  (Monke  v.  Butler,  1  Roll.  89).  See  other 
instances,  as  that  a  corporate  officer  took  the  sacrament  according  to  law  (R. 
v.  Hawkins,  10  East,  211).  See  others,  Clay,  R.  48,  1636  ;  Comb.  202  ; 
B.  N.  P.  298 ;  Comb.  57).  The  commission  of  an  unlawful  act  will  not  be 
presumed  ;  therefore,  where  performance  appeared  to  have  taken  place  at  a 
theatre,  a  license  was  presumed,  in  an  action  against  the  deft,  for  not  acting 
(Rodwell  v.  Redge,  1  C.  &  P.  20).  But  where  the  act  directs  that  a  notice 
of  the  license  shall  be  painted  outside  of  the  house:  if  it  be  not  so  painted  it 
will  be  presumed,  in  an  action  for  the  penalty,  that  there  is  no  license  (Gre- 
gory v.  Tuffs,  6  C.  &  P.  271).  Illegality  in  general  will  not  be  presumed 
(Gleadow  v.  Atkin,  1  C.  &  M.  458,  per  Bayley,  J.) ;  at  least  in  a  suit  inter 
alios,  or  any  collateral  proceeding.  But  where  a  criminal  act  has  once  been 
proved,  the  law  infers  malice,  and  the  deft,  must  rebut  this  presumption  : 
thus,  every  homicide  is  presumed  to  be  murder,  till  the  death  be  justified  or 
excused  (Fos.  C.  C.  256). 

And,  if  a  man  hold  a  market  near  the  legal  market  of  another,  and  on  the 
same  day,  the  former  will  be  intended  to  be  a  nuisance  (2  Saund.  175). 
Under  this  head,  also,  may  be  classed  the  cases  upon  the  presumption  omnia 
rite  acta.  Thus,  it  will  be  presumed,  that  a  man  who  has  acted  in  a  public 
office  was  duly  appointed  (R.  v.  Verelst,  3  Camp.  432). 

So,  though  the  appointment  be  in  writing,  as  in  the  case  of  justices  of  the 
peace,  constables,  &c.  (Berryman  v.  Wise,  4  T.  R.  366 ;  Doe  v.  Haddon,  3 
Doug.  310;  Marshall  v.  Lambe,  5  Q.  B.  115;  see  these  titles).  So,  where 
the  latter  has  been  appointed  by  commissions  under  a  local  act,  and  the  fact 
is  evidence  even  as  between  third  parties,  and  in  his  own  favour  (Butler  v. 
Ford,  1  C.  &  M.  662).  So,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  the  swearing  of  an  affi- 
davit before  a  commissioner,  to  show  that  he  acted  as  such  (R.  v.  Howard, 
1  Moo.  &  R.  187).  So,  of  the  appointment  of  a  vestry  clerk  (M'Gahey  v. 
Alston,  2  M.  &  W.  206).  So,  of  the  incumbent  of  a  living  (Radford  v. 
M'Intosh,  3  T.  R.  635).  So,  of  an  overseer  (Cannell  v.  Curtis,  2  B.  N.  C. 
228).  So,  of  an  attorney  (Berryman  v.  Wise,  supra);  but  this  presump- 
tive evidence  may  be  rebutted  by  another  prima  facie  case  of  a 
[  *680  ]  stronger  character  (R.  v.  Liecester  (St.  Mary)  *5  Nev.  &  M.  215). 
And  a  fact  may  be  presumed  from  the  regular  course  of  a  public 
office ;  therefore,  where  it  appeared  that  the  customhouse  would  not  permit 
an  entry  to  be  made,  unless  there  had  been  an  indorsement  on  a  license ;  it 
was  held  that  (the  license  being  lost),  the  entry  having  been  made,  the 
indorsement  might  be  presumed  (Butler  v.  Allnutt,  1  Stark.  222}.  That  an 
instrument  has  been  duly  stamped  will  be  presumed  when  it  has  been  lost, 
or  has  not  been  produced  upon  notice  given  to  the  opposite  party  (R.  v. 
Buckley,  7  East,  45;  Crisp  v.  Alderson,  1  Stark.  35). 

After  proof  of  title,  all  collateral  matters  will  be  presumed  in  favour  of 
right,  as  attornment  upon  a  feoffment  (6  Rep.  38 ;  Cro.  Eliz.  401  ;  Stark. 
Ev.  1250).  So,  also,  that  a  recovery  suffered  by  one  who  had  that  power, 
was  done  with  all  legal  requisites  (2  Saund.  42).  That  the  records  of  a 
court  of  justice  were  correctly  made  (Read  v.  Jackson,  1  East,  355).  That, 
when  an  order  of  bastardy  purports  to  be  made  on  the  evidence  of  the 
mother,  a  married  woman,  and  other  evidence,  such  other  was  legal  evidence 
(U.  v.  Dedall,  And.  8).  Upon  the  same  principle  it  is  that  facts,  without 
proof  of  which  the  verdict  could  not  have  been  found,  will  be  [(resumed  after 
verdict,  though  not  alleged  (Spiers  v.  Parker,  \  T.  R.  141  ;  but  the  pre- 
sumption, omnia  rita  esse  acta,  will  require  positive  proof  to  support  it,  if 
any  counter-presumption  arise.  '  Thus,  in  on  indictment  against  a  parish  for 
not  repairing  a  highway,  it  was  given  in  evidence  that  commissioners  under 
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nn  inclosure  act  had  awarded,  sixteen  years  ago,  thnt  the  way  was  within  a 
different  parish,  but  as  it  appeared  that  the  parish  had  repaired  it  ever  since, 
it  was  held  that  the  usage  raised  a  presumption  that  proper  notices  had  not 
been  given  according  to  the  act,  before  the  commissioners  ascertained  the 
boundaries  (R.  v.  Haslingfield,  2  M.  At  S.  558). 

Long  and  constant  usage  is  a  ground  of  presumption  against  the  positive 
words  of  a  by-law,  or  very  strong  ones  of  a  charter,  if  it  be  in  restraint  of 
trade  (Berwick  v.  Johnson,  Lofft,  334).  Everything  not  contrary  to  the 
known  fact  is  to  be  presumed  against  one  who  will  not  show  his  title  (Ar- 
cher (Lord)  v.  Whitehouse,  Lufft,  521).  Nothing  is  to  be  presumed  after 
verdict  but  what  is  .expressly  stated  in  the  declaration,  or  what  is  necessarily 
intended  from  those  facts  which  are  stated  (Spiers  v.  Parker,  1  T.  R.  141). 
The  fact  of  a  letter  having  been  sent  to  a  woman  some  years  before  her 
death  is  not  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  that  such  letter  is  in  the  custody 
of  her  executrix  three  or  four  years  years  after,  as  the  testatrix  might  have 
destroyed  it  in  her  lifetime  (Drew  v.  Barnborough,  2  C.  Ac  P.  108).  Every 
place  is  presumed  to  be  within  a  parish  (R.  v.  St.  Margaret's  Westminster, 
7  Q.  B.  569). 

The  flowing  of  the  tide  is  presumptive  evidence  of  a  public  navigable 
river  (Miles  v.  Rose,  5  Insi.  705),  but  the  strength  of  this  prima  facie  evi- 
dence depends  upon  the  situation  and  nature  of  the  channel  (R.  v.  Montague, 
4  U.  &  C.  602);  and  long  obstruction  of  the  right  of  navigation  may  be 
presumptive  evidence  of  its  legal  extinction  (Ib.).  The  existence  of  an  im- 
memorial custom  may  be  presumed  from  an  uncontradicted  usage  of  twenty 
years  (R.  v.  Jollifle,  2  B.  6*  C.  54).  A  bill  is  presumed  to  have  been  made 
on  the  day  of  its  date  (Owen  v.  Water*.  2  M.  Ac  W.  91),  except  whed  used 
to  prove  a  petitioning  creditor's  debt  (Anderson  v.  Weston,  6  Bing.  N.  C. 
296, 101).  So,  indorsements  on  a  promissory  note,  admitting  the  rate  of 
interctft,  nre  presumed  to  have  been  made  at  the  lime  they  bear  dale  (Smith 
v.  Battens,  1  Moo.  &  It.  341);  so,  a  letter  will  be  presumed  •gainst  the  wri- 
ter to  have  been  written  on  the  day  of  its  date  (Hunt  v.  Mauoy,  5  B.  Ac  Ad. 
902);  and  an  entry  in  a  merchant's  book,  purporting  to  boa  copy 
of  a  letter  addressed  by  him  to  his  partner  abroad,  is  evidence  *as  [  *681  ] 
•gainst  the  writer  that  it  was  also  sent  (Siurge  v.  Buchanon,  10 
Ad.  At  C.  598),  and  the  fact  of  actual  knowledge  may  be  presumed.  Thus, 
where  the  rules  oCa  club  are  contained  in  a  book  kept  by  the  master  of  the 
club,  every  member  of  the  club  will  bo  presumed  to  be  acquainted  with  them 
(Rapgatt  v.  Musgrave,  2  C.  Ac  P.  556;  Aldcrson  v.  Clay,  1  Stark.  405; 
Wittzie  v.  Adumson,  1  Ph.  Ev.  252). 

Pretutnptions.]  On  the  trial  of  an  action  of  trover  for  a  bill  of  exchange, 
it  was  proved  that  the  defts.,  who  were  bonkers,  had  discounted  the  bill  for 
a  customer  for  whom  they  were  in  (ho  habit  of  discounting  bills,  and  that 
the  bill  had  been  brought  to  them  by  the  custonK-r's  clerk,  who  was  directed 
to  inquire  whether  they  would  discount  it,  and  to  state  to  the  defts.  the  par- 
ticulars of  nn  arrangement  between  the  holder  of  the  bill  and  the  customer. 
Neither  party  called  the  clerk  as  a  witness :  held,  that  the  jury  ought  not  to 
have  been  directed  to  presume  that  the  clerk  delivered  the  message,  but  that, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  presumption  wns,  that  tho 
defts.  hnd  bonajulc  discounted  the  bill,  without  notice  of  the  circumstances 
which  the  clerk  had  been  directed  to  tell  them  (Middleton  v.  Darned,  18 
LawJ.  433,  Exch.). 

The  date  a  letter  bears  is  prima  facie  its  true  date  (Potez     v.Glossop, 
Exch.  191). 
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PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.(a) 
As  to  Actions  by  and  against  Agents,  see  ante,  "  AGENT." 


I.  ACTIONS  BY  PRINCIPAL  AGAINST  THIRD  PERSONS. 

Form  of  Remedy  and  Pleadings. 

THERE  is  nothing  peculiar  relating  to  the  form  of  remedy  or  pleadings  in  an 
action  by  a  principal  against  third  persons.  As  to  the  form  of  remedy  and  plead 
ings  in  an  action  by  a  principal  against  his  agent  see  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  91.  A 
principal  may  always  adopt  the  acts  of  his  agent,  and  sue  thereon,  though  he 
never  appeared  as  the  principal  (1  H.  Bl.  81;  7  T.  R.  359,  360;  3  M.  &  S. 
562;  2  Stark.  443;  1  Ch.  Contr.  207);  except  in  some  cases  where  there  is  an 
express  contract,  under  seal,  with  the  agent,  to  pay  him,  when  the  agent 
alone  can  sue  (1  M.  &  S.  575).  An  agent  for  the  sale  of  goods  sometimes 
acts  under  a  del-credere  commission ;  that  is,  for  a  higher  reward  or  commis- 
sion than  is  usually'given  he  becomes  responsible  to  his  principal  for  the 
solvency  of  the  vendee ;  that  is,  he  guarantees  the  payment  of  the  price  of 
the  goods ;  but  even  in  this  case  the  contract  is  in  legal  contemplation  between 
the  employer  and  the  purchaser  (Grove  v.  Dubois,  1  T.  R.  112;  Morris  v. 
Cleasby,  4  M.  &  S.  574;  Hornby  v.  Lacy,  6  M.  &  S.  166  ;  see  post,  p.  t 
683);  and  it  seems  the  agent's  liability  is  collateral,  and  his  guarantee  should 
be  in  writing  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  II.,  c.  3,  s.  4  (1  Ch.  Contr. 
210). 

Where  money  is  paid  by  an  agent,  upon  an  agreement  made  with  him  in 
his  own  name,  the  principal  may  recover  it  back  upon  the  rescinding  of  the 
agreement  (Norfolk  (Duke  of)  v.  Worthy,  1  Camp.  337).  The  pits,  (brokers) 
in  their  own  names  bought  goods  of  the  deft,  on  account  of  H.,  and  by  his 
authority,  and  the  vendee  was  told  that  there  was  an  unnamed  principal. 
The  pits,  afterwards,  under  a  general  authority  from  H.,  contracted  to  sell 
the  same  goods  which  deft,  had  not  yet  delivered  ;  H.  on  hearing  of  the  latter 
contract  told  the  pits,  that  he  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  goods,  either 
as  buyer  or  seller,  and  to  this  the  pits,  assented.  The  deft,  then  refused  to 
deliver  the  goods,  and  the  pits,  sued  him  for  damages  sustained  by  them  in 
consequence:  holden,  that  the  renunciation  of  the  contract  by  H.,  and  the 
pit. 's  assent  thereto  formed  no  objection  to  the  plt.'s  right  to  recover  of  which 
the  deft,  could  take  advantage  (Short  v.  Spackman,  2  B.  &  Ad.  962). 

A  servant  or  agent  cannot  sue  upon  a  contract  entered  into  by  him  in  that 
character  (1  Ch.  PI.;  Evans  v.  Evans,  1  H.  &  W.  239).      Therefore,  the 
mere  treasurer  of  commissioners  acting  for  them  (Pigott  v.  Thompson,  3  B. 
&  P.  147),  or  the  mayor  of  a  corporation  contracting  for  the  corporate  body, 
cannot  sue  in  their  own  names  (Brown  v.  Morris,  2  Taunt.  374).     Nor  the 
captain  of  a  ship  on  an  implied  contract  for  demurrage  (Brownker  v.  Scott, 
4  Taunt.  1  ;  Evans  v.  Forster,  1  B.  &  Ad.  118).     If,  however,  the 
[  *682  ]  servant  have  some  beneficial  *interest  in  the  completion  of  the  con- 
tract in  respect  of  commission  or  otherwise,  or  a  special  property 

(a)  3  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  233 ;  2  Supp.  U.  S.  Dig.  p.  584;  1  Ann.  Dig.  p.  406;  2  Id.  p. 
307;  3  Id.  p.  368. 
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or  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  agreement,  he  may  so  sue  (1  Ch.  PI. 
7);  as  in  the  case  of  a  factor  or  broker  (Sadlier  v.  Leigh,  4  Camp.  195; 
Morris  T.  Cleasby,  1  M.  &  S.  581 ;  Atkinson  v.  Haraber,  2  Esp.  493);  a 
carrier  or  warehouseman  (Martin  v;  Coles,  1  M.  &  S.  147);  an  auctioneer 
liams  v.  Millington,  1  H.  Bl.  81 ;  see  Coppin  v.  Walker,  7  Taunt.  237 ; 
Fairbrother  T.  Simmons,  5  B.  dt  A.  333 ;  Dickinson  v.  Naul,  4  B.  Ac  Ad. 
638) ;  or  other  similar  agent  acting  for  reward,  or  having  a  special  property 
or  interest,  and  not  being  a  mere  servant  (Gardiner  v.  Davies,  2  C.  ct  P. 
49 ;  Joseph  v.  Knox,  3  Camp.  320 ;  Langstroth  v.  Toulmin.  2  Stark.  147  : 
Garrett  v.  Handley,  4  B.  At  C.  646 ;  Dancer  v.  Hastings,  4  Bing.  2),  such 
persons  may  sue,  unless  the  principal  elect  to  bring  the  action  in  his  own 
name.  If  an  agent  or  servant  appear  to  be  the  principal,  and  act  as  such, 
and  become  personally  responsible  oo  the  contract,  he  may  sue  in  his  own 
name  thereon,  for  his  responsibility  gives  him  an  interest  in  the  contract, 
and  forms  a  consideration  for  the  contract  with  a  promise  to  him  (Ib.). 

A  pit.  who  has  professedly  made  a  contract  as  agent  for  a  third  person 
cannot  sue  thereon  as  a  principal,  without  giving  notice  to  the  deft,  before 
the  action  be  brought  that  he  (the  pit.)  is  the  party  really  interested  (Bicker- 
ton  v.  Burrell,  5  M.  &  S.  3<*3 ;  Rayner  v.  Grote,  15  M.  At  W.  359). 

Liability  of  Principal.]  If  an  agent  buy  goods  on  credit  for  an  unnamed 
principal,  payment  by  the  principal  to  hit  agent  of  the  price  of  the  goods, 
before  the  credit  expires,  may,  under  some  circumstances,  deprive  the  ven- 
dor of  his  right  to  sue  the  principal  (Smyth  v.  Anderson,  13  Jur.  211 ;  18 
Law  J.  109,  C.  P.).  Kymer  v.  Suwercropp  (1  Camp.  109),  is  not  an  au- 
thority to  the  contrary  (Ib.). 

The  right  of  the  vendor  to  sue  a  home  principal,  when  discovered,  is  un- 
doubted, provided  that  the  vendor  has  not  elected  to  charge  the  agent  exclu- 
sively at  all  events;  provided  also,  that  the  state  of  accounts  between  the 
principal  and  his  agent  is  not  such  as  would  make  it  unjust  that  the  former 
should  be  sued  (Ib.). 

A  foreign  principal  is  in  no  case  liable  to  an  action,  at  the  suit  of  the  ven- 
dor, for  the  price  of  goods  purchased  by  an  agent  resident  in  England  (Ib.). 

The  pits,  carried  on  business  in  Manchester  under  the  firm  of  J.  P.  and 
Co.,  and  at  Glasgow  under  the  firm  of  A.  S.  and  Co.  M.  and  Co.,  Indian 
agents  resident  in  England,  ordered  goods  from  the  pits,  for  the  deft.,  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  A.  A.  and  Co.,  in  Bombay.  It  was  arranged,  at  the 
request  of  J.  P.  and  Co.,  between  M.  and  Co.  and  the  pits.,  who  were  then 
aware  that  the  goods  were  for  the  deft.,  that  A.  S.  and  Co.  should  draw  bills 
on  M.  and  Co.  for  the  amount,  which  was  done  accordingly.  After  the  goods 
were  shipped  to  Bombay,  and  A.  A.  and  Co.  debited  with  the  bills, and  before 
the  bills  became  due,  A.  A.  and  Co.  remitted  large  sums  to  M.  and  Co.  from 
Bombay.  Before  the  bills  became  due  M.  and  Co.  stopped  payment,  being 
at  that  time  indebted  to  A.  A.  and  Co.  in  a  large  balance.  The  bills  having 
been  dishonoured,  the  pits,  brought  their  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
against  the  deft.:  held,  that  M.  and  Co.  were  the  buyers  of  the  goods  (Ib.). 

Held,  also,  that,  supposing  t be  deft,  to  have  been  an  undisclosed  principal 
at  the  time  of  the  order,  the  remittances  to  M.  and  Co.  afterwards  constituted 
a  payment  which  exonerated  him,  although  made  before  the  expiration  of 
the  credit  and  before  the  bills  became  due,  because  the  pits,  in  taking  M. 
and  Co.'s  bills  must  be  understood  to  have  been  cognizant  of,  and  parties  to 
the  whole  transaction  (Ib.). 

Held,  also,  that  the  defence  should  be  set  up  under  the  plea  of  non  <u- 
sumpsU  (Ib.). 
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There  is  in  general  sufficient  privity  of  contract  to  maintain  an  action,  if 
the  party  actually  making  the  contract  with  the  deft,  was  acting  for  the  pit., 
and  intended  at  the  time  to  make  the  contract  for  him,  though  the  deft,  was 
not  aware  that  the  contract  was  made  for  the  pit.  (Cook  v.  Seeley,  17  Law 
J.,  286,  Exch.). 

The  name  in  which  the  contract  is  made  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
party  for  whom  the  contract  was  made,  but  it  is  not  conclusive  (Ib.). 

Therefore,  where  two  pits,  sue  on  a  contract  between  them  and  the  defts. 
as  bankers,  and  it  appears  at  the  trial  that  the  bank  account  was  opened  in 
the  name  of  one  only  of  the  pits.,  it  is  competent  for  the  pits,  that  the  account 
was  opened  on  behalf  of  them  both,  and  it  is  sufficient  to  maintain  the  action, 
if  it  is  proved  that  the  pit.  who  actually  opened  the  account  at  the  time  in- 
tended it  to  be  the  account  of  the  two,  without  showing  that  the  defts.  had, 
before  the  action,  any  notice  that  he  had  so  intended  (Ib.). 

In  an  action  on  a  charter-party,  which  purported  to  be  made  by  A.  B., 
owner  of  the  ship  Ann,  &c.,  it  is  not  competent  to  give  parol  evidence  that 
A.  B.  acted  not  as  owner,  but  as  agent  for  the  real  owner  in  making  the 
charter-party  (Humble  v.^Hunter,  12  Jur.  1021 ;  17  Law  J.  350,  Q.  B.). 

Liability  of  Agent.]  A.  bought  nt  auction  three  lots  of  one  hundred  rail- 
way shares  each,  one  of  the  conditions  of  sale  being,  that  the  balance  of  the 
purchase- money  shall  be  paid  at  the  office  of  the  auctioneers  on  the  day  fol- 
lowing the  sale,  except  in  cases  where  any  special  transfers  are  required, 
and  to  such  the  utmost  expedition  will  be  given  after  the  sale.  A.  received 
the  three  hundred  shares,  together  with  a  bill  of  parcels  describing  the  trans- 
actions as  a  sale  of"  three  hundred  shares,"  and  paid  the  price.  The  name 
of  the  owner  of  the  shares  was  not  disclosed  at  the  lime  of  the  sale,  but  upon 
A.  applying  for  a  transfer,  the  constitution  of  the  company  requiring  a  trans- 
fer by  deed,  the  auctioneers  informed  him  that  they  were  only  agents  in  the 
transaction,  and  referred  him  to  B.,  as  their  principal,  and  as  the  party  who 
alone  could  procure  the  transfer  to  be  executed.  In  an  execution  against 
the  auctioneers  for  not  transferring:  held,  first,  that,  inasmuch  as  they  had 
not  disclosed  their  principal  at  the  time  of  sale,  they  were  personally  liable 
(Franklyn  v.  Lamond,  4  C.  B.  637). 

Held,  secondly,  that  the  bill  of  parcels  was  evidence  of  an  entire  contract 
for  the  sale  of  three  hundred  shares  (Ib.). 

Held,  thirdly,  that,  by  referring  A.  to  B.,  the  defts.  discharged  A.  from 
tendering  a  transfer  to  them  (Ib.). 

A  party  who  executes  an  instrument  in  the  name  of  and  expressly  as 
agent  for  another,  cannot  be  treated  as  a  party  to  the  instrument,  so  as  to 
be  sued  upon  it,  unless  he  be  shown  to  be  the  real  principal  (Jenkins  v. 
Hutchinson,  13  Jur.  763;  18  Law  J.  274,  Q.  B.).  Semble,  that  one  who 
contracts  as  agent  for  another,  without  in  fact  having  any  authority  to  do 
so,  may,  if  he  acts  maldfi.de,  be  liable  to  the  party  with  whom  he  contracts 
in  an  action  on  the  case  for  falsely  representing  himself  to  have  had  au-' 
thority  (Ib.). 

The  pit.,  a  merchant  in  London,  consigned  certain  cottons  to  the  deft,  and 
his  partners,  commission  agents  at  Bombay,  with  directions  to  sell  the  same, 
and  remit  the  proceeds  to  the  pit.  in  good  bills  on  London.  The  goods  were 
accordingly  sold  by  the  deft,  and  his  partners  in  Bombay,  in  August,  1847, 
and  produced  eight  rupees  and  upwards  per  piece,  but  no  remittance  either 
in  money  or  bills  having  been  made  to  the  pit.,  the  present  action  was  com- 
menced against  the  deft.,  who  had  come  over  to  England :  held,  first,  that 
the  pit.  was  not  prevented  from  recovering  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
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received,  by  reason  of  the  proceeds  having  been  received,  not  in  English, 
but  in  foreign  money  (Ehrensperger  v.  Anderson,  18  Law  J.  132,  Exch.;  3 
Exch.  148).  Held,  secondly,  that  there  was  no  rescinding  of  the  contract 
on  the  dcft.'s  part,  and  that* the  action  for  money  had  and  received  would 
not  lie  (Ib.). 

Factors — Authority  to  tell.]  A  factor  to  whom  goods  have  been  consigned 
generally  for  sale,  and  who  has  subsequently  made  advances  to  his  principal 
on  the  credit  of  the  goods,  has  no  right  to  sell  them  contrary  to  the  orders 
of  his  principal,  on  the  latter  neglecting  the  request  to  repay  the  advances, 
although  such  sale  would  be  a  sound  exercise  of  discretion  on  his  part,  his 
authority  to  sell  not  becoming,  by  reason  of  the  unpaid  advances,  irrevocable 
as  an  authority  coupled  with  an  interest  (Smart  v.  Sanders,  5  C.  B.  895). 

Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

The  pit.  must  prove  the  cause  of  action,  as  in  other  cases  ;  and  also  that 
the  party  whose  acts  the  pit.  is  adopting  was  his  authorized  agent. 

Proof  of  Agency.]  The  relation  of  principal  and  agent  generally  exists  in 
the  case  of  a  mercantile  agent  or  a  domestic  servant.  The  former  is  either 
a  factor  or  a  broker.  A  factor  is  intrusted  with  the  possession  and  apparent 
ownership  of  the  goods  to  be  sold  by  him  for  his  principal.  He  is  merely 
empowered  to  make  the  contract  for  the  sale  (see  Daring  v.  Corrie,  2  B.  A: 
A.  137;  3  Ch.  Com.  L.  103).  Upon  effect  ing  which  he  is  funclu*  ojficio 
(Blackburn  v.  Scholes,  2  Camp.  342). 

Where  the  third  party  professedly  acts  as  the  agent  of  the  pit.,  such  strict 
proof  of  authority  is  not  required  as  where  the  interest  of  the  pit.  is  con- 
crated.  It  would  suffice,  in  the  former  case,  to  prove  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract,  or  act  done;  but,  in  the  latter,  the  agent's  authority,  either  express  or 
implied,  must  be  established.  Such  authority  may  be  vested  in  the  agent, 
either  by  parol  or  by  deed.  If  by  parol,  the  agi-nt  himself,  or  some  other 
party,  should  be  subpoenaed  to  prove  the  appointment. 

How  Jie  may  be  appointtfl.]  Writing  is  not  necessary  to  empower  him  fo 
act,  even  for  the  purposes  described  in  the  4th  sect,  of  the  Statute  of  Fraods, 
i. e.,  to  charge  an  executor  personally;  to  charge  n  third  person  with  the 
debt  of  another;  or  upon  an  agreement  in  consideration  of  marriage,  or  upon 
a  contract  or  sale  of  premises,  or  an  interest  therein,  or  upon  a  contract,  not 
to  be  performed  within  a  year  (Coles  v.  Trecothick,  9  Ves.  234);  nor  is  a 
writing  necessary  to  authorize  an  agent  to  sign  on  agreement  for  the  pur- 
chase  of  goods  under  the  17th  section  of  the  act.  A  deed,  however,  cannot 
be  executed  by  an  agent,  so  as  to  bind  his  principal,  unless  the 
Hgcnt  be  authorized  to  execute  it  by  deed  (Morsely  v.  Rush,  *cited  [  *683  ] 
*i  T.  K.  209;  1  Ch.  Contr.  195;  sec  Appleton  v.  Binks,  5  East, 
148;  Busht-ll  v.  Bcavan,  1  King.  N.  C.  120;  see  post,  p.  090).  The  au- 
thority  of  an  agent  must  be  in  writing  for  the  purpose  of  reviving  o  debt 
burred  by  bankruptcy  (0  Geo.  IV.  c.  1G,  s.  131  ;  see  "  BANKRUPTCY"),  or 
of  creating  a  freehold  or  leasehold  interest,  or  any  uncertain  interest  (other 
than  leases  under  three  years)  in  tenements,  or  sui rendering  the  same, except 
copyhold  interests  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  authority  to  contract 
lor  a  lease  or  interest  in  land  need  not  be  in  writing,  though  the  authority  to 
sign  the  lease  or  instrument  by  which  the  interest  pusses  must  be  so  (5  Vin. 
Abr.  524;  Coles  v.  Trccoihick,  9  Ves.  250;  Mortlock  v.  Buller,  10  Ves. 
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311).  An  acknowledgment  to  confirm  a  debt  contracted  during  infancy, 
under  the  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  5,  or  to  revive  a  debt 'barred  by  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  must  be  signed  by  the  party  himself,  and  the  signature  of 
an  agent  will  not  suffice  (Hyde  v.  Johnson,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  776);  except 
under  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  5,  and  then 
it  seems  the  agent's  authority  need  not  be  in  writing  (see  ante,  Vol.  I.  p. 
907). 

If  by  deed,  or  other  writing,  then  the  same  should  be  produced  and  proved 
(see  ante,  "  DEED  ;"  post,  "  SECONDARY  EVIDENCE").  As  to  when  an  agent 
must  be  authorized  by  deed,  see  3  Ch.  Com.  L.  195.  Contracts  made  for 
the  benefit  of  another,  though  without  his  actual  privity  or  direction,  may  be 
rejected  or  affirmed  at  his  election,  though  indeed  some  degree  of  agency, 
however  slight,  must  always  exist  (Pal.  P.  and  A.  227;  Co.  Lit.  258;  2 
Stra.  859 ;  6  T.  R.  176).  Where  the  principal  resides  abroad  he  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  utterly  ignorant  of  the  party  with  whom  the  factor  deals;  and, 
therefore,  the  whole  credit  is  considered  as  subsisting  between  the  contracting 
parties  (3  B.  &  P.  490). 

It  is  a  general  rule,  that  all  contracts  entered  into  by  a  party,  through  the 
intervention  of  an  agent,  properly  authorized,  may  be  taken  advantage  of  by 
him  (Goclb.  360  ;  Pal.  P.  and  A.  255).  Thus,  a  sale  by  a  factor  creates  a 
contract  between  the  owner  and  buyer;  and  this  rule  holds  even  in  cases 
where  the  factor  acts  upon  a  del-credere  commission  (Scrimshire  v.  Alderton, 
Stra.  1182;  Hornby  v.  Lacy,  6  M.  &  S.  166;  Drinkwater  v.  Goodwin, 
Cowp.  251 ;  Norfolk  (Duke  of)  v.  Worthy,  1  Camp.  337  ;  Morris  v.  Cleasby, 
1  M.  &  S.  579 ;  Bickerton  v.  Burrell,  5  M.  &  S.  390 ;  Cothay  v.  Fennell, 
10  B.  &  C.  671).  Where  the  pit.  made  a  written  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods,  in  which  he  described  himself  as  the  agent  of  A.,  and  the  buyer  ac- 
cepted and  paid  the  price  of  a  portion  of  the  goods,  and  had  then  notice  that 
the  pit.  was  himself  the  real  principal  in  the  transaction,  and  not  an  agent 
of  A. :  held,  that  the  pit.  might  sue  in  his  own  name  for  the  non-acceptance 
and  non-payment  of  the  residue  of  the  goods  (Rayner  v.  Grote,  15  M.  & 
W.  359;  3  Ch.  Com.  L.  201 ;  see  also  Ex  parte  Murray,  Cole,  B.  L.  5th 
ed.  379).  So,  all  the  other  acts  of  an  agent  enure  to  his  benefit  or  disadvan- 
tage :  thus,  the  demand  of  a  debt  by  a  known  clerk  of  a  creditor,  is  sufficient 
to  constitute  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  denial  (Cole,  B.  L.  79;  3  Ch.  Com. 
L.  206).  But,  where  a  demand  or  notice,  or  other  proceeding,  conveyed 
and  adopted  by  an  agent,  is  intended  to  affect  a  third  person  with  damages 
for  non-compliance  therewith,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  an  express  authority, 
given  to  the  agent  at  the  time  he  acted,  and  no  subsequent  sanction  of  the 
principal  will  give  it  effect  (Right  v.  Cuthell,  5  East,  498;  3  Ch.  Com.  L. 
206);  therefore,  where  the  deft,  had  tendered  his  debt,  which  the  pit.  refused 
to  receive,  and  the  pit.  made  a  subsequent  demand,  through  his  agent,  when 
the  deft,  refused  to  pay  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  agent  could  not 
[  *684  ]  show  an  express  authority  in  writing  or  otherwise,  it  *was  held  the 
pit.  could  not  avail  himself  of  such  demand  (Coare  v.  Callaway,  1 
Esp.  115,269);  an  agent,  however,  having  a  sufficient  and  express  authority, 
need  not,  in  such  cases,  produce  the  same,  unless  required  so  to  do  (Roe  v. 
Davis,  7  East,  364  ;  3  Ch.  Com.  L.  206).  The  power  of  the  agent  to  claim 
and  enforce  payment,  &c.,  is  subservient  to  the  rights  of  the  principal;  and 
therefore,  if  the  principal  or  true  owner  of  the  goods  sold  by  the  agent  has 
interfered,  and  has  acquired  or  obtained  a  completion  of  the  contract  with 
himself  personally,  the  agent's  right  of  action  ceases,  although  he  has  not 
expressly  disclaimed  it  (Dickenson  v.  Maul,  4  B.  &  Ad.  638  ;  but  see  Hornby 
v.  Lacy,  6  M.  &  S.  166).  But  it  is  otherwise  where  the  principal  permits 
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lis  agent  to  contract  personally,  or  for  him  under  seal,  in  a  matter  within 
the  scope  of  the  agent's  authority;  in  such  case  the  remedy  is  upon  the 


his 
the 

higher  security,  and  in  the  name  of  the  agent  with  whom  the  covenant  was 
entered  into  (Schack  v.  Anthony,  1  M.  &  S.  575 ;  Berkeley  v.  Hardy,  1  B. 
&  C.  355 ;  Courtney  v.  Fisher,  4  Bing.  4).  A  promise,  representation,  or 
admission  made  to  an  agent  relative  to  any  transaction  in  which  an  agent 
is  engaged,  and  where  it  can  bo  presumed  to  have  been  made  to  him 
in  his  character  of  agent,  will  enure  to  the  plt.'s  benefit  (Godb.  360;  H. 
N.  P.  130;  3  Ch.  Com.  L.  207).  Where  a  contract  not  under  seal  is 
made  with  an  agent  in  his  own  name  for  an  undisclosed  principal,  either 
the  agent  or  the  principal  may  sue  upon  it ;  the  deft,  in  an  action  by  the 
principal,  being  entitled  to  be  placed  in  the  same  situation  at  the  time  of  the 
disclosure  of  the  real  principal,  as  if  tho  agent  had  been  the  contracting 
party.  This  is  a  well-established  rule  of  law,  frequently  acted  on  in  sales  by 
factors,  agents,  or  partners;  but  it  may  be  equally  applied  to  other  cases 
(Sims  v.  Bond,  5  B.  6s  Ad.  389).  A  factor,  having  an  authority  to  sell  for 
money,  is  not  entitled  to  barter ;  therefore,  where  a  factor  being  ordered  to  sell, 
bartered  the  goods  of  his  principal:  held,  that  no  property  passed,  and  that 
the  principal  might  maintain  trover  against  the  party  with  whom  the  goods 
were  bartered,  although  the  latter  was  ignorant  that  be  had  been  dealing  with 
a  factor  (Guerrior  v.  Peile,  3  B.  &  A.  016). 

For  admissions  by  an  agent,  see  "  ADMISSIONS."  Tho  admissions  of  an 
agent  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  until  tho  fact  of  agency  be  established, 
and  evidence  that  the  party  has  acted  as  agent  in  other  instances  in  which 
the  principal  has  recognised  his  acts  will  be  evidence  of  a  general  authority 
(Neal  v.  Erving,  1  Esp.  61  ;  Waikins  v.  Vince,  3  Stark.  30$).  A  receipt 
for  debt  and  costs,  indorsed  by  tho  plt.'s  attorney's  town  agent,  on  a  writ  of 
summons,  is  evidence  of  payment  against  the  pit,  without  further  proof  of 
i.§joey  (Weary  v.  Alderson,  2  Moo.  &  H.  127).  The  delivery  of  goods 
to  an  agent  is  a  delivery  to  the  principal  (3  T.  11.  464 ;  7  T.  K.  442 ;  ante, 
p.  93). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

Where  an  undisclosed  principal  sues  upon  a  contract  alleged  to  have 
been  made  with  his  agent,  and  which  is  proved  by  the  agent,  the  proper 
question  to  be  led  to  the  jury  is,  whether  it  was  really  made  by  the  agent 
for  the  principal,  although  in  his,  tho  agent's  name,  and  not  whether  the 
deft,  meant  to  contract  and  did  contract  with  the  agent  (Brunton  v.  Thomp- 
son, 7  Law  T.  430,  Q  B.). 

Besides  rebutting  the  above  proofs  on  the  part  of  the  pit.,  and  establishing 
the  ordinary  defences  of  which  the  deft,  may  avail  himself,  he  may  show, 
in  an  nctiun  for  goods  sold,  or  the  like,  that  the  ngent  was  a  factor,  and  that 
def).  knew  nothing  of  the  pit. ;  in  which  case  deft,  may  avail  him- 
self of  all  defends  he  would  have  in  an  ac:iou  'brought  by  the  [*6S5] 
agent ;  as,  where  a  factor,  acting  under  a  del  cret/ere,  or  usual 
commission,  sold  goods  as  his  own,  and  the  buyer  did  not  know  that  any 
principal  existed,  the  buyer  may,  in  an  action  brought  by  the  principal,  set 
off  a  debt  due  to  him  from  the  agent  (George  v.  Clugett,  7  T.  K.  35U ;  Ra- 
bone  v.  Williams,  7  T.  R.  359;  3  T.  R.  454;  Morris  v.  Cleasby,  1  M.  dj 
S.  576;  Blackburn  v.  Scholes,  2  Camp.  343;  Carr  v.  Hincbcliffe,  4  B.  Ac 
C.  551  ;  sec  Purchill  v.  Sailer,  1  Q.  B.  197;  Taylor  v.  Ryiner,  3  B.  «Nc  Ad. 
334 ;  see  Sims  v.  Bond,  5  B.  A:  Ad.  3*9 ;  see  2  Stark.  443). 

There  is  a  distinction  between  a  factor  and  a  broker.     The  former  has 


685  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

the  possession  of  the  goods  consigned  to  him  for  sale,  and  hte  usually  sells 
in  his  own  name,  without  disclosing  that  of  his  principal ;  but  the  latter  is 
not  intrusted  with  the  possession  of  the  goods,  and  he  ought  not  to  sell  in 
his  own  name.  Therefore,  in  an  action  by  a  merchant  to  recover  the  price 
of  his  own  goods,  which  was  resisted  on  the  ground  that  the  defts.,  who 
were  buyers  of  the  goods,  did  not  purchase  them  of  the  pits.,  but  of  C.  and 
Co.,  and  that  they  had  a  counter  demand  against  C.  and  Co.,  which  they 
were  entitled  to  set  off  against  the  price  of  the  goods ;  it  was  held  that  the 
defts.  had  not  any  right  to  set-off,  for  the  phs.  had  not  enabled  C.  and  Co.  to 
appear  as  proprietors  of  the  goods;  and  although  C.  and  Co.  had  not  dis- 
closed the  name  of  their  principal,  and  were  merchants  as  well  as  brokers, 
yet  in  this  case  they  had  delivered  to  the  pits,  a  sold  note  in  the  proper  form, 
supposing  them  to  have  sold  in  their  character  of  brokers,  and  they  had 
delivered  to  the  defts.  a  bought  note,  and  they  had  not  taken  from  the  defts.  any 
counter  note;  there  was  enough  therefore  to  have  raised  a  strong  presumption 
in  the  minds  of  the  defts.  that  the  sale  was  in  the  character  of  brokers.  C.  and 
Co.  did  not  say  they  had  sold  the  goods  as  their  own,  the  defts.  did  not  ask 
any  questions,  and  further  it  appeared  that  the  delivery  order  had  been  signed 
by  the  pits.  (Baring  v.  Corrie,  2  B.  &  A.  137 ;  see  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  94 ;  and  5 
&  6  Viet.  c.  39;  post,  p.  705)..  Where  a  party  who  has  purchased  goods 
from  a  factor,  "  as  factor,"  is  sued  by  the  principal,  he  is  not  entitled  to  set- 
off  in  that  action  a  debt  due  to  him  from  the  factor  (Fish  v.  Kempton,  18 
Law  J.  206,  C.  P.).  If  goods  are  bought  by  a  broker  who  does  not  mention 
the  name  of  his  principal  until  he  the  broker  has  become  insolvent,  the  prin- 
cipal cannot  set  off  the  price  of  the  goods  against  a  debt  due  to  him  from  the 
broker,  but  is  still  liable  to  the  vendor  (Waring  v.  Favenck,  1  Camp.  85).  It 
has  been  held,  that  the  mere  general  knowledge  of  the  seHer  being  a  factor, 
is  not  sufficient  to  deprive  the  buyer  of  the  privilege  of  set-off,  without  express 
knowledge,  before  the  contract  was  completed,  that  he  acts  as  agent  in  that 
particular  instance,  because  a  man  who  is  in  the  habit  of  selling  for  others 
may,  nevertheless,  sell  his  own  goods  (Moore  v.  Clementson,  2  Camp.  22. 
See  further,  post,  p.  706,  as  to  notice  of  the  agency). 

A  bill  broker  who  receives  a  bill  merely  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  it  to 
be  discounted  for  a  customer,  has  no  right  to  mix  it  with  bills  of  his  other 
customers,  and  to  pledge  the  whole  mass  as  security  for  an  advance  of 
money  (Forster  v.  Pearson,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  249 ;  Haynes  v.  Foster,  2  C.  & 
M.  329);  and  still  less  has  he  a  right  to  deposit  such  bills  as  a  security,  or 
part  security  for  money  previously  due  from  him ;  yet  the  parties  may  con- 
tract as  they  think  fit,  and  in  trover  by  one  of  the  customers  (who  was  also 
a  bill-broker)  to  recover  the  value  of  some  of  the  bills,  the  judge  left  it  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  usage  set  up  by  the  deft,  as  to  the  course  of  dealing 
in  such  cases  was  established  to  their  satisfaction,  and  if  so,  whether  they 

*thought  that  the  pit.  who  was  a  bill-broker  himself  had  contracted 
[  *686  ]  with  reference  to  that  usage,  and  the  jury  having  found  for  the 

deft.,  the  court  refused  to  disturb  their  verdict  (F;  s'°r  v.  Pearson, 
supra).  If  the  pledgee  under  such  circumstances  receive  ihcm  from  the 
bill-broker,  with  knowledge  or  reasonable  ground  of  suspicion,  he  cannot 
hold  them  as  against  the  customer  (Haynes  v.  Foster,  ante,  p.  685).  In  the 
absence  of  evidence  as  to  the  nature  of  such  an  employment,  a  bill-broker 
must  be  taken  to  be  an  agent  to  procure  the  loan  of  money  on  each  cus- 
tomer's bill  separately.  In  truth,  a  bill-broker  is  not  a  person  known  to  the 
law  with  certain  prescribed  duties,  but  his  employment  is  one  which  depends 
entirely  upon  the  course  of  dealing.  It  may  differ  in  different  parts  of  the 
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country ;  it  may  have  bonds  more  or  less  extensive  in  one  place  than  in 
another.  What  is  the  nature  or  its  powers  and  duties  in  any  instance  is  a 
question  of  fact,  and  is  to  be  determined  by  the  usage  and  course  of  dealing 
in  the  particular  place  (Foster  v.  Pearson,  5  Tyrw.  265;  per  Parke,  B.;  1 
C.  M.  &  R.  849). 

A  person  having  a  bill  to  take  up,  applied  to  a  friend  for  assistance,  who, 
not  having  cash,  drew  and  indorsed  a  bill,  and  gave  it  to  him  to  get  it  dis- 
counted that  he  might  be  able  to  lend  him  the  money.  The  person  so 
intrusted  also  indorsed  the  bill,  and  left  it  with  a  broker  for  discount.  The 
broker  being  indebted  to  a  widow  who  carried  on  business  as  a  coal-mer- 
chant, took  the  bill  to  her  counting-house  and  indorsed  it,  and  gave  it  to  her 
son,  who  managed  the  business  for  her,  and  who  entered  it  in  the  cash-book 
as  so  much  received  on  account  There  was  contradictory  evidence  of  the 
son's  knowledge  at  the  time  he  received  the  bill  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  it  had  been  obtained,  but  he,  on  being  informed  of  them  afterwards 
refused  to  give  the  bill  to  the  drawer,  who  sued  him  in  trover  for  it.  The 
jury  found  that  the  bill  was  not  taken  bona  Jidtt  and  without  notice  of  the 
circumstances :  held,  that  the  action  was  maintainable  against  the  son,  and 
need  not  be  brought  against  the  mother  (Cranch  v.  White,  1  Bing.  N.  C. 
414). 

An  agent  who  has  reeaifri  from  his  principal  bills  indorsed  "on  account" 
of  such  principal  (which  restrains  their  negotiability)  cannot  deposit  them 
with  his  bankers  as  a  security  for  advances;  the  special  indorsement  is  a 
sufficient  notice  to  the  bankers,  that  the  bills  are  not  the  property  of  the 
party  from  whom  they  receive  them,  to  enable  them  to  pledge  them  (Truetel 
v.  Barandon,  8  Taunt,  100). 

A  payment  made  to  an  authorized  agent,  is  payment  to  the  pit.  (7  Yes. 
470;  14  Ves.  144;  ante,  p.  633);  and  payment  to  a  factor,  in  the  course 
of  his  business,  and  without  notice  from  the  principal,  in  general  discharges 
the  debtor,  if  the  usual  mode  of  dealing  warrants  such  payments  (Drink- 
water  v.  Goodwin,  Cowp.  'J50;  Moore  v.  Clem" niton,  3  Camp.  24;  Gard- 
ner v.  Davis,  "2  C.  Ac  P.  49 ;  Hornby  v.  Lacy,  6  M.  At  S.  166).  In  the  case 
of  a  paynv-nt,  however,  upon  written  securities,  without  deft,  proving  an 
express  authority  to  receive  it,  it  would  not  be  sufficient,  unless  it  be  proved 
the  party  had  the  security  (1  Ch.  Ca.  03;  Bay!.  B.  180;  3  Ch.  Com.  L. 
207).  As  to  where  th'!  payment  to  the  defts.'s  own  agent  suffices,  see 
Horsfall  v.  Fuuntleroy,  10  B.  At  C.  755.  A  payment  of  cash  to  a  traveller 
who  collects  orders  in  the  country,  binds  the  principal,  but  not  a  payment 
in  other  goods  (Howard  v.  Chapman,  4  C.  &  P.  508).  In  Heitch  v.  Car- 
rington,  1  H.  &  W.  306,  it  was  doubted  whether  a  factor  who  sells  goods 
on  credit  without  disclosing  his  principal  his  authority  to  receive  payment 
from  the  vendee  before  the  period  of  credit  has  expired,  so  as  to  make  such 
a  payment,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  vendee,  binding  upon  him.  By 
custom  in  the  corn  *market,  a  buyer  may  jwy  the  factor  upon 
discount,  within  the  two  months,  which  constitute  the  ordinary  [  *687  ] 
time  of  payment,  either  for  his  own  accommodation  or  that  of  the 
factor;  and, therefore,  whore  a  factor  stopjx-d  payment  alter  he  had  received 
the  money  for  corn  sold,  but  before  the  expiration  of  the  two  months:  held, 
that  the  principal  could  not  sue  the  buyer,  but  must  look  to  the  factor  (Heisch 
v.  Carrington,  5  C.  &  P.  571).  But,  if  an  agent  employed  to  s«-ll  coals, 
make  a  bargain  in  his  own  name  with  ti  tradesman  to  furnish  him  with  coals 
on  credit,  for  which  in  return  he  is  to  receive  goods  on. credit,  and  the  coals 
and  the  goods  be  both  delivered,  the  real  owner  and  seller  of  the  coals  may 
recover  the  price  of  the  tradesman,  if  his,  the  real  owner's  name,  be  in  the 
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tickets  sent  with  the  coals,  because  the  tradesman  having  such  tickets  is 
bound  to  inquire  into  the  nature  of  the  agent's  situation  and  should  not  con- 
tinue to  treat  him  as  principal  (Pratt  v.  Willey,  2  C.  &  P.  350). 

Goods  sold  by  a  broker  for  a  principal  not  named,  upon  the  terms,  as 
specified  in  the  usual  bought  and  sold  notes  (delivered  over  to  the  respective 
parties  by  the  broker),  of  "  payment  in  one  month,  money,"  may  be  paid 
for  by  the  buyer  to  the  broker  within  the  month,  and  that  by  bill  of  exchange 
accepted  by  the  buyer  and  discounted  by  him  within  the  month,  though  hav- 
ing to  run  a  longer  time  before  it  was  due.  But  where  the  buyer  was  also 
indebted  to  the  same  broker  for  another  parcel  of  goods,  the  property  of  a 
different  person,  and  he  made  n  payment  to  the  broker  generally,  which 
was  larger  than  the  amount  of  either  demand,  but  less  than  the  two  together, 
and  afterwards  the  broker  stopped  payment,  such  payment  ought  to  be  equi- 
tably apportioned  as  between  the  several  owners  of  the  goods  sold,  who  are 
now  respectively  entitled  to  recover  the  difference  from  the  buyer  (Favanc 
v.  Bennett,  11  East,  36). 

In  ordinary  cases,  the  mere  production  of  a  bond  (1  Salk.  157;  2  Eq. 
Abr.  709),  bill,  or  cheque,  &c.,  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  payment  to  the 
person  who  produces  it  (1  N.  R.  103;  Pal.  P.  and  A.  181  ;  Ch.  Bills,  7th 
ed.  281).  But  the  presumption  of  authority  from  the  possession  of  the  in- 
strument, may  be  repelled  by  evidence  of  its  being  obtained  by  fraud,  or  for 
some  other  special  purpose  than  receiving  payment  (Ib.) ;  and  proof  by  pit. 
of  a  notice  on  deft,  not  to  pay  the  agent,  would  render  a  payment  to  the 
agent  ineffective  (Cowp.  251  ;  B.  N.  P.  130).  Proof  of  a  subsequent  recog- 
nition by  the  pit.  of  the  correctness  of  the  payment  would  suffice  (1  Eq. 
Abr.  145).  As  to  tender  to  an  agent,  see  post,  "TENDER."  If  a  payment 
to  an  agent  would  suffice,  so  would  a  tender  to  him.  The  release,  discharge, 
or  composition,  by  an  agent,  of  his  principal's  debts  or  affairs,  would  bind 
the  principal,  provided  it  be  done  according  to  the  agent's  authority,  and  is 
warranted  by  the  usual  course  of  trade  (11  Mod.  71,  88;  Ch.  Com.  L.  208). 
An  agent,  having  an  interest  in  goods,  may  submit  to  arbitration  (5  B.  & 
C.  141).  See  further,  post,  p.  688,  as  to  what  acts  of  an  agent  are  binding 
upon  his  principal. 

A  broker  or  agent  cannot,  without  the  consent  of  his  principal,  delegate 
his  authority  to  another  (Pal.  P.  and  A.  128);  nor  can  any  employment  of 
skill  and  discretion  be  delegated  to  another.  Thus,  a  valuation  to  be  made 
by  A.  is  not  good  if  made  by  A.'s  clerk  (Ess  v.  Truscott,  2  M.  &  W.  385 ; 
and  see  Tomlin  v.  Fordwick  (Mayor),  5  Ad.  &  E.  147). 

An  agent  cannot,  sell  the  goods  of  his  principal  without  authority,  but 
such  authority  to  sell  may  be  implied  from  circumstances.  Thus,  where  a 
London  agent  was  employed  by  his  principal  in  the  country  to  import  goods 
from  abroad,  and  send  them  to  their  destination,  *and  by  the  bill 
[  *688  ]  of  lading  the  goods  were  delivered  "  to  order  or  assigns,"  and  in- 
dorsed in  blank  by  the  shipper,  and  the  agent  being  allowed  to 
retain  possession  of  the  bill  of  lading  for  five  months,  sold  the  goods  \villi- 
out  any  authority  for  that  purpose :  held,  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury 
whether  the  principal  had  not,  by  his  conduct,  enabled  his  agent  to  hold 
himself  out  to  the  world  as  a  person  having  authority  to  sell,  and  therefore 
to  convey  title  to  the  vendee  (Dyer  v.  Pearson,  3  B.  &  C.  38). 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  party  to  a  written  agreement 
to  purchase,  entered  into  it  as  agent  to  another  (Marston  v.  Roe,  d.  Fox,  in 
error,  11  W.  W.  &  D.  712). 

Competency  of  Agent  as  Witness.]     See  po.<t,  p.  710. 
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II.  ACTIONS  AGAINST  PRINCIPAL  BY  TBIKD  PERSONS. 
Fvrm  of  Remedy  and  Pleading*. 

These  will  be  the  same  as  in  other  cases.  The  maxim  that  the  principal 
is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  agent,  universally  prevails  both  at  law  and 
in  equity  (4  T.  R.  66,  per  Kenyon,  C.  J.).  A  merchant,  therefore,  is  an- 
swerable for  the  deceit  of  his  factor,  who  had  sold  some  silk  to  the  pit.  as 
silk  of  a  superior  quality,  knowing  it  to  be  silk  of  an  inferior  quality  (Hem 
v.  Nicholls,  Salk.  289;  but  see  Bro.  Abr.  Actions  sur  Ic  Case,  pi.  8). 
Where  it  is  said  by  the  court,  If  my  sen-ant  sell  false  stuff  an  action  on 
the  case  does  not  lie  against  me,  unless  be  sold  it  through  my  covin,  or  by 
my  command. 

Notice  to  the  principal  is  notice  to  all  his  agents,  if  there  be  reasonable 
time  to  communicate  that  notice  to  the  agents  before  the  event  which  raises 
the  question  happens  (Mnyhew  v.  Cames,  3  II.  &  C.  601 ;  »*««s^)^*«<  in 
Willis  v.  England  (Bank  of),  4  Ad.  At  C.  31). 

An  unknown  principal,  when  discovered,  is  liable  for  the  contracts  which 
his  agent  makes  for  him.  But  this  rule  must  bo  taken  with  some  qualifies* 
tion,  for  a  party  may  preclude  himself  from  recovering  over  against  the 
principal,  by  knowingly  making 'the  agent  his  debtor  (Paterson  T.  Gandas- 
sequi,  15  East,  66;  Addison  v.  Gandasscqui,  4  T.  R.  574).  And  where  at 
the  time  of  making  the  contract  of  sale,  the  party  buying  the  goods  repnv 
sented  that  he  was  buying  them  on  account  of  a  person  resident  in  Scot- 
land, but  did  not  mention  the  name,  and  the  seller  did  not  inquire,  but  aAcr- 
wards  debited  the  party  who  purchased  tin-  goods:  held,  that  the  seller 
might  afterwards  sue  the  principal  for  the  price  (Thompson  v.  Davenport,  9 
B.  As  C.  76;  sec  Railton  v.  Hodgson.  4  Taunt.  576  n.;  Robinson  v.  Gloa- 
dow,  2  Iling.  N.  C.  161;  Colhey  v.  Fenncll,  10  B.  A:  C.  671  ;  Nelson  v. 
Powell,  3  Doug.  410;  see  Ch.  Cootr.  206). 

If  an  agent  by  d<t-d  under  his  own  hand  and  »•  nl,  covenant  for  himself, 
his  hnrs,  Ate.,  for  the  net  of  another,  lie  is  personally  liable  upon  his  cove- 
nant, although  he  describe  himself  in  tho  deed  as  covenanting  "  for  and 
on  behalf  of  another  person"  (.\ppleton  v.  Minks  5  Hist,  149;  Hancock  v. 
Hodgson,  4  Bing.  269).  And  when-  a  deft,  by  n  written  agreement  ex- 
pressed  to  be  made  by  himself,  "on  behalf  of  A.  II.,  on  the  one  part,"  and 
the  pit.  of  the  other,  stipulated  that  he,  the  deft,  would  execute  to  E.,  the  ph., 
a  lease  of  certain  premise.*,  which,  an  it  \vns  proved,  belonged  to  A.  B.:  held, 
that,  the  deft,  was  personally  liable,  there  being  no  distinction  between  deeds 
and  parol  agreements  in  this  respect  (Norton  v.  Herron,  1  R.  A: 
M.  229;  «see  Spittle  v.  Lavender,  5  Moo.  27f).  Where  I  ho  soli-  [  *GS9  j 
citors  of  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  upon  who**  lands  a  distress 
had  been  put  by  the  landlord,  gave  the  following  written  undertaking: — 
"We,  as  solicitors  to  the  assignees,  undertake  to  pay  to  the  landlord,  the 
rent,"  Arc.:  held,  that  they  were  personally  liable  (Burrel  v.  Jones,  3  B.  A; 
A.  47  ;  sec  Spittle  v.  Lavender,  supni;  Ilartop  v.  Juckes,  2  M.  Ai  S.  439). 
So,  where  it  appeared  that  the  attorney  of  the  London  creditors  of  a  bank- 
rupt in  the  country  wrote  to  B.,  the  attorney  of  the  London  creditors  of  the 
same  bankrupt,  thus:  "  I  am  willing,* on  behalf  of  the  London  creditors,  to 
pay  two-thirds  of  the  expenses  of  Messrs  B.  and  B  ,  or  such  barrister  as 
you  may  think  fit  for  resisting  Mr.  K.'s  proof,  and  of  investigating  the 
accounts  of  the  assignees  at  the  meeting  on  the  lith  inst.  I  hereby  under- 
take to  bear  and  pay  on  behalf  of  these  creditors,  two-thirds  of  the  expense* 
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incident  thereto  accordingly;"  and  the  meeting  being  afterwards  adjourned, 
A.  wrote  to  B.  another  letter,  in  which  he  said,  "  I  shall  have  no  objection 
to  bear  as  before  the  proportion  of  the  expense  of  the  barrister  attending  the 
meeting  stated  in  your  letter:"  held,  that  A.  was  personally  responsible 
(Hall  v.  Ashurst,  1  C.  &  M.  714) ;  and  an  attorney  who  in  writing  person- 
ally undertakes  that  a  record  shall  be  withdrawn,  and  costs  paid  in  a  cause 
in  which  he  is  concerned  for  another,  is  liable  to  be  sued  upon  such  engage- 
ment (Iveson  v.  Conington,  1  B.  &  C.  160;  Prosser  v.  Allen,  Gow,  117; 
Redhead  v.  Cater,  1  Stark.  14).  And  if  the  attorneys  on  both  sides  on  an 
indictment  against  a  parish  for  not  repairing  a  road,  enter  into  an  agreement 
in  which  the  attorney  for  the  prosecutor  agreed  that  the  recognizances  should 
be  respited,  and  the  attorney  on  the  part  of  the  parish  agreed  to  pay  the 
costs,  the  latter  is  personally  bound  (Watson  v.  Murrell,  1  C.  &  P.  307). 
An  attorney  in  a  cause  is  not,  however,  personally  liable  to  a  witness,  whom 
he  subpoenas  for  his  expense  (Robins  v.  Bridge,  3  M.  &  W.  114).  If,  how- 
ever, the  instrument  evinces  an  intention  that  the  agent  should  not  be  liable, 
he  is  not  responsible,  though  words  arc  used  which  per  se  might  render  him 
so;  therefore  where  A.,  an  auctioneer,  being  employed  by  B.  to  sell  an  estate 
belonging  to  him,  entered  into  and  signed  an  agreement  with  C.  for  the  pur- 
chase in  his  own  name,  as  agent  of  B.,  and  B.  shortly  afterwards  signed  it, 
and  added,  "  I  hereby  sanction  this  agreement,  and  approve  of  A.'s  having 
signed  the  same  on  my  behalf;"  it  was  held,  that  A.  was  not  personally 
responsible  (Spittle  v.  Lavender,  5  Moo.  278).  The  court  considered  that 
the  agreement  of  A.,  and  the  ratification  thereof  by  B.,  formed  but  one 
transaction,  and  manifested  an  understanding  by  all  parties  that  A.  was  not 
personally  liable,  independently  of  the  instrument  signed  by  A.,  being  of 
itself  open  to  such  construction.  An  auctioneer  selling  without  disclosing 
the  name  of  his  principal  is  personally  liable  for  performance  of  the  con- 
tract of  sale,  though  he  afterwards  offers  to  give  the  name  of  his  principal 
(Franklin  v.  Lamond,  16  Law  J.  221);  in  this  case  the  pit.  having  bought 
shares  of  the  defts.  at  an  auction,  certificates  of  which  were  then  delivered 
to  him,  subsequently  applied  to  him  for  a  transfer  of  the  shares.  A  letter 
from  the  defts.  in  answer  thereto,  stating  that  they  acted  only  as  agents  in 
the  matter,  and  offering  to  give  the  name  of  the  vendor,  was  held  evidence 
of  exonerating  the  pit.  from  tendering  a  deed  of  transfer  for  execution  (Ib.). 
If  brokers  on  selling  goods  send  in  invoices,  or  bought  or  sold  notes  in  their 
names  as  sellers,  they  may  be  sued  personally,  and  parol  evidence  would  be 
inadmissible  on  their  behalf  to  show  that  they  sold  as  agents  for  third  parties 

(Jones  v.  Littlcdale,  1  Nev.  &  P.  667 ;  Ma  gee  v.  Atkinson,  *2  M. 
[  *690  ]    &  W.  440).     Where  a  British  merchant  is  effecting  a  purchase 

for  a  foreign  principal,  the  credit  is  always  considered  as  given  to 
the  former,  nnd  riot  to  the  foreigner  (Ch.  Contr.  230). 

A.  drew  bills  in  favour  of  B.  in  India  upon  the  East  India  Company,  in 
London,  which  they  accepted ;  C.  as  the  agent  of  B.  indorsed  the  bills  to  D. 
&  E.,  upon  the  supposed  authority  of  a  power  of  attorney  from  B.,  which 
the  East  India  Company  inspected;  D.  and  E.  indorsed  to  their  bankers  and 
agents,  F.  and  Co.,  with  instructions  to  present  for  payment  when  due ;  F. 
and  Co.  indorsed  the  bills,  presented  them,  received  payment,  and  paid  it 
over  to  their  principals,  D.  and  E.  The  power  of  attorney  did  not  authorize 
C.  to  indorse,  and  B.  having  died,  his  administrator  recovered  the  amount 
from  the  East  Indin  Company,  as  acceptors,  who  now  sued  F.  and  Co.  upon 
an  alleged  undertaking  by  ihem,  that  they  were  empowered  to  receive  pay- 
ment of  the  bills.  The  jury  found  specially  that  the  pits,  paid  the  bills,  not 
on  the  faith  of  the  indorsements  by  the  defts.,  but  on  the  faith  of  the  power 
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of  attorney,  and  that  the  defls.  received  the  money  as  agents,  and  paid"  it 
over  to  their  principals  before  they  knew  that  the  first  indorsement  was  un- 
authoriz'ti.  Held,  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  against  these 
defts.  (East  ludia  Company  v.  Tritton,  3  B.  &  C.  2SO). 

Evidence  for  Plaintiff. 

The  pit.  must  establish  the  cause  of  action,  as  in  ordinary  cases ;  and 
that  the  act,  in  respect  of  which  the  deft,  is  sought  to  be  charged,  was  done 
by  his  agent,  duly  authorized. 

Proof  of  Agency.]  In  actions  against  a  party,  where  he  is  sought  to  be 
charged  with  the  act  of  another,  clear  proof  of  the  party's  having  author, 
ized  that  act  is  essential.  Proof  that  the  authority  was  by  parol  will,  in 
most  cases,  suffice  (Pay I.  P.  &  A.  117  ;  ants,  p.  ;  but  an  express  autho- 
rity, under  seal,  is  Decenary  where  an  agent  is  appointed  to  execute  a  deed 
(9  Rep.  76;  6  Rol.  Abr.  330;  'J  Rol.  Abr.  R.  pi.  3,  4;  Ch.  Ca.  t.  llardw. 
1  :  S-.ra.  705,  955;  1  T.  R.  181 ;  6  T.  R.  176,  177;  Com.  Dig.  Attorney; 
ison  v.  Jackson,  7  T.  R.  209 ;  Pay  I.  P.  &  A.  115 ;  see  nnle,  p.  682). 
So,  also,  the  agent  of  a  corporation  (where  the  agency  concerns  the  interest 
or  title  of  the  corporation,  as  to  let  lands,  or  any  matter  in  pais)  must  be 
authorized  by  deed  (Co.  Lit.  94 ;  6  Sulk.  191 ;  Rex  v.  Bigg,  3  P.  Wms. 
423 ;  see  "  CORPORATION").  So,  also,  wherever  ho  acts  under  a  power  of 
attorney,  in  these  cases  the  instrument  must  be  produced  and  proved* 
Wherever,  also,  the  authority  is  shown  to  exist  in  writing,  although  it  may 
not  have  been  necessary  that  it  should  have  been  so  conferred,  the  writing 
must  be  produced,  that  it  may  appear  whether  the  authority  has  been  pur- 
sued  (Johnson  v.  Moore,  1  Esp.  89).  It  is  no  objection  that  (be  agent  is  an 
infant,  a  married  woman,  attainted  alien,  outlawed,  excommunicated,  or 
otherwise  incompetent  to  make  contrac  s;  for,  however  incompetent  they 
may  be  as  regards  themselves,  they  arc,  generally  speaking,  perfectly  capa- 
ble of  contracting  for  others  (Co.  Lit.  .">„'«;  2  Ch.  Contr.  214;  and  see 
Wilson  v.  Barthrop,  2  M.  A:  W.  86fl).  Though  it  wns  h«-ld  by  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  in  one  case,  that  a  feme  covert  infant,  by  reason  of  hur  infancy,  was 
unable  to  execute  a  (tower  to  dispose  of  real  estate  (Heulc  v.  (Jrocnough, 
Atk.  695;  1  Yes.  293). 

Evidence  is  admissible  on  bchnlf  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  to 
show  that  the  other  was  agent  only,  though  contracting  in  his  own  name, 
and  so  to  fix  the  real  principal ;  but,  if  the  agent  contract  in  such  a  form  as 
to  make  himself  (tersonally  responsible,  *he  cannot  afterwards, 
whether  his  principal  were  or  were  not  known  at  the  lime  of  the  [  *G91  ] 
contract,  relieve  himself  from  that  responsibility  (J-»nes  v.  Little- 
dale,  0  Ad.  &i  E.  490,  per  Lord  Dcnman,  C.  J.).  Thus,  where  L.  and  Co., 
brokers  at  Liverpool,  sold  hemp  by  auction,  ut  their  rooms,  and  gave  an 
invoice,  describing  the  goods  as  "  bought  of  L.  and  Co.,"  and  received  part 
of  the  price,  but  failed  to  deliver  th<;  goods.  An  action  bring  brought  against 
them  by  the  purchaser  for  non-delivery,  and  money  had  and  received,  it  was 
held,  that  L.  and  Co.  hud  mude  themselves  responsible  as  sellers,  by  the 
invoice,  and  could  not  defend  themselves  by  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
they  sold  as  agents,  and  intimated  that  fact  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  and  that  the  principals  being  indebted  to  L  and  Co.,  the  invoice  had 
been  mudu  out  in  their  names,  according  to  a  custom  of  brokers,  in  Liver- 
pool, to  secure  the  passage  of  the  purchase-money  through  iheir  hands  (Ib.). 
An  ag'/iu's  authority  is  either  special  or  general.  1;  an  agent  is  consilu- 
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ted  one  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  under  a  limited  and  circumscribed 
power,  he  is  a  special  agent,  and  cannot  bind  the  principal  by  any  act 
exceeding  the  precise  limits  of  his  authority  (see  East  India  Company  v. 
Horsley,  1  Esp.  112 ;  Attwood  v.  Mannings,  7  B.  &  C.  278);  but,  if  he  be 
a  general  agent,  the  principal  is  bound  by  all  his  acts.  We  shall  therefore 
consider  what  act  constitutes  a  party  a  special  agent,  and  what  a  general 
one,  and  the  principal  liabilities  under  such  agencies,  &c. 

Special  Agent.]  First,  as  to  what  constitutes  a  special  agent,  and  the 
principal  liabilities,  under  a  power  of  attorney  to  demand  and  receive  all 
moneys  due  to  A.,  on  any  account  whatsoever,  and  to  use  all  means  for  the 
recovery,  and  to  appoint  attorneys  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  actions,  and 
to  revoke  the  same,  and  to  transact  other  business,  the  latter  words  must  be 
understood  to  refer  to  (he  words  preceding,  as  meaning  all  business  apper- 
taining to  the  receipt  of  moneys  (Hillyear  v.  Finlayson,  1  H.  Bl.  155;  2  H. 
Bl.  618);  and,  where  the  power  was  for  receiving  money,  and  concluded 
with  the  general  words,  "  to  transact  all  business,"  it  was  held,  that  the 
power  to  transact  business  did  not  authorise  the  agent  to  indorse  the  bill  they 
had  held  under  it  (Hay  v.  Goldsmidt,  1  Taunt.  349). 

The  deft.,  who  carried  on  business  on  his  own  account,  and  in  partner- 
ship, gave  a  general  power  of  attorney  to  his  wife  and  partners  to  act  for 
him,  and  in  his  name,  and  to  his  use,  and  to  indorse  bills,  and  generally  to 
act  for  him  while  abroad.  He  gave  another  power  to  his  wife  alone,  to  act 
for  him,  and  in  his  behalf,  and  to  pay  and  accept  such  bills  as  should  be 
drawn  by  his  agents,  and  correspondents,  as  occasion  should  require.  One 
of  the  partners  drew  a  bill  on  deft,  for  money  to  supply  the  partnership  con- 
cerns, deft,  having  received  while  abroad  money  on  the  partnership  account, 
and  the  wife  accepted  the  bill  for  her  husband  :  held,  first,  that  the  partner 
could  not  be  called  deft.'s  agent,  and,  therefore,  that  the  wife  had  not  the 
power  to  accept  the  bill ;  secondly,  that  she  had  not  power  to  accept  the  bill 
for  partnership  transactions,  but  only  bills  on  his  account;  thirdly,  that  the 
general  words  in  a  power  of  attorney,  were  not  to  be  construed  at  large,  but 
as  giving  general  powers  for  carrying  into  effect  the  special  purposes  for 
which  they  were  given ;  and,  therefore,  that  an  indorsee  who  had  not  used 
due  caution,  could  not  recover  (Attwood  v.  Mannings,  7  B.  &  C.  278).  A 
power  of  attorney,  giving  the  agent  full  powers  as  to  the  management  of  cer- 
tain specified  real  property,  with  general  words  extending  those  powers  to 
all  the  property  of  the  principal  of  every  description;  and,  in  con- 
[  *692  ]  elusion,  authorizing  the  agent  to  do  all  *lawful  acts  concerning  all 
the  principal's  business  and  affairs,  of  what  nature  or  kind-eeeyer, 
does  not  authorize  the  agent  to  indorse  bills  of  exchange  in  the  name  ofj  his 
principal  (Esdaile  v.  La  Nauze,  1  Y.  &  C.  394) ;  nor  does  a  power  to 
demand,  sue  for,  recover,  and  receive  by  all  lawful  ways  and  means,  all 
moneys,  debts,  and  dues  whatsoever,  and  to  give  sufficient  discharges,  give 
him  any  such  authority  (Murray  v.  East  India  Company,  5  B.  &  A.  204; 
see  generally,  "PARTNERS"). 

An  authority  to  accept  bills  drawn  by  E.  U.  does  not  vest  an  authority  to 
accept  bills  drawn  by  E.  U.'s  brother  (Neale  v.  Tuslor,  4  Bing.  151).  If 
an  agent  has  goods  in  his  custody  for  some  purpose,  and  is  not  authorized 
to  sell,  a  sale  by  him,  unauthorized  by  the  principal,  and  not  in  market 
overt,  and  where  the  principal  does  not  allow  the  agent  to  appear  as  princi- 
pal, will  not  bind  the  principal  (Dyer  v.  Pearson,  3  B.  &  C.  38 ;  4  D.  &  R. 
648;  15  East,  38).  A  factor,  employed  to  sell,  cannot  pledge  (3  Ch.  Com. 
L.  205  ;  6  M.  &  S.  1,  14 ;  see  6  Geo'.  IV.  c.  94 ;  see  post,  p.  705)  ;  or  bar- 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.  692 

let  (3  Ch.  Com.  L.  218,  n.  6).  If  a  master  intrusts  a  servant  to  sell  a 
horse,  a  warranty  by  the  servant  will  not  be  binding  on  the  master  ( He  I  year 
v.  Hawke,  5  Esp.  75;  3  Esp.  65;  2  Camp.  555);  and  a  special  authority 
Moat  always  be  strictly  pursued,  to  render  the  principal  liable  (Ambl.  498 ; 
6  T.  R.  591 ;  Payl.  P.  and  A.  145). 

But  an  authority  is  to  be  so  construed  as  to  include  all  the  necessary  and 
usual  means  of  executing  it  with  effect :  thus,  it  has  been  held,  that  a  person 
signing  his  name  on  a  blank  stamped  piece  of  paper,  and  delivering  it  to  J. 

5  ,  authorizes  J.  S.  to  insert  any  sum  which  the  amount  of  the  stamp  will 
warrant  (Coliis  v.  Emmett,  1   II.  HI.  313).     And,  inasmuch  as  a  power 
to  do  any  act  comprises  a  power  to  do  all  such  subordinate  acts  as  are  inci- 
dent to,  or  are  necessary  to  effectuate  the  principal  act  in  the  best  and  moat 
convenient  manner  (Ib.);  it  is  necessary,  even  in  regard  to  a  special  agent, 
if  it  is  intended  to  exclude  from  his  authority  any  circumstance  which  would 
otherwise  fall  within  it,  that  it  should  be  done  by  express  direction  (3  Ch. 
Com.  L.  200,  201).    It  is  for  lite  court  to  put  a  construction  on  a  written 
authority  (Coliis  v.   Emmett,  supra;    Howard  v.  Bailey,  ib.  618).     An 
authority  to  receive  rents  is  no  authority  to  distrain  (Ward  v.  Shew,  9  B.  o* 
C.  608);  but  an  appointment  to  receive  rents,  and  let,  confers  an  authority 
to  determine  a  tenancy  (Doe  d.  Manvers  v.  Mixem,  2  Moo.  &  R.  56) ;  but 
not  to  waive  a  forfeiture  (Doe  d.  Nash  v.  Birch,  1  M.  Ac  W.  408;  as  to 
•gent  of  committee  of  candidate  at  an  election  (Thomas  v.  Edwards,  2  M. 

6  W.  215). 

An  agent  cannot  delegate  his  authority  to  another  so  as  to  bind  the  prin- 
cipal by  the  act  of  the  sub-agent  (3  Mer.  237 ;  Palcy,  P.  Ac  A.  128.  When 
be  would  be  bound  by  such  sub-agent's  acts,  pott,  p.  694  et  «y.). 

What  a  general  Agency.}  Secondly,  as  to  what  constitutes  a  general 
authority,  and  the  principal  liabilities.  Tbw  authority  may  be  expressly  or 
impliedly  given.  A  general  authority  may  be  implied  from  the  nature  of 
the  agent's  employment,  from  the  course  of  dealing  between  him  and  his 
principal,  from  tin-  principal's  prior  conduct,  or  from  his  subsequent  recog- 
nition of  the  agent's  acts.  It  may  be  implied  from  the  nature  of  t/teemp'oy- 
went :  thus,  if  a  person  puts  goods  into  the  custody  of  another,  whose  com- 
mon business  it  is  to  sell,  without  limiting  his  authority,  be  thereby  confers 
an  implied  authority  upon  him  to  sell  them  (per  Bnylcy,  J.,  Pickering  v. 
Buck,  15  East,  45).  So,  a  factor  or  an  auctioneer  may  bind  his  principal 
within  the  limits  of  the  authority  with  which  he  has  been  apparently 
•clothed  by  the  principal  in  n-apccl  of  the  subject- matter,  and  there  [  *093  ] 
would  be  no  safety  in  mercantile  transactions  if  lie  could  not  (per 
Ld.  Ellenborough,  ib.  43;  Dyer  v.  Pearson,  3  B.  At  C.  42;  Hoyson  v. 
Coles,  0  M.  At  S.  23;  Williams  v.  Barton,  3  Bing.  145).  A  factor  may 
sell  on  credit,  though  not  particularly  authorized  by  the  terms  of  his  com- 
mission to  do  so  (Scott  v.  Surman,  Willrs,  400;  Houghton  v.  Matthews,  3 
B.  A:  P.  48U).  But  not  where,  the  poods  are  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery 
(lioorman  v.  Brown,  3  Q.  H.  311).  So,  also,  a  wife,  with  respect  to  con- 
tracts relating  to  necessaries  for  her  husband's  family,  is  regarded  as  his 
general  agent  (1  Sid.  109;  Hnc.  Abr.  Baron  and  Feme,  II;  4  Burr.  2177; 
2  Stru.  1214,  n.  1  ;  1  Camp.  121  ;  4  B.  &  A.  225;  3  B.  A:  C.  631 ;  5  D. 
At  R.  532;  Emmett  v.  Norton,  8  C.  At  P.  500;  Ch.  Contr.  160;  ante, 
u  HUSBAND  AKD  Win").  Where  a  person  keeping  livery-stables,  and  a 
horse-dealer,  having  a  horse  to  sell,  directed  his  servant  not  to  warrant  him, 
and  the  servant  did,  nevertheless,  warrant  him,  still  the  master  would  be  lia- 
ble ou  the  warranty,  because  the  servant  was  acting  within  the  general 
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scope  of  his  anthority.  and  the  public  cannot  be  supposed  to  be  cognizant  of 
any  private  conversation  between  such  master  and  servant  (Fenn  v.  Harri- 
son, 3  T.  R.  757;  5  Esp.  75;  1  Camp.  43,  n. ;  see  "  WAHBAKTY," 
44  GOODS,"  &c.). 

But  if  the  owner  of  a  horse,  not  being  a  dealer,  were  to  send  a  stranger  to 
a  fair,  with  express  directions  not  to  warrant  the  horse,  and  the  latter  acted 
contrary  to  the  orders,  the  purchaser  could  only  have  recourse  to  the  person 
.  who  actually  sold  the  horse,  and  the%  owner  would  not  be  liable  on  the  war- 
ranty, because  the  servant  was  not  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment 
(Fenn  v.  Harrison  ;  and  see  East  India  Company  v.  Hemsley,  1  Esp.  Ill ; 
Pickering  v.  Busk,  supra;  Scotland  (Bank  of)  v.  Watson,  1  Dow,  45  ;  Hel- 
year  v.  Hawke,  5  Esp.  72  ;  Alexander  v.  Gibson,  2  Camp.  555).  A  servant 
sent  merely  to  deliver  a  horse  previously  sold  is  not  to  be  considered  an  agent 
authorized  to  warrant  (Wood win  v.  Burford,  2  C.  &  M.  391 ;  Jordon  v.  Norton, 
4  M.  &  W.  155  ;  ante,  p.  108)7 

Where  the  owner  of  a  boat,  which  was  accustomed  to  ply  for  hire,  and  to 
carry  passengers  across  a  haven,  employed  a  servant  for  that  purpose,  and 
the  servant  on  one  occasion  received  a  passenger  on  board,  and  carried  him 
across  the  haven  near  the  line  of  an  ancient  ferry,  and  paid  the  fare  over  to 
his  master :  held,  that  the  servant  was  acting  at  the  time  in  the  course  of  the 
master's  business  and  for  his  benefit,  and  that  the  master  was  liable  for  his 
act,  and  would  have  been  liable  to  an  action  on  the  case  for  such  act,  if  it 
had  been  proved  to  have  been  an  invasion  of  the  ferry  (Hozzey  v.  Field,  2  C. 
M.  &  R.  435;  see  Mackenzie  v.  Macleod,  10  Bing.  385). 

The  owner  of  a  ship  is  bound  by  the  representation  of  his  broker,  who  put 
up  the  ship  at  the  Royal  Exchange,  and  at  the  coffee-house,  as  a  generalship, 
warranted  to  sail  with  convoy,  and  distributed  handbills  to  the  same  effect 
(Renguin  v.  Ditchele,  3  Esp.  64). 

It  seems  that  the  mortgagor  or  assignor  of  a  ship,  contracting  in  his  own 
behalf  with  a  third  person  to  let  it,  &c.,  cannot  be  regarded  by  the  mortga- 
gee or  assignee,  as  his  agent,  so  as  to  enable  the  latter  to  sue  for  freight,  &c., 
in  his  own  name  for  the  mortgagee  or  assignee  is  no  party  to  the  contract 
that  is  made  after  the  transfer,  and  it  is  not  material  that  he  is  entitled  to  the 
ship's  earnings  (Chinnery  v.  Blackman,  3  Doug.  391 ;  Morrison  v.  Parsons, 
2  Taunt.  407  ;  Case  v.  Davidson,  5  M.  &  S.  79 ;  Dean  v.  M'Ghee,  4  Bing. 
45). 

If  an  agent  employed  by  the  indorsees  of  a  bill  to  get  it  discounted,  warrant 
it  to  be  a  good  one,  his  employers  are  bound  by  his  act,  and  are  liable  to 
refund,  if  the  bill  be  afterwards  dishonoured  *by  the  acceptor 
[  *694  ]  (Fenn  v.  Harrison,  4  T.  R.  177) ;  otherwise,  if  the  warranty  was 
beyond  the  scope  of  agent's  authority,  though  acting  bondjide,  and 
•with  a  view  to  the  benefit  of  the  principal  (lb.).  For  an  agent  employed 
generally  to  do  an  act,  is  only  authorized  to  do  it  in  the  usual  way  of  business  ; 
therefore,  as  stock  is  usually  sold  for  money  only,  a  principal  is  not  bound  by 
the  acts  of  a  broker  employed  by  him,  who  sells  it  upon  credit,  without  a 
special  authority,  though  acting  bonajide,  and  with  a  view  to  the  benefit  of 
the  principal;  and,  if  he  have  such  a  discretion,  the  principal  is  bound  by  his 
contracts,  though  they  exceed  the  sum  which  he  is  ordered  by  the  principal 
to  give  (Hicks  v.  Hawkins,  4  Esp.  114  ;  see  Henderson  v.  Barnwell,  1  Y. 
&  J.  387  ;  Wiltshire  v.  Sims,  1  Camp.  '258).  And,  although  a  person  em- 
ployed as  a  general  agent,  order  goods  in  the  name  of  his  principal,  which  he 
converts  to  his  own  use,  the  principal,  though  he  may  have  been  wholly  ignor- 
ant of  the  transaction,  will  be  liable  for  them  (Gilman  v.  Robinson,  R.  &  M. 
226). 
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It  seems  that  in  the  case  of  clubs,  the  affairs  of  which  are  managed  by  a 
committee,  the  extent  of  the  authority  of  such  committee  to  pledge  the  credit 
of  the  members  of  the  club,  depends  upon  the  rules  and  formation  of  the  club 
and  is  not  analogous  to  a  trading  partnership,  but  is  entirely  a  question  of 
principal  and  agent  (Fleming  v.  Hector,  2  M.  Ac  W.  181). 

The  society  of  a  club,  through  their  committee,  employed  the  deft,  to  make 
alterations  in  their  club-house,  and  by  the  misconduct  of  the  deft.'s  agents 
an  accident  occurred.  Quart,  is  the  society  answerable  as  a  principal,  and 
is  the  deft,  free  as  intermediate  agent  (Rapsoo  v.  Cubitt,  1  C.  At  M.  64). 
Stmblt,  the  deft.,  as  relating  to  the  immediate  cause  of  action,  is  the  principal 
in  such  case  (Ib.). 

Where  general  authority  to  indorse  bills  may  be  presumed,  see  Preecott  v. 
Flynn,  9  Bing.  19 ;  Esdaile  v.  La  Name,  1  Y.  At  C.  S94 ;  Cuulifle  v.  Booth, 
3  Bing.  N.  C.  623  ;  ante,  "  BILLS  or  EXCHANGE,"  »*  PARTNERS"). 

Implied  from  Courte  of  Dealing,  fa]  This  general  authority  may  be 
impli  ed  from  tkt  courts  of  dealing  bettcttn  the  defendant  and  kit  agent,  and 
from  the  principal**  prior  conduct :  the  agent's  authority  may  be  implied, 
even  Hi  cases  which  are  not  within  the  scope  of  his  ordinary  business,  he 
having,  on  former  occasions,  exercised  the  same  authority,  of  which  the  prin- 
cipal  was  aware,  or  had  the  means  of  knowing  (DavtdtM  V.  Stanley,  3  800. 
N.  R.  49 ;  Pott  v.  Beavan,  1  C.  At  K.  335  ;  Davidson  v.  Robertson,  3  Dowl. 
229) ;  a  master  it  liable  civUiler  for  the  acts  and  contracts  of  his  servants, 
within  the  scope  of  his  employment,  on  the  ground  of  an  authority  delegated 
by  the  master,  expressly  or  impliedly  to  the  servant  (1  Ch.  Contr.  VI 6). 
The  responsibility  for  the  act  of  a  domestic  servant,  docs  not  rest  on  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  master  being  pater  familuu,  but  because  the  servants  are 
of  his  choosing  (Ib.).  A  master's  assent  must,  in  all  cafes,  appear  either  by 
express  evidence  thereof,  or  by  proof  of  facts,  from  which  the  law  raises  an 
inference  that  such  assent  was  given  ( I b.).  If  a  servant  has  been  allowed  by 
his  master  frequently  to  purchase  goods  on  credit,  the  master  will  bo  liable 
for  what  the  servant  purchases,  though  without  express  directions  (Anon. 
Show.  95;  Worthy  v.  Wiseman,  3  Kcb.  625  ;  Nicksun  v.  Brohan,  10  Mod. 
111).  But  if  the  servant  usually  buy  for  th«  master  upon  credit,  and  the 
servant  buy  some  things  without  the  master's  orders,  yet  if  the  mailer  were 
trusted  by  the  trader  he  is  liable  (Pearce  v.  Rogers,  3  Ksp.  314  ;  Hiscox  v. 
Greenwood,  4  Esp.  174).  So,  if  a  servant,  usually  employed  to  pledge  or 
borrow  money,  pledge  his  master's  goods  for  money,  the  lender  may  sue  the 
'master  for  the  money  (12  Mod.  564);  and  where  the  master  gave 
his  servant  money  every  Saturday  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  week,  ['  695  ] 
the  servant  purchasing  the  articles  expended,  and  not  having  paid 
the  money  for  several  weeks  together,  though  lie  received  it  regularly  each 
week,  the  master  was  held  liable  (Wasbmd's  case,  3  Salk.  234  ;  Bolton  v. 
Hillersden,  1  Ld.  Kaym.  225 ;  2  Stark.  204  ;  but  sec  Stubbing  v.  Heiutz, 
Pea.  407  ;  ante,  p.  94). 

"  It  is  material  to  see  when  the  money  was  given  ;  if  the  servant  was 
always  in  cash  beforehand,  to  pay  fur  th«-  goods,  the  master  is  not  liable,  as 
he  never  authorized  him  to  pledge  his  credit ;  but  if  the  servant  were  not  so 
in  cash,  he  gave  him  a  right  to  take  up  the  goods  on  credit ;  and  I  think  he 
would  be  liable,  as  the  servant  has  not  paid  the  ph.,  though  he  might  have 
received  the  money  from  the  deft.,  his  master"  (Kusby  v.  Scarlett,  5  Esp. 
76,  per  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.). 

On  the  other  hand,  where  the  master  is  in  the  habit  of  paying  ready  mo- 
ney  in  advance  for  articles  furnished  in  certain  quantities  to  his  family,  if  the 
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tradesman  deliver  other  goods  of  the  same  sort  to  the  servant  upon  credit, 
without  informing  the  master  of  it,  the  latter  will  not  be  liable  (Pearce  v. 
Rogers,  3  Esp.  214;  Anon.  1  Show.  95);  and  where,  from  the  nature  of 
the  case,  an  authority  cannot  be  implied,  and  no  express  auihority  is  given 
by  the  master,  he  is  not  liable  (Hiscox  v.  Greenwood,  4  Esp.  174;  3  Ch. 
Ch.  196,  197). 

The  deft.,  who  was  a  dealer  in  iron,  and  known  by  the  pit.  to  be  so, 
though  they  never  before  had  dealings  together,  sent  a  waterman  to  the  pit. 
for  iron,  on  trust,  and  paid  for  it  afterwards ;  he  again  sent  the  man,  but 
with  ready  money,  who  received  the  goods,  but  did  not  pay  for  them  :  held, 
that  sending  him  upon  trust  the  first  time  amounted  to  giving  him  credit,  so 
as  to  charge  the  deft,  upon  a  second  contract  (Hazard  v.  Tredwell,  1  Stra. 
506 ;  but  see  Gillman  v.  Robinson,  1  C.  &  P.  442 ;  Todd  v.  Robinson,  1  R. 
&  M.  217). 

It  sometimes  happens,  that  where  the  principal  has  furnished  his  agent 
with  money,  to  pay  for  food  to  be  purchased  by  the  agent  for  him,  the  prin- 
cipal has  the  benefit  and  use  of  the  goods,  notwithstanding  the  agent's  neg- 
lect to  pay  for  them;  here,  indeed,  notwithstanding  the  agent's  departure 
from  his  authority,  the  principal  will  be  prima  facia  liable,  unless  he  can 
show  that  the  credit  was  really  given  to  the  servant,  or  that  he  always  gave 
the  servant  ready  money  to  pay  for  the  aricles  bought,  and  had  not, 
therefore,  ever  authorized  him  to  buy  on  credit  (Bay!.  B.  121  ;  Rusby  v. 
Scarlett,  5  Esp.  76;  Hazard  v.  Treadwell,  1  Stra.  506;  see  Gillman  v. 
Robinson,  R.  &  M.  207  ;  Filmer  v.  Lynn,  4  Nev.  &  M.  559) ;  as  to  a 
wife's  general  authority,  see  ante,  p.  196). 

And  where  a  tradesman  in  the  country  had  in  several  instances  employed 
A.  B.  as  his  agent,  to  purchase  goods  on  credit  of  the  pit.  a  London  dealer: 
held,  that  A.  B.  was  thereby  constituted  the  general  agent  of  the  country 
tradesman,  and  that  the  latter  was  liable  for  goods  which  A.  B.  without  or- 
ders, had  subsequently  bought  as  for  the  deft,  but  had  applied  to  his,  the 
agent's,  own  use  (Todd  v.  Robinson,  1  R.  &  M.  217  ;  see  Whitehead  v. 
Duckett,  15  East,  400).  But  where  a  servant  is  supplied  beforehand  by  a 
master  with  money  to  pay  over  to  a  tradesman,  with  whom  the  dealings 
have  always  been  on  ready  money  terms,  the  master  is  not  liable  if  the  ser- 
vant do  not  pay  the  tradesman  (Flemyng  v.  Hector,  2  M.  &  W.  181,  per 
Ld.  Abinger,  C.  B.) ;  and  where  the  tradesman  has  been  invariably  paid 
whenever  the  articles  amounted  to  a  certain  small  sum,  tha  master  is  not 
liable  if  the  tradesman  allow  the  account  to  remain  until  it  run  up  to  a  con- 
siderable sum,  for  so  doing  the  latter  is  presumed  to  *have  given 
[  *696  ]  credit  to  the  servant  (Stubbing  v.  Heintz,  Pea.  47).  If  a  master 
authorize  a  tailor  to  make  two  suits  of  livery  a  year  for  his  ser- 
vant, and  the  tailor  supply  one  suit,  and,  at  the  desire  of  the  servant,  supply 
plain  clothes  instead  of  the  other,  the  master  is  not  liable  for  the  latter  (Hun- 
ter v.  Berkeley  (Countess),  7  C.  &  P.  413.) 

The  circumstance  of  the  master  having  received  the  goods,  or  the  benefit 
of  the  servant's  contract,  is  prima  facia  evidence  of  the  responsibility,  and 
renders  it  incumbent  on  the  master  to  discharge  himself  by  proving  that  the 
servant  had  no  authority  to  pledge  his  credit  (Ch.  Contr.  219). 

A  member  of  a  joint-stock  banking  company  has  no  implied  authority  to 
accept  bills  in  the  names  of  the  directors  or  the  company  (Bramah  v.  Ro- 
berts, 3  Bing.  N.  C.  963  ;  see  ante,  pp.  603,  614). 

If  a  tradesman  living  in  the  country  receive  goods  ordered  on  his  behalf  by 
a  person  in  London,  and  pay  for  them  in  several  instances,  he  is  liable  for  goods 
furnished  on  an  order  given  by  such  person  afterwards,  though  he  did  not 
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receive  them,  such  person  having  appropriated  them  to  his  own  use  (Gill- 
man  v.  Robinson,  1  C.  &  P.  642).  So,  where  ihe  defl.,  a  linendraper  in 
Y.,  has,  in  several  instances,  employed  A.  B.  as  his  agent,  to  purchase  on 
credit  goods  from  the  plt.'s,  linendrapers  in  London,  and  A.  B.,  without 
deft.'s  authority,  ordered  goods  to  be  sent  in  his  name  by  the  usual  convey- 
ance, and  which  he  intercepted  for  his  own  use :  held,  that  the  defi.  was  lia- 
ble for  such  goods,  having,  by  the  previous  dealing,  authorized  the  pits,  to 
treat  A.  B.  as  his  agent  (Todd  v.  Robinson,  R.  &  M.  217).  A.,  the  brother 
of  the  deft.,  acted  as  his  shopman,  and  had  authority  to  order  in  goods  for 
the  shop.  A.,  was  indebted  to  the  pit.  in  10/.,  and,  on  pressure  for  payment, 
offered  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  and  accepted  by  C.  dc  D  ,  and  which  bore 
the  indorsement  of  the  deft.  The  bill  being  for  25/.,  he  desired  that  goods 
to  make  up  the  balance  should  be  sent  to  the  dcA.'s  shop.  In  an  action  on 
the  bill,  and  for  goods  sold,  against  the  deft.,  it  appeared  that  the  delVs  in- 
dorsement had  not  been  made  by  him,  or  by  his  authority.  Held,  that  as  it 
appeared  by  the  evidence  that  the  goods  were  not  supplied  on  the  credit  of 
the  bill  alone,  but  on  the  credit  of  the  deft,  also,  the  pits,  were  entitled  to  re- 
cover as  for  goods  sold  (Rose  v.  Edwards,  2  Gale,  123). 

W.,  as  agent  for  the  deft.,  had  occasionally  employed  B.  to  purchase 
wools,  which  purchases  has  been  ratified  by  the  deft.  In  June,  1839,  the 
deft,  wrote  to  B.  to  say  he  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  any  purchases 
made  by  him.  This  letter,  it  appeared,  had  been  communicated  to  the 
deft.,  but  at  that  time  it  was  left  uncertain.  In  July,  B.  bought  wools  of  the 
pit.,  then  lying  at  his  premises,  and  they  were  sent  to  the  warehouse  of 
another  person,  where  they  were  weighed  and  packed  by  B.  (together  with 
other  wools),  in  sheets  which  the  deft,  was  in  the  habit  of  sending  there  for 
the  purpose  of  packing  ru-h  wools.  The  wools  in  question  were  not  paid 
for,  and  it  was  in  the  course  of  dealing  that  wools  were  not  to  be  removed 
from  such  warehouse  until  payment  In  an  action  to  aocover  the  price  of 
the  wools,  held,  1st,  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in 
finding  that  B.  was  the  deft.'s  agrnt  for  the  purchase,  and  that  the  pit.  had 
not  had  notice  of  the  countermand  of  his  authority  (Dodsley  v.  Vnrky,  12 
Ad.  A:  E.  632) ;  and  2ndlv,  that  there  was  sufficient  acceptance  on  behalf  of 
the  deft,  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (Ib). 

The  resident  ugcnt  of  a  mining  company  has  not  an  implied  authority 
from  the  shareholders  to  borrow  money  on  their  credit,  in  order  to  pay  the 
arrears  of  wages  due  to  the  labourers  who  have  obtained  warrants  of  dis- 
tress upon  the  materials,  belonging  to  the  *minr,  for  the  satisfac- 
tion of  such  arrears,  nor  in  any  other  case  of  necessity,  however  [  *697  ] 
pressing  (llawtaync  v.  Bourne,  7  M.  At  W.  595;  Kicked  v.  Ben- 
nett, 4  C.  B.  086) ;  but  if  he  order  goods  for  the  necessary  working  of  the 
mine,  which  is  the  usual  course  in  such  concerns,  the  shareholder  who  took 
part  in  the  proceedings  of  the  company  is  liable  for  the  price  of  such  goods, 
notwithstanding  the  prospectus  issued  on  the  formation  of  the  company  sta- 
ted that  all  supplies  for  the  mine  were  to  be  paid  for  at  cash  prices,  and  no 
debt  was  to  be  incurred,  unless  he  can  show  that  the  agent  had  in  fact  no 
authority  from  him,  and  that  pit.  had  notice  thereof  (Hawken  v.  Bourne,  8 
M.  A:  \V.  703  ;  see  ante,  p.  6l).r>). 

And  where  a  servant  who  had  been  used  to  raise,  receive,  and  pay  money 
for  his  master,  borrowed  200  guineas  in  his  master's  name,  niter  he  had 
quitted  the  service,  the  lender  recovered  against  the  master  (Alcock  v.  ('lay- 
ton,  Moll.  282;  cited  in  Nickson  v.  Brohan,  10  Mod.  110;.  When,  there- 
fore, the  authority  of  such  agent  has  been  determined,  or  he  has  been  dis- 
charged from  his  employ,  and  the  pit.  attempts  to  charge  the  deft,  with  an 
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act  done  by  such  agent  after  that  time,  he  should  be  prepared  to  prove 
deft,  had  notice  of  such  determination  of  the  authority,  as  by  its  being  put 
into  the  Gazette,  or  individually,  if  he  was  a  former  customer  (ante,  "  PART- 
NERS"). 

A  general  authority  to  an  agent  is  supposed  to  continue  until  its  determi- 
nation is  generally  known  (Pal.  P.  and  A.  136):  and  therefore,  after  the 
discharge  of  a  clerk  or  agent,  usually  employed  to  draw,  accept,  or  indorse 
bills,  or  the  like,  the  employer  will  be  bound  by  his  signature  or  acts, 
though  made  after  the  determination  of  his  authority,  until  it  be  generally 

known  ( v.  Harrison,  12  Mod.  348  ;  Ch.  Bills,  26);  and  even  though 

the  agent  intends  to  make  the  contract  on  his  own  account,  yet,  if  the  other 
contracting  party  thinks  he  is  making  it  for  his  principal,  the  latter  is  bound 
(Trueman  v.  Loder,  3  Nev.  &  P.  267 ;  4  Jur.  934).  So  he  is  bound  by 
the  contracts  of  his  sub-agent,  unless  the  pit.  had  notice  before  the  contract 
of  the  revocation  of  his  authority  (Dodsley  v.  Varley,  4  P.  &  D.  448 ;  12 
Ad.  &  E.  632). 

How  revoked.]  An  agent's  authority  may  be  determined  by  the  express 
revocation  thereof  by  the  principal;  by  his  death  or  bankruptcy  (Watson  v. 
King,  4  Camp.  274 ;  Lepard  v.  Vernon,  2  Ves.  &  Bea.  51  ;  Odes  v.  Wood- 
ward, 2  Ld.  Raym.  849;  Blades  v.  Free,  9  B.  &  C.  169;  Cholmeley  v. 
Paxton,  3  Bing.  211  ;  Russ.  Factors,  315 — 317) ;  by  the  expiration  of  the 
period  fixed  for  the  execution  of  the  act  to  be  done  by  the  agent,  or  by  the 
execution  of  the  commission,  whereby  the  agent  becomes  functus  qfficio 
(Seton  v.  Slade,  7  Ves.  jun.  276;  Macheath  v.  Cooke,  1  Moo.  &  P.  513  ; 
Blackburn  v.  Scholes,  2  Camp.  343).  So,  it  may  be  revoked  by  a  renun- 
ciation of  the  agency  on  the  part  of  the  agent  himself  (Russ.  Factors,  311 
— 317).  A  bare  authority  is  revocable  by  the  party  who  conferred  it,  at 
any  time  before  it  has  been  executed ;  but  if  there  be  an  interest  coupled 
with  the  authority,  i.  e.,  if  the  party  receiving  the  authority,  acquire  with  it 
a  beneficial  and  valuable  personal  interest  in  the  subject-matter,  or  in  the 
execution  of  the  act  which  he  has  to  perform,  the  power  granted  cannot  be 
countermanded  (Walsh  v.  Whitcomb,  2  Esp.  565;  Bromley  v.  Holland,  7 
Ves.  jun.  28 ;  Pal.  P.  and  A.  135;  but  see  Smart  v.  Sanders,  5  C.  B.  895); 
nor  after  a  part  execution  by  the  agent  (Russ.  Factors,  312.)  But  it  is 
requisite  that  such  revocation  should  be  made  known  to  third  parties  (True- 
man  v.  Loder,  11  Ad.  &  E.  589  ;  Salte  v.  Field,  5  T.  R.  211  ;  Hazard  v. 

Trcadwell,  1  Stra.  506; v.  Harrison,  12  Mod.  346;  Story,  Agency, 

496). 

*In  assumpsit,  for  not  delivering  tallow,  sold  by  the  deft,  to  the 
[*698  ]  pit.  Plea,  wow  assumpsit.  It  appeared  that  deft,  was  a  merchant 
in  St.  Petersburg,  and  established  H.  in  London,  to  conduct  his 
business  there,  in  the  name  of  H.  H.  had  for  some  years  acted  under  the 
general  authority  of  deft,  in  making  sales  of  tallow  in  the  name  of  II.,  but 
which  were  understood  to  be  made  on  behalf  of  deft.,  whose  representative 
H.  was  known  to  be.  Shortly  before  the  contract  in  question,  deft,  became 
dissatisfied  with  H.,  and  gave  notice  to  him  that  his  services  would  not  be 
much  longer  required.  While  their  connexion  subsisted,  the  contract  in 
question  was  entered  into  by  means  of  B.  W.,  a  broker,  acting  for  both 
vendor  and  vendee.  The  bought  note  was,  "  Bought  for  T.  and  O.  (pits.), 
1000  casks,  &c.,  B.  W."  The  sold  note  was,  "Sold  for  Mr.  F.  H.,  to  my 
principals,  1000  casks  of  yellow  candle  tallow,  B.  W.,  broker,"  and  was 
delivered  to  H.,  the  agent  for  the  seller,  the  deft.  The  deft.,  at  the  trial, 
endeavoured  to  show  that  H.  had  made  the  sale  on  his  own  account,  and  the 
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found,  that  H.  did  so  intend,  but  lhat  the  broker  thought  he  made  it  for 
deft.,  in  consequence  of  H.  having  been  so  long  known  as  the  representa- 

.  .f  deft. :  held,  first,  that  on  this  finding  the  verdict  was  rightly  entered 
for  the  pits.,  on  the  ground,  that  until  the  deft  gave  notice  to  the  world  that 
he  revoked  I  I.'s  authority,  deft,  was  bound  by  H  's  contracts;  secondly,  that 
there  was  evidence  of  the  contracts  by  the  deft  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds; 
thirdly,  it  was  not  competent  to  the  deft,  to  give  evidence,  that  by  the  custom 
of  the  tallow  trade,  under  such  contracts,  a  party  may  reject  the  undisclosed 
principal,  and  look  to  the  broker  for  the  completion  of  the  contract,  though 
parol  evidence  is  admissible,  to  show  in  what  character  a  party  has  made  a 
contract,  and  in  what  name  a  party  is  carrying  on  his  trade  (Trueman  v. 
Lodcr,  8  P.  &  D.  207). 

By  su'xeqHcnt  Adoption.]  This  general  authority  may  be  implied,  or 
rather  the  deft,  may  be  rendered  liable  for  an  act  of  his  agent  for  which  he 
was  not  previously,  in  strictness,  liable,  l*j  hi*  recognittHg  and  at  {opting  tuck 
act  of  the  agent's  (Ward  v.  Evnns,  2  Salk.  442;  Wilson  v.  Poulter,  Stm. 
859 ;  Maclean  v.  Dunn,  4  Ring.  722 ;  see  Robinson  v.  Glcadow,  2  Bing.  N. 
C.  161 ;  Saunderson  v.  Griffith.  5  H.  A:  C.  1)13  ;  Rusby  v.  Scarlett,  5  Bsp. 
77  ;  Wilson  v.  Poultrr,  8' re.  650;  Hovil  v.  Pack,  7  En.  164,  160;  Rimdl 
v.  Sampayo,  1  C.  &  P.  254 ;  Wilson  v.  Tumman,  0  Man.  6t  G.  236) ;  as, 
where  an  agent  subscribes  a  policy,  and  upon  a  Ions  happening  the  principal 
pays,  such  payment  is  evidence  of  a  general  authority  to  the  agent  to  sub* 
scribe  policies  (Courteen  v.  Town,  1  Camp.  43),  and  adjust  them  in*  CMS  of 
loss  (Goodton  *.  Brooke,  4  Camp.  163).  And,  although  hit  authority  to 
subscribe  policies  be  by  power  of  attorney,  yet  if  there  be  evidence  of  the 
principal's  having  recognised  acts  done  in  purruance  of  it,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  produce  the  power  (Ncol  v.  Irving,  1  ICsp.  fcl  ;  Hnoghton  v.  Ew- 
bank,  4  Camp.  88).  Where  the  usunl  course  of  OMMgenvnt  of  the  prin- 
cipal's  concerns  is  carried  on  by  a  sub-agent,  and  recognised  by  the 
principal,  lie  will  sometime*  bo  liable  (flunk  200 ;  3  Mcr.  237  ;  Pal.  P.  and 
A.  128). 

But  where  nn  agent  bos  exceeded  hi«  authority,  in  wrongfully  pledging 
the  goods  of  hid  principal,  a  forbearance  on  ihe  part  of  the  latter  to  mnku 
nny  demand  on  (lie  pledgee,  will  not  amount  to  an  acquiescence  in  (he 
]>U-dge,  so  M  to  dvbnr  the  principal  from  recovering  back  i\v  goods  (Robert, 
son  v.  Kensington,  5  Mnn.  «V  Ky.  3il ).  Tlic  owner  of  a  ship  is  not  liable 
for  money  advanced  to  the  mas'er,  and  expended  by  him  in  the 
necessary  use  of  UK*  ship,  *unless  the  money  is  udvanord  <-.\-  [*699] 
pressly  for  thnt  purpose  (Thacker  v.  Monies,  1  Moo.  &  Hub.  7l>). 

It  seems  that  a  small  matter  will  be  evidence  of  n  subsequent  assent 
(I'al.  P.  and  A.  124);  and  an  adoption  of  the  ogency  in  on«  part  operates 
as  an  adoption  of  the  whole  net;  f> >r  an  act  cannot  be  affirmed  as  to  so 
much  ns  is  beneficial,  nnd  rejected  n*  to  tin*  remainder  (Sirn.  * «VJ ;  Pal.  P. 
and  A.  125;  1  Barn.  77  ;  Atk.  12S;  10  Ivwt,  «7«,  3U4). 

A  masti-r  is  not  impliedly  liable  for  medicines,  Ate.,  supplied  Jo  his  servant, 
who  met  with  an  accident  whilst  in  the  master's  employ,  unN-ss  tho  master 
send  for  the  doctor,  &c.  (see  New  by  v.  Wiltshire,  4  Dowl.  2W4 ;  Selwin  v. 
Norman,  4  C.  A:  P.  80 ;  Wcnnall  v.'. \bney,  3  II.  &  P.  247;  Keg.  v.  Smith, 
a  U.AtP.  153). 

A  guard  or  superintendant  of  a  railway  company  Ins  no  power  to  bind 
the  company  for  the  services  of  n  sur«reon,  who,  at  his  request,  attended  a 
passenger  who  met  an  accident  on  .th<-  nnlwriy  (Cox  v:  Midland  Railway 
Coiupany,  18  I^aw  J.  (».j,  lix.). 
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If  a  coachman  go  in  his  master's  livery,  and  employ  or  hire  horses  in  his 
name,  which  his  master  uses,  the  latter  will  be  bound  to  pay  for  the  hire  of 
the  horses,  although  he  has  agreed  with  the  coachman  to  pay  him  a  large 
salary  to  provide  horses,  unless  the  owner  of  the  horses  had  some  notice 
that  the  coachman  hired  them  on  his  own  account,  and  not  for  his  master 
(Rimell  v.  Sampayo,  1  C.  &  P.  254). 

But  where  the  party  making  the  contract  .had  not  a  shadow  of  authority 
to  contract  for  the  third  person,  and  did  not  profess  at  the  time  tt)  act  for 
him,  it  seems  that  the  subsequent  assent  of  such  third  party  to  be  bound  as 
a  principal  has  no  operation  (See  Fenn  v.  Harrison,  3  T.  R.  757  ;  Sander- 
son v.  Griffiths,  supra;  Vere  v.  Ashby,  10  B.  &  C.  298).  And  a  servant, 
though  employed  in  a  particular  business  only,  is  incidentally  and  ta,citly 
allowed  to  bind  his  m'aster  by  such  subordinate  acts  as  are  necessary,  or  are 
usually  done,  to  carry  into  effect  the  act  to  be  performed  for  the  master, 
unless  such  presumptive  power  be  previously  expressly  negatived  by  the 
latter  (Pal.  P.  and  A.  137;  Fenn  v.  Harrison,  3  T.  R.  760;  East  India 
Company  v.  Hensley,  1  Esp.  Ill ;  Pickering  v.  Busk,  15  East,  45  ;  Scot- 
land-(Bank  of)  v.  Watson,  1  Dow.  45;  Woodin  v.  Burford,  2  C.  &  M. 
391 ;  Jordon  v.  Norton,  4  M.  &  W.  155;  Helyar  v.  Hawke,  5  Esp.  72; 
Alexander  v.  Gibson,  2  Camp.  555;  but  see  Beaufort  (Duke  of)  v.  Taylor, 
9  Jur.  813,  Dom.  Proc.;  Smethurst  v.  Taylor,  12  M.  &  W.  545).  '  So, 
also,  the  master  is  not  liable,  whether  the  servant  be  invested  with  a  general 
or  special  authority,  if  the  servant's  acts  or  contracts  do  not  come  within 
the  general  purview  or  scope  of  his  powers,  and  be  wholly  unconnected  with 
the  business  intrusted  to  his  direction  (Pal.  P.  and  A.  139;  Fenn  v.  Harri- 
son, 3  T.  R.  757;  4  T.  R.  177;  Nickson  v.  Borhan,  10  Mod.  109).  So, 
if  A.,  being  indebted  to  his  own  agent,  authorize  him  to  receive  a  debt  due 
from  C.,  intending  that  the  agent  should  thereout  pay  himself,  it  will  be  a 
sufficient  payment  by  C.  if  he  write  off,  in  account  with  the  agent,  so  much 
of  the  debt  as  is  due  to  the  agent,  and  pay  the  remainder  of  the  debt  in 
cash  to  A.  (Barker  v.  Greenwood,  1  Jur.  541). 

Where  H.,  the  managing  owner  of  a  ship  directed  an  insurance  broker 
to  effect  an  insurance  upon  an  entire  ship,  upon  an  adventure  in  which  all 
the  part-owners  were  jointly  interested,  and  the  amount  of  the  entire  pre- 
mium was  carried  to  the  ship's  account,  in  II.'s  books,  which  were  open  to 
the  inspection  of  all  the  part-owners,  who  saw  the  account,  and  never  objected 
to  it,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  *thc  insurance-broker  knew  the 
[  *700  ]  names  of  all  the  part-owners,  or  whether  or  not  they  had  given 
authority  to  H.  to  insure  :  held,  that  the  jury  were  warranted  in 
inferring  a  joint  authority  to  insure,  and  that  all  the  part-owners  were 
jointly  liable  for  the  premium  to  the  insurance  broker,  notwithstanding  he 
had  debited  H.  alone,  and  divided  with  him  the  profits  of  commission  upon 
effecting  the  insurance  (Robinson  v.  Gleadow,  2  Sco.  250 ;  2  Bing.  N.  C. 
150). 

If  two  persons  be  appointed  agents  jointly,  one  alone  cannot  act,  even  in 
the  case  of  clerks  to  trustees  of  turnpike-roads  (Bell  v.  Nixon,  t)  Bing.  393). 
Where  four  parties  constituted  a  firm,  and  two  retired,  the  business  being 
carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  old  firm,  an  agent  afterwards  appointed  by  the 
two  continuing  partners  is  not  an  agent  to  bind  the  four  (Jones  v.  Shears,  4 
Ad.  &  E.  832). 

An  agent  to  answer  particular  questions,  but  who  is  not  invested  with 
authority  to  make  the  contract,  is  not  bound  to  volunteer  statements  material 
to  the  contract:  thus,  where,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  effected  by  the  pit.  on 
the  life  of  his  wife,  the  declaration  averred  that  the  pit.  had  made  statements 
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(inter  alia)  that  the  wife  was  not  afflicted  with  any  disorder  which  tended  to 
shorten  lite,  and  that  she  had  led,  and  continued  to  lead,  a  temperate  life: 
plea,  that  before  the  making  of  the  policy  the  wife  bad  been  afflicted  with 
certain  disorders,  which  the  pit.  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
policy,  well  knew,  and  it  appeared  that  the  wife  had  been  examined  at  the 
insurance  office,  and  answered  several  questions  put  to  her,  but  did  not 
apprize  the  company  of  these  complaints;  the  jury  .found  that  the  pit.  had 
not  any  •knowledge  of  her  having  had  these  disorders :  held,  that  the  wile, 
not  being  the  general  agent  of  the  husband,  to  effect  the  policy,  but  only  sent 
to  answer  particular  questions,  her  knowledge  was  not,  in  this  respect,  the 
knowledge  of  the  husband  (Huckman  v.  Fernie,  3  M.  At  W.  515). 

Whither  on  agent  has  a  general  or  special  authority  is  properly  matter 
of  evidence  for  a  jury  (Therold  v.  Smith,  11  Mod.  88  ,'  Pal.  P.  and  A.  148); 
though  it  is  the  province  of  the  court  to  decide  on  the  edict  of  the  terms  of  n 
deed,  or  other  instrument,  vesting  the  authority  (1  II.  HI.  313;  2  H.  Bl. 
218).  In  the  construction  of  the  extent  of  authority  in  mercantile  agencies, 
regard  must  be  paid  to  the  usage*  of  trade,  and  the  evidence  of  mercantile 
persons  may  be  consulted. 

*  Therefore,  an  agent  may  bind  his  principal  by  selling  goods  in  trade 
upon  a  reasonable  credit,  it  being  customary  to  dispose  of  goods  on  such 
N  rins;  so  the  principal  would  be  bound  by  such  sale  (Scott  v.  Surma n, 
Willes,  406;  Iloughton  v.  Maihews,  3  B.  At  P.  489).  So,  where  an  insu- 
rance broker  or  oilier  mercantile  agent  has  been  employed  to  receive  money 
for  another  in  the  general  course  of  business,  and  where  the  known  general 
course  of  business  is  for  the  agent  to  keep  a  running  account  with  the  prin- 
cipal, and  to  credit  him  with  sums  which  he  may  have  required  by  credits 
in  account  with  the  debtors  with  whom  he  also  keeps  running  accounts,  and 
not  merely  with  moneys  actually  received,  and  an  account  is  bona  Jitle  set- 
tled according  to  that  known  usage,  the  original  debtor  is  discharged,  and 
the  agent  becomes  the  debtor  (Stewart  v.  Aberdein,  4  ft.  At  W.  2*28 ;  and 
ace  Gibson  v.  Winter,  5  B.  &  Ad.  90).  But  it  is  unusual  to  sell  stock  on 
credit  (Wiltshire  v.  Sims,  I  Cump.  258;  Henderson  v.  Barnwell,  1  Y.  &  J. 
397);  or  to  give  credit  for  goods  sold  at  an  auction  (Brown  v.  Slaton,  2 
Chit.  Rep.  353;  Ferrara  (l%arl)  v.  Robins,  2  C.  M.  At  R.  152).  A  person 
who  employs  a  broker  on  the  stock  exchange,  impliedly  gives  him  authority 
to  act  in  accordance  with  the  rules  there  established,  although  the 
principal  may  himself  be  ignorant  of  them  (Sutton  v.  Taiham,  10  [  *701  J 
Ad.  At  E.  27  ;  per  Ld.  Dcnman,  C.  J.). 

At  common  law  an  agent  authorized  to  sell  goods,  could  not,  nlthough  the 
apparent  owner,  by  permission  of  his  principal,  pledge  the  MIIDT  (Martini  v. 
Coles,  1  M.  Ac  S.  140;  Queiroz  v.  Truman,  'A  B.  A:  C.  342;  Ch.  Conlr. 
203):  and  many  nice  and  difficult  questions  frequently  occurred  as  to  the 
relative  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  principal  and  vendee  in  the  case  of  a  sale 
by  an  agent  intrusted  \\ith  the  possession  of  goods.  To  remedy  these  the 
slat.  6  (Jeo.  IV.  c.  04,  s.  1,  enacts  that  any  jK?rson  intrusted  for  the  purpose 
of  consignment  orsa/r  with  any  goods,  and  \\  ho  shall  have  shipped  such  goods 
in  his  own  name,  and  any  known  person  in  whose  name  any  goods  shall  be 
shipped,  by  any  other  person,  shall  be  dcerm  d  the  true  owner,  so  fur  as  to 
entitle  the  consignee  to  a  lien  thereon  in  res|»ect  of  any  money  or  negotiable 
security  advanced  or  given  by  such  consignee,  or  to  or  for  the  use  of  the 
person  in  whose  name  such  uoods  shall  have  Ix-en  shipped,  or  in  respect  ot' 
any  money  or  negotiable  security  received  by  him  to  the  use  of  such  con- 
signee in  the  like  manner  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  if  such  person 
was  the  true  owner;  provided  that  such  consignee  shall  not  have  notice  by 
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the  bill  of  lading,  or  otherwise,  at  or  before  the  advance  or  receipt  of  the 
money  or  negotiable  security,  that  the  person  shipping,  or  in  whose  name 
the  goods  are  shipped,  is  not  the  actual  and  bonafide  owner;  provided  also, 
that  the  person  in  whose  name  any  such  goods  are  to  be  shipped,  shall  be  taken 
for  the  purpose  of  this  act  to  have  been  intrusted  therewith  for  the  purpose 
of  consignment,  or  of  sale,  utiless  the  contrary  be  made  to  appear  by  bill  of 
discovery,  or  otherwise,  or  be  made  to  appear,  or  be  shown  in  evidence  by 
any  person  disputing  that  fact.  By  sect.  2,  that  any  person  intrusted  with, 
and  in  possession  of  any  bill  of  lading,  India  warrant,  dock  warrant,  ware- 
house, keeper's  certificate,  wharfinger's  certificate,  warrant,  or  order  for  deli- 
very of  goods,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  true  owner  of  the  goods  described 
in  the  said  several  documents,  so  far  as  to  give  validity  to  any  agreement 
thereafter  entered  into  by  such  person  with  any  person  for  the  sale  or  dis- 
position of  the  goods,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  for  the  deposit  or  pledge 
thereof,  or  any  part  thereof,  as  a  security  for  any  money  or  negotiable  in- 
strument advanced  or  given  by  such  person,  &c.,  upon  the  faith  of  such 
several  documents,  provided  such  persons,  &c.,  shall  not  have  notice  by 
such  documents,  or  otherwise,  that  the  person  intrusted  is  not  the  actual  and 
bonafule  owner  of  the  goods  so  sold  or  pledged. 

It  is  incumbent  on  defts.  wishing  to  avail  themselves  of  this  section  to 
prove  the  agreement  with  the  broker  (Evans  v.  Trueman,  2  B.  &  Ad.  886). 
Where  the  deft,  had  received  by  way  of  pledge  India  warrants  from  the 
plt.'s  broker,  who  had  been  intrusted  with  them  without  any  authority  to 
pledge  or  sell  under  a  written  agreement :  held,  that  deft,  was  bound  to  pro- 
duce the  agreement.  The  statute  has  been  holden  to  give  validity  only  to 
pledges  by  a  factor  of  documents  with  which  the  real  owner  has  previously 
intrusted  him,  and  not  to  extend  to  the  pledge  of  documents  created  by  the 
factor  himself  (Close  v.  Holmes,  2  Moo.  &  R.  25;  per  Alderson,  B. ;  but 
see  the  learned  Baron's  observations  on  the  case  of  Phillips  v.  Huth,  6  M. 
&  W.  572). 

The  deils.  advanced  to  W.  14,000/.  on  a  deposit  of  American  state  bonds. 
W.  and  C.  afterwards  became  partners,  and  agreed  with  defts.  in  considera- 
tion of  their  discounting  W.  and  C.'s  acceptances  for  14,4UO/.  to  deposit  with 
them,  as  a  security,  dock  warrants  for  goods  held  by  them.  W.  and  C. 

accordingly  deposited  with  *defts.  dock  warrants  of  a  cargo  of 
[*702]     tobacco  belonging  to  the  pit.,  which  they  had  taken  out  in  their 

own  names.  The  defts.  gave  up  to  W.  the  American  bonds,  and 
paid  over  to  W.  and  C.  the  balance  after  deducting  the  debt  due  to  him  from 
W.  and  the  discount.  Held,  that  if  according  to  the  intention  of  both  par- 
ties, the  14,400/.  was  to  be  placed  entirely  at  the  disposal  of  W.  and  C.  to 
apply  to  any  purpose  of  their  own  as  they  pleased,  and  they  directed  its 
payment  in  account  to  the  defts.  in  satisfaction  of  W.'s  debt,  this  was  an 
advance  of  money  to  W.  and  C.  within  this  section,  but  if  their  intention  was 
that  the  new  advance  was  only  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  W.'s  former 
debt,  and  it  would  not  have  been  made  except  upon  the  understanding  that 
it  should  be  so  applied,  and  the  application  of  it  otherwise  would  have  been 
a  breach  of  the  agreement,  then  it  was  not  an  advance  within  the  statute 
(Phillips  v.  Huth,  6  M.  &  W.  72).  P.  and  Co.  owners  of  a  cargo  of 
tobacco,  on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  placed  the  bill  of  lading  indorsed  in 
blank  in  the  hands  of  W.,  as  their  factor,  for  sale.  W.  entered  the  goods 
at  the  custom-house  in  his  own  name,  and  before  the  cargo  was  weighed, 
and  without  the  knowledge  of  P.  and  Co.,  obtained  a  dock  warrant  for  it  in 
his  own  name,  which  he"  pledged  with  H.  and  Co.,  as  a  security  for  money 
advanced  by  them  to  him :  held,  on  error  in  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  W. 
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was  not,  under  the  circumstances,  by  reason  of  his  being  intrusted  with  the 
bill  of  lading,  necessarily  impliedly  intrusted  with  the  dock  warrant,  Ate., 
within  the  meaning  of  this  section  (Hat field  v.  Phillips,  9  M.  &  W.  647  ; 
recognised  in  Bonzi  v.  Stewart,  4  Man.  6z  G.  328 ;  Phillips  v.  Huth,  supra). 
But  that,  whether  he  was  so  intrusted  or  not  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  de- 
termination of  the  jury  (Jb).  A  party  receiving  East  India  warrants  from 
a  factor  in  pledge  for  moneys  advanced  to  him  cannot  retain  them  against 
the  true  owner,  if  from  the  circumstances  be  must,  as  a  reasonable  man, 
have  known  them  not  to  belong  to  the  factor,  although  no  direct  communi- 
cation of  that  fact  is  made  to  him  (Evans  v.  Trueman,  2  B.  &  Ad.  886). 
Whore  the  pits,  consigned  goods  to  their  factor,  and  at  the  same  time  drew 
bills  upon  him  for  the  amount,  which  they  themselves  ultimately  paid,  and 
the  factor  sent  the  goods  to  the  deft,  with  whom  be  had  general  dealings, 
\\ithout  intimating  that  they  were  the  property  of  a  third  person,  and  drew 
a  bill  upon  him  for  the  amount,  which  the  deft  accepted  and  paid ;  after 
which  the  factor  became  insolvent,  having  before  that  time  apprised  the  deft, 
that  be  had  received  a  notice  of  countermand  of  the  sale  from  the  pits.,  but 
the  deft  afterwards  sold  the  goods :  held,  that  he  was  liable  for  their  value 
in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  and  that  he  would  have  been 
equally  liable  had  he  not  known  that  the  goods  were  the  property  of  the  pits. 
(Jackson  v.  Clark,  1  Y.  At  J.  216).  N.  and  Co.  purchased  and  paid  for 
twenty -three  chests  of  indigo  on  behalf  of  the  same  principal,  and  were  paid 
the  amount  by  him,  but  retained  the  warrants,  and  the  chests  remained  in 
the  East  India  Company's  warehouses.  Being  desirous  of  withdrawing  some 
other  warrants  which  they  had  in  the  hands  of  the  defts.,  they  deposited 
these  in  lieu  of  them,  and  they  afterwards  authorized  the  defts.  to  sell  the 
twenty-three  chest*,  and  appropriate  the  proceeds,  which  ihey  did,  not  know- 
ing that  any  party  was  interested  in  them  but  N.  and  Co.  At  the  lime  of 
this  transaction  N.  and  Co.  were  creditors  in  account  with  their  principal,  to 
an  amount  much  below  the  value  of  the  indigo.  Held,  that  the  solo  of  th«- 
twenty-three  chests  was  a  conversion,  and  that  the  deft*,  were  liable  to  the 
principal  in  trover;  for  that  the  transfer  of  these  warrants  by  N.  and  Co. 
was  not  a  sale,  or  disposition  by  factors  within  sect.  2  *(Taylor 
v.  Kymcr,  3  B.  As  Ad.  320;  sec  Von  Caslcd  v.  Boaker,  2  ['703] 
Ex.  091). 

By  sect.  3  it  is  provided,  that  "  in  case  any  person,  Ate.,  shall  accept  any 
such  goods  in  deposit  or  pledge,  from  any  such  person  so  in  possession,  and 
intrusted,  without  notice,  as  security  for  any  debt  or  demand  due  from  such 
person  so  intrusted  and  in  possession,  to  such  person,  6zc.,  before  such  de- 
posit or  pledge;  then  such  person,  dec.,  so  taking  such  goods  in  deposit  or 
pledge,  shall  acquire  no  further  right  in  the  goods,  or  any  such  document, 
than  was  possessed  by  the  person  so  possessed  and  intrusted  at  the  time  of 
such  deposit  or  pledge  as  a  security,  but  such  persons,  Ace.,  so  taking  such 
goods  in  deposit  or  pledge,  shall  and  may  acquire  and  enforce  such  right  as 
was  possessed  by  such  person  so  possessed  nod  intrusted." 

Where  defts.,  receiving  a  pledge  from  a  factor  for  an  antecedent  debt,  sell 
it,  they  cannot,  under  sect.  3,  hold  the  proceeds  ugainst  the  real  owner,  but 
are  liable  to  him  in  trover;  and  in  estimating  the  damages  they  are  entitled 
to  credit  for  the  balance  if  any  due  Irom  the  owner  to  the  factor  (Taylor  v. 
Trueman,  Moo.  &  M.  453). 

And  by  sect.  4,  "  Any  person,  &c.,  may  contract  with  any  agent  intrusted 
with  any  goods,  or  to  whom  the  same  may  be  consigned  for  the  purchase  of 
any  such  goods,  and  receive  the  same  of  and  pay  the  same  to  such  agent ; 
and  such  contract  and  payment  shall  be  binding  ayaiust  the  owner  of  such 
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goods,  notwithstanding  such  person,  &c.,  shall  have  notice  that  the  person 
making  such  contract,  or  on  whose  behalf  such  contract  is  made,  is  an 
agent ;  provided  such  contract  and  payment  be  made  in  the  usual  and  ordi- 
nary course  of  business,  and  that  such  person,  &c.,  shall  not,  when  such 
contract  is  entered  into,  or  payment  made,  have  notice  that  such  agent  is 
authorized  to  sell  the  goods,  or  to  receive  the  purchase-money." 

A  wharfinger,  who  is  also  a  flour  factor,  having  flour  sent  to  him,  to  keep 
until  further  orders,  is  not  an  agent  intrusted  with  the  flour,  within  this  sec- 
tion, so  as  to  give  validity  to  a  sale  by  him  of  the  flour  (Monk  v.  Whitten- 
bury,  2  B.  &  Ad.  484).  A  bill-broker  has  no  authority  to  deposit  bills 
received  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  discounting,  as  a  security  for  an  advance 
to  himself,  or  for  money  previously  due  to  him  (Haynes  v.  Foster,  2  C.  & 
M.  237 ;  ante,  p.  685). 

By  sect.  5,  Any  person,  &c.,  may  take  any  such  goods  or  any  such 
document  in  deposit  or  pledge  from  any  such  factor  or  agent,  notwithstand- 
ing such  person,  &c.,  shall  have  notice  that  the  person  making  such  deposit 
or  pledge  is  a  factor  or  agent,  but  then  such  person,  &c.,  shall  acquire  no 
further  right  to  the  goods  or  document  for  the  delivery  thereof  than  was 
possessed,  or  might  have  been  enforced  by  the  factor  or  agent  at  the  time 
of  such  deposit  or  pledge  as  security,  but  such  person,  &c.,  shall  and  may 
possess  and  enforce  such  right  as  was  possessed  and  might  have  been  en- 
forced by  such  factor  or  agent  at  the  time  of  such  deposit  or  pledge. 

A  broker,  having  accepted  bills  for  his  principal  on  the  security  of  goods 
then  in  his  hands,  pledged  the  goods  with  a  person  who  had  notice  of  the 
agency,  but  did  not  inform  the  principal  of  this  transaction :  it  was  holden 
that,  under  this  section,  the  broker  could  transfer  such  right  only  as  he  had, 
which  was  a  right  to  be  indemnified  agai'nst  the  bills  which  he  had  accepted, 
and  that  the  principal  having  satisfied  those  bills,  was  entitled  to  have  back 
his  goods  from  the  pawnee,  without  paying  the  amount  for  which  they  were 
pledged  (Fletcher  v.  Heath,  7  B.  &  C.  517).  The  provision  in  this  section 
refers  to  a  deposit  or  pledge  only,  made  distinctly  as  such  (Thompson  v. 
Farmer,  Moo.  &  M.  48).  Acceptances  of  a  factor  for  his  *prin- 
[  *704  ]  cipal,  which  are  provided  for  by  the  principal  before  they  become 
due,  do  not  constitute  such  a  demand  against  the  principal  as  to 
enable  the  factor  to  pledge  the  warrants  for  goods  belonging  to  the  principal 
as  a  security  for  advances  made  to  himself  (Blandy  v.  Allan,  3  C.  &  P.  447  ; 
see  Taylor  v.  Trueman,  Moo.  &  M.  453).  The  right  of  a  factor  under  this 
section  depends  upon  the  question  whether,  upon  the  face  of  the  whole  account 
between  them,  the  principal  is  indebted  to  the  factor  (Robertson  v.  Kensing- 
ton, 5  M.  &  R.  381).  A  factor,  by  desire  of  his  principal,  kept  separate 
accounts  of  sales,  in  some  of  which  the  principal  was  solely,  and  in  others 
only  partly,  interested,  but  he  regularly  posted  all  the  items  of  both  these 
accounts  into  one  general  account.  The  factor  pledged  goods  consigned  to 
him  on  the  joint  account  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  a  draft  drawn  on  him 
by  the  principal  against  that  account;  at  the  time  of  the  pledge  the  factor, 
upon  the  general  account,  was  indebted  to  the  principal  in  a  larger  sum  than 
the  amount  of  the  draft,  but  upon  the  separate  account  against  which  the 
draft  was  drawn,  and  to  which  the  goods  pledged  belonged,  the  principal 
was  indebted  to  the  factor.  Held,  that  he  had  no  right  to  pledge,  and  that 
the  pledgee  could  not  retain  the  goods  against  the  principal  (lb.). 

By  sect.  6,  it  is  enacted,  That  nothing  herein  contained  snail  prevent  the 
true  owner  of  the  goods  from  receiving  the  same  from  his  factor  or  agent 
before  a  sale,  deposit,  or  pledge ;  or  from  the  assignees  of  such  factor  or 
agent  in  the  event  of  his  bankruptcy;  nor  to  prevent  the  owner  from  recover- 
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ing  from  any  person,  &c.,  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  purchase  of 
•uch  goods,  subject  to  any  right  of  set-off  on  the  part  of  such  person,  &c., 
against  such  factor  or  agent,  nor  to  prevent  the  owner  from  recovering  from 
such  person,  &c.,  the  goods  deposited  or  pledged  upon  repayment  of  the 
money,  or  on  restoration  of  the  negotiable  instrument  advanced  on  the 
security  thereof,  by  such  person,  &c.,  to  the  factor  or  agent,  and  upon  pay- 
ment of  such  further  sum  of  money,  or  upon  restoration  of  such  other  nego- 
tiable instrument,  if  any,  as  may  have  been  advanced  by  the  factor  or  agent 
to  the  owner,  or  on  payment  of  money  equal  to  the  amount  of  such  instru- 
ment, nor  to  prevent  the  owner  from  recovering  from  such  persons,  Ace., 
any  balance  remaining  in  his  hands  as  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  the  goods, 
after  deducting  the  money  or  negotiable  instrument  advanced  on  the  security 
thereof;  and  in  case  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  factor  or  agent,  the  owner  of 
the  goods  so  pledged  and  redeemed  shall  be  held  to  have  discharged  pro 
tanto  his  debt  to  the  estate  of  such  bankrupt. 

The  same  protection  and  validity  have  been  recently  afforded  to  bonajide 
advances  upon  goods  and  merchandise  as  by  the  above  statute  were  given 
to  sales,  and  owners  intrusting  agents  with  the  possession  of  goods  and  mer- 
chandise, or  of  documents  of  title  thereto,  may  now,  in  those  cam  where 
such  owner,  by  the  Factors  Act,  would  be  bound  by  an  agreement  or  con- 
tract of  sale,  be  in  like  manner  bound  by  any  agreement  or  contract  of 
pledge  or  lien  for  any  advances  boitaJUle  made  on  their  security  by  5  At  6 
Viet.  c.  39,  the  first  section  of  which  enacts  "  That  any  agent  who  shall  bo 
intrusted  with  the  possession  of  goods,  or  of  the  documents  of  title  to  goods, 
shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  owner  of  such  goods  and  documents,  so  far 
as  to  give  validity  to  any  contract  or  agreement  by  way  of  pledge,  lien,  or 
security,  bonafrile  made  by  any  person  with  such  agent  so  intrusted  as  afore- 
said, as  well  for  any  original  loan,  advance,  or  payment  made  upon 
the  security  of  such  "goods  or  documents,  as  also  for  any  further  [  +705  ] 
or  continuing  advance  in  respect  thereof;  and  such  contract  or 
agreement  shall  be  binding  upon,  and  good  against  the  owner  of  such  goods, 
and  all  other  persons  interested  therein,  notwithstanding  the  person  claiming 
such  pledge  or  lien  may  have  had  notice  that  the  person  with  whom  such 
contract  or  agreement  is  made  is  only  an  agent." 

Sect.  2.  **  That  when  any  such  contract  or  agreement  for  pledge,  lien, 
or  security  shall  bo  made  in  consideration  of  the  delivery  or  transfer  to 
such  agent  of  any  other  goods  or  merchandise,  or  document  of  title,  or  ne- 
gotiable security,  upon  which  the  per-ton  so  delivering  up  the  same  had  nt 
the  time  a  valid  and  available  lien  and  security  for  and  in  respect  of  a  pre- 
vious advance  by  virtue  of  some  contract  or  agreement  mad;  with  such 
agent,  such  contract  or  agreement,  if  luna  fide  on  the  part  of  the  person 
with  whom  tho  same  may  bo  made,  shall  !>•  deemed  to  be  a  contract  made 
in  consideration  of  an  advance,  within  the  true  in'.ent  and  meaning  of  this 
net,  and  shall  be  as  valid  and  effectual  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  nnd  to 
the  same  extent  as  if  the  consideration  for  the  same  had  been  a  tionn  fi'le  pre- 
vent advance  of  money  ;  provided  always,  lint  the  lien  acquired  under  such 
last-mentioned  contract  or  agreement  upon  tho  goods  or  documents  deposi- 
ted in  exchange,  shall  not  exceed  thu  value  at  the  tirmof  the  goods  and  mer- 
chandise which,  or  the  documents  of  title  to  which,  or  the  negotiable  securi- 
ty, shall  be  delivered  up  and  exchanged." 

Sect.  3.  provides,  "That  this  act  shall  give  validity  to  such  contracts  and 
ngrec-ments  only,  and  to  protect  only  such  loans,  advances,  and  exchanges, 
as  shall  be  made  bona  fiic,  and  without  notice  that  the  agent  making  such 
contracts  or  agreements  as  aforesaid,  hath  uol  authority  to  make  the  same, 
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or  is  acting  mala  fide  in  respect  thereof  against  the  owner  of  such  goods 
and  merchandise  ;  and  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  ex- 
tend to  or  protect  any  lien  or  pledge  for  or  in  respect  of  any  antecedent  debt 
owing  from  any  agent  to  any  person  with  or  to  whom  such  lien  or  pledge 
shall  be  given,  nor  to  authorise  any  agent  intrusted,  as  aforesaid,  in  deviat- 
ting  from  any  express  orders  or  authority  received  from  the  owner ;  but  that 
for  the  purpose  and  to  the  intent  of  protecting  all  such  bona  fide  loans,  ad- 
vances, and  exchanges,  as  aforesaid,  although  made  with  notice  of  such  agent, 
not  being  the  owner,  but  without  any  notice  of  the  agent's  acting  without  au- 
thority, and  to  no  further  or  other  intent  or  purpose,  such  contract  or  agree- 
ment, as  aforesaid,  shall  be  binding  on  the  owner  and  all  other  persons  in- 
terested in  such  goods." 

This  statute  only  protects *bona  fate  advances  to  the  agent  (Learoyd  v.  Ro- 
binson, 12  M.  &  W.  745). 

By  sect.  4,  of  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  38,  "  Any  bill  of  lading,  &c.,  or  any  other 
document  used  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  as  proof  of  the  possession 
or  control  of  goods,  or  authorizing  or  purporting  to  authorize,  either  by  in- 
dorsement or  by  delivery,  the  possessor  of  such  document  to  transfer  or  re- 
ceive goods  thereby  represented,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  document 
of  title  within  the  meaning  of  this  act ;  and  any  agent  entrusted  as  afore- 
said, and  possessed  of  any  such  document  of  title,  whether  derived  immedi- 
diately,  from  the  owner  of  such  goods,  or  obtained  by  reason  of  such  agent's 
having  been  entrusted  with  the  possession  of  the  goods  or  of  any  other  doc- 
ument of  title  thereto,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  have  been  intrusted 
with  the  possession  of  the  goods  represented  by  such  documents  of 
title  as  aforesaid,  and  all  contracts  pledging  or  giving  a  lien  upon  such 
documents  of  title  as  aforesaid,  *shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be 
[  *706  ]  respectively  pledges  of  and  liens  upon  the  goods  to  which  the 
same  relates ;  and  such  agent  shall  be  deemed  to  be  possessed  of 
such  goods  and  documents,  whether  the  same  should  be  in  his  actual  custo- 
dy or  shall  be  held  by  any  other  person,  subject  to  his  control,  or  for  him 
or  on  his  behalf;  and  where  any  loan  or  advance  shall  be  bona  fide  made 
to  any  agent  intrusted  with  and  in  possession  of  any  such  goods  or  docu- 
ments of  title  as  aforesaid,  on  the  faith  of  any  contract  or  agreement  in  writ- 
ing to  consign,  deposit,  transfer,  or  deliver  such  goods  or  documents  of  title 
as  aforesaid ;  and  such  goods  or  documents  of  title  shall  actually  be  re- 
ceived by  the  person  making  such  loan  or  advance,  without  notice  that  such 
agent  was  not  authorized  to  make  such  pledge  or  security,  every  such  loan 
or  advance  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a-  loan,  or  advance,  on  the  se- 
curity of  such  goods,  or  documents  of  title,  within  the  meaning  of  this  act, 
though  such  goods  or  documents  of  title  shall  not  actually  be  received  by 
the  person  making  such  loan  or  advance  till  the  period  subsequent  thereto  ; 
and  any  contract  or  agreement,  whether  made  direct  with  such  agent  as 
aforesaid,  or  with  any  clerk  or  other  person  on  his  behalf,  shall  be  deemed 
a  contract  or  agreement  with  such  agent,  and  any  payment  made,  whether 
by  money,  or  bills  of  exchange,  or  other  negotiable  security,  shall  be  deemed 
aiid  taken  to  be  an  advance  within  the  meaning  of  this  act;  and  an  ogent 
in  possession,  as  aforesaid,  of  such  goods  or  documents,  shall  be  taken  for 
the  purpose  of  this  act,:  to  have  been  entrusted  therewith  by  the  owner  there- 
of, unless  the  contrary  can  be  shown  in  "evidence." 

By  sect.  5,  "  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  lesson  or  affect  the  civil  re- 
sponsibility of  an  agent  for  any  breach  of  duty,  or  contract,  or  non-fulfil- 
ment of  his  orders  or  authority,  in  respect  of  any  such  contract,  agreement, 
lien,  or  pledge,  as  aforesaid." 
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A  principal  is  liable,  civilly,  for  the  neglect,  fraud,  deceit,  or  any  other 
wrongful  act  of  his  agent,  done  by  him  in  the  course  of  his  employment, 
and  on  behalf  of  the  principal  (see  12  Mod.  490 ;  1  Raym.  264  ;  I  Salk. 
292) ;  when  not,  sec  2  Stark.  377 ;  Shirley  v.  Wilkinson,  1  Dowl.  306 ; 
Lewis  v.  Read,  13  M.  At  W.  834;  Freeman  v.  Roshcr,  18  Law,  J.  340,  Q. 
B. 

A  master  is  not  liable  for  the  wilful  act  of  his  servant  in  committing  a 
tort  (M'Manus  v.  Crickett,  1  East,  106 ;  sec  Gregory  v.  Piper,  9  B.  &  C. 
•  see  "CASE,"  "TRESPASS;"  Wallis  v.  Martin  4  T.  R.  139).  But 
where  the  defls.,  who  were  occupiers  of  a  bonded  warehouse,  engaged  a 
master  porter  to  lower  and  convey  a  barrel  of  flour  from  their  warehouse, 
and  the  master  porter  engaged  a  master  carter,  and  both  of  them  attended 
with  their  men,  and  during  the  process  of  lowering  it  from  the  warehouse 
the  barrel  fell  and  injured  the  pit.,  owing  to  to  the  defectiveness  of  the  rope 
furnished  by  the  master  porter:  it  was  held  that  the  defts.  were  liable  (Ran- 
dleson  v.  Murray,  3  Ncv.  &  P.  239 ;  and  see  Huzzey  v.  Field,  2  C.  M.  & 
R.  435). 

As  to  when  a  principal  is  bound  by  the  representation,  declaration,  or  ad- 
missions of  the  agent,  see  Uwens,  v.  Hey  worth,  10  M.  A:  W.  147;  Corn* 
foot  v.  Fowke,  6  M.  &  W.  358  ;  Fuller  v.  Wilson,  3  Q.  B.  58 ;  Pcto  f . 
Hague,  5  Esp.  133  ;  Coates  v.  Bainbridgc,  5  Bing.  58. 

We  have  already  seen  what  admissions  and  representations  of  an  agent 
are  binding  on  ihe  principal  (ante,  Vol.  I.,  pp.76, 77).  As  to  **  PAYMENT," 
••  RELEASE,"  "  TENDER,"  SET-OFT,"  "STATUTE  or  LIMITATIONS,"  see  thoso 
titles.  A  notice  to  an  agent  in  the  transaction,  in  which  bo  is  engaged  for 
the  principal,  will  charge  the  principal  himself  because  it  is  presumptive 
notice  to  him  (1  Ca.  Ch.  »38 ;  1  T.  R.  16 ;  4  T.  R.  66 ;  3  Mcr. 
210) ;  but  notice,  in  order  to  affect  the  principal  in  respect  to  a  [  *707  ] 
contract  concluded  by  the  intervention  of  an  agent,  must  be  proved 
to  have  been  an  agent  empowered  to  treat,  and  not  one  who  is  merely  em- 
ployed to  carry  proposals  from  one  side  to  another  (1  Bro.  Abr.  351 ;  1  J.  & 
W.  169  ;  4  Taunt.  873). 

Where  the  authority  is  given  to  several,  all  must  join  in  executing  it 
(Brown  v.  Andrew,  18  Law  J.,  Q.  B.  153). 

A  review  was  established  by  an  association  of  shareholders,  who  passed 
certain  written  resolutions  for  its  management  and  regulation.  A  committee 
of  shareholders  was  appointed  "to  assist  the  editor  in  promoting  the  pros- 
perity  and  circulation  of  the  review,  and  to  obtain,  as  far  as  possible  without 
expense,  literary  contributions, 'and  to  aid  the  editor,  as  he  might  require,  in 
all  matters  connected  with  his  department :"  held,  that  this  resolution  did  not 
empower  one  of  the  committee  to-contrnct  with  any  person  for  the  supply  of 
literary  articles,  or  to  bind  the  shareholders  to  pay  for  them  when  supplied 
and  inserted  in  the  review  (Heraud  v.  Leaf,  17  Law  J.  57,  C.  P.). 

The  pit.,  who  wns  captain  of  one  of  the  East  India  Company's  ships,  sailed 
from  London  to  Madras  with  a  cargo,  and  there  purchased  from  the  East 
India  Company  certain  cotton  on  his  own  account,  which  wns  taken  by  him 
in  the  company's  ship  to  Canton,  and  sold  there.  Upon  first  arriving  at 
Madras,  the  ph.  hod  reported  himself  to  the  Government  Board,  and  had 
been  directed  by  that  board  to  place  himself  under  the  orders  of  the  Marine 
Board  of  Madras.  The  negotiations  for  the  purchase  of  the  cotton  were  car- 
ried on  between  the  pit.  and  the  Marine  Board,  by  whom  the  pit.  was  allowed 
to  ship  the  cotton  fro*  of  freight  to  Canton.  The  contract  as  to  freight  was 
not  confirmed  by  the  Government  Board,  who  hud  previously  stated  to  the 
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Marine  Board  that  freight  was  to  be  paid  by  the  pit.  Held,  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  different  negotiations  between  the  pit.  and  the  Marine  Board, 
that  the  government  must  abide  by  the  contract  entered  into  by  their  agents, 
the  Marine  Board;  and  if  the  latter  had  exceeded  their  authority  in  allowing 
the  pit.  to  take  the  cotton  free  of  freight,  the  pit.,  who  was  the  innocent  pur- 
chaser,  was  not  to  suffer  the  loss  (Smith  v.  The  East  India  Company,  17 
Law  J.  178,  Ch.;  12  Jur.  367). 

Notice  of  Determination  of  Agency.]  A.  authorized  B.  to  supply  goods 
from  lime  to  time  upon  A.'s  credit,  to  a  woman,  with  whom  A.  cohabited, 
and  who  was  known  by  B.  not  to  be  A.'s  wife:  held,  that  A.  was  liable  for 
goods  supplied  to  the  woman  after  a  separation  between  them,  no  notice 
being  given  to  B.  determining  the  agency  of  the  woman  in  binding  A.'s  credit 
(Kyan  v.  Sams,  11  Law  T.  221,  Q.  B. ;  see  "  ATTORNEY  AND  SOLICITOR," 
"  BANKRUPT  AND  BANKRUPTCY,"  "  PARTNER"). 

Evidence  for  Defendant. 

The  deft.'s  evidence  may  consist  in  endeavouring  to  rebut  the  plt.'s  proofs 
in  proving  the  injury  or  cause  of  action;  and,  besides  the  other  usual  defences 
of  which  the  deft,  may  avail  himself,  he  may  show  that  the  pit.,  at  the  time 
of  entering  into  the  contract  sued  on,  knew  the  deft,  as  the  principal,  and 
yet  that  the  latter  gave  credit  to  the  agent,  with  the  agent's  assent  (Patterson 
v.  Gandessequi,  15"  East,  62;  1  C.  &  P.  16;  3  Camp.  52;  5  Taunt.  356). 
Whore  a  factor  is  employed  to  pay  money  for  his  principal  to  a 
[  *708  ]  third  person,  and  the  *third  person,  instead  of  taking  the  money, 
takes  only  the  security  of  the  factor,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
principal,  giving  to  that  factor  a  receipt  as  for  the  money  due  from  the  prin- 
cipal, in  consequence  of  which  the  principal,  unaware  of  the  fact,  deals  dif- 
ferently with  the  factor,  and  is  induced,  in  his  accounts  with  the  factor,  to 
allow  him  as  for  money  paid,  in  such  case,  if  the  security  given  by  the  factor 
with  the  third  person  prove  invalid,  the  principal  is  nevertheless  discharged 
(Wyatt  v.  Hertford  (Marquis  of),  3  East,  147;  8  T.  R.  451 ;  2  C.  &P.  581  ; 
1  East,  565;  ante,  "AGENT").  Where  the  pit.  seeks  to  bind  the  deft,  for 
the  act  of  an  agent,  which  deft,  never  contemplated  being  liable  for,  he  may 
show  his  discharge  from  liability  by  proving  that  the  pit.  had  notice  at  the 
time  of  the  act  being  done  of  the  agent's  want  of  authority  to  bind  the  deft, 
to  it,  in  which  case  no  custom  can  be  set  up  to  contravene  the  effect  of  such 
notice  (Pea.  177).  The  fact  of  the  plt.'s  having  had  such  notice  must  neces- 
sarily depend  on  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  it  may  be  collected  from 
small  matters  (Moore  v.  Clementson,  2  Camp.  22).  Circumstances  which 
show  collusion  between  the  pit.  and  agent  would  be  prima  facie  evidence  of 
notice  (Escot  v.  Melward,  7  T.  R.  361).  Notice  to  the  principal  is  notice 
to  all  his  agents,  if  there  be  reasonable  time  to  communicate  that  notice  to 
the  agents  before  the  event  which  raises  the  question  happens  (Mayhew  v. 
Enmes,  3  B.  &  C.  631  ;  recognised  in  Willis  v.  England  (Bank  of),  4  Ad. 
&  E.  21). 

It  is  not  competent  for  the  deft,  to  give  evidence,  that,  by  the  custom  of 
the  tallow  trade,  under  certain  contracts,  a  party  may  reject  the  undisclosed 
principal  and  look  to  the  broker  for  the  completion  of  the  contract  (Trueman 
v.  Loder,  11  Ad.  &  E.  589).  But  evidence  of  custom  in  the  corn  trade  for 
the  cornfactors  to  sell  in  their  own  name  was  held  to  be  admissible  (Johnson 
v.  Usborn,  ib.  549). 

A.  contracted  with  B.,  who  appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  contract,  to  be 
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an  agent  for  C.,  for  whom  B.  bad  sold  the  goods,  but  B.  was  in  fact  the 
principal ;  evidence  was  offered  to  show  that  B.  was  the  principal,  and  not 
the  agent :  held  to  have  been  rightly  received,  and  that  the  jury  might  infer 
from  the  facts,  that  A.  knew  be  was  dealing  with  B.  as  principal,  and  not  as 
agent  (Kyner  v.  Grote,  15  M.  Ac  W.  359). 

Where  it  appeared  that  a  bill  was  presented  for  acceptance  at  the  office  of 
the  drawee  when  be  was  absent,  Waller,  who  lived  in  the  same  boose  with 
the  drawee,  being  assured  by  one  of  the  payees,  that  the  bill  was  perfectly 
regular,  was  induced  to  write  on  the  bill  an  acceptance  as  by  the  procuration 
of  the  drawee,  believing  that  the  acceptance  would  be  sanctioned  and  the 
bill  paid  by  the  latter.  The  bill  was  dishonoured  when  due,  and  the  in- 
dorsee sued  the  drawee,  and  on  proof  of  the  above  facts,  was  nonsuited. 
The  indorsee  then  sued  Walter  for  falsely,  fraudulently,  and  deceitfully 
representing  that  be  was  authorized  to  accept  by  procuration ;  and  on  too 
trial  the  jury  negatived  all  fraud,  in  fact,  held,  that  notwithstanding  Walter 
was  liable,  because,  the  making  of  a  representation  which  a  party  knows  to 
be  untrue,  and  which  is  intended,  or  is  calculated  from  the  mode  in  which  it 
is  made,  to  induce  another  to  act  on  the  faith  of  it,  so  that  he  may  incur 
damage,  is  a  fraud  in  law,  and  that  Walter  must  be  considered  as  having 
intended  to  make  such  representation  to  all  who  received  the  bill  in  the  course 
of  its  circulation;  but  the  court  held  that  Walter  could  not  be  charged  as 
acceptor  of  the  bill ;  because,  no  one  can  be  liable  as  acceptor  but 
'.:.•  person  to  whom  the  bill  is  addressed,  'unless  he  bo  an  acceptor  [  *709  ] 
for  honour  (Walter  v.  Polhill,  3  B.  Ac  Ad.  114). 

Where  a  cheque  was  drawn  upon  a  banker  at  Llanelly,  at  the  residence 
of  the  drawer  fa  single  bouse,  four  miles  thence)  on  unstamped  paper,  but 
dated  at  Llanciiy,  and  delivered  by  the  drawer  to  his  (arming  bailiff  to  give 
to  the  person  in  whose  favour  it  was  drawn,  and  be  discounted  it  with  a 
banker  at  Carmarthen,  who  did  not  present  it  before  the  drawer  stopped  pay- 
ment, which  took  place  five  days  afterwards :  held,  that  the  bailiff  was  not 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  in  discounting  the  cheque,  so  as  to 
dsirttB  his  principal  (Waters  v.  Brogdcn,  1  Y.  At  J.  457). 

The  pit.  employed  an  auctioneer  to  sell  certain  timber:  the  following 
amongst  other  conditions  was  read  in  the  presence  of  the  deft. :  that  each 
purchaser  should  pay  down  a  deposit  of  10/.  per  cent,  in  part  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, and  pay  (he  remainder  on  or  before  the  17th  of  August,  but 
in  case  any  purchaser  should  prefer  to  pay  the  whole  amount  of  his  pur- 
chase-money at  an  earlier  period,  discount  alter  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent, 
would  be  allowed ;  also,  that  encb  purchaser  shall  enter  into  a  proper  agree- 
ment and  bond,  if  required,  with  one,  two,  or  more  sureties,  to  be  approved 
by  the  vendor,  or  his  agent,  for  the  performance  of  this  agreement.  The 
deft,  became  the  purchaser  of  one  lot,  and  paid  the  deposit;  some  days  after 
the  sale  (14th  Feb.),  the  deft.,  at  the  auctioneer's  request,  drew  a  bill  of 
exchange  for  the  residue  of  the  purchase*money,  dated  on  the  day  of  the 
sale,  on  one  J.  M.,  payable  six  months  afler  date,  to  his  own  order,  and 
indorsed  it  to  the  auctioneer,  who,  being  in  difficulties,  indorsed  it  to  a  third 
person,  to  whom  he  was  indebted  on  his  own  account.  The  bill  became 
due  on  the  17th  of  August,  when  the  amount  of  it  was  duly  paid  to  the 
holder.  It  was  never  transferred  to  the  ph.:  held  that,  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  delivery  and  payment  of  the  bill  of  exchange  was  not  a  valid 
payment  of  the  residue  of  the  purchase-money,  the  auctioneer  having  no 
authority  to  receive  payment  of  such  residue,  or  to  lake  any  security  for  the 
payment  of  it ;  but  that  even,  if  ho  weru  authorized  by  the  conditions  to 
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receive  payment,  the  payment  required  was  a  payment  in  cash,  and  he 
had  no  authority  to  take  a  bill  of  exchange  (Dykes  v.  Giles,  5  M.  &  W. 
645). 

Fraud  will  vitiate  any  transaction,  though  the  principal  do  not  personally 
take  any  part  in  it,  if  the  agent  do,  for  the  principal  is  civilly  responsible 
for  the  acts  of  his  agent  (Willis  v.  Martin,  4  T.  R.  39 ;  ante,  p".  706). 

A  resident  agent,  appointed  by  the  directors  of  a  mining  company  to 
manage  the  mine,  has  not  an  implied  authority  from  the  shareholders  of 
the  company  to  borrow  money  upon  their  credit,  in  order  to  pay  the  arrears 
of  wages  due  to  the  labourers  in  the  mine  for  the  salisfaction  of  such  arrears, 
nor  in  any  other  case  of  necessity,  however  pressing  (Hawtayne  v.  Bourne, 
7  M.  &  W.  595 ;  see  ante,  "  PARTNERS,"  and  ante,  p.  697): 

Where  on  a  policy  of  assurance  upon  the  life  of  A.,  the  premium  became 
due  on  the  15th  of  March,  but  was  not  paid  until  the  12th  of  April,  when 
the  country  agent  for  the  insurance  company,  through  whom  the  insurance 
had  been  effected,  gave  a  receipt  for  the  amount  of  the  premium.  The 
instructions  given  by  the  company  to  the  agent  were,  that  the  premium  upon 
any  life  policy  must  be  received  within  fifteen  days  from  its  becoming  due; 
if  Viot  paid  within  that  time,  that  he  was  to  give  immediate  notice  of  that  fact 
to  the  office,  and  in  the  event  of  his  omitting  to  do  so,  that  his  account  would 
be  debited  for  the  amount  after  the  fifteen  days  *had  expired.  No 
[  *710  ]  notice  was  given  to  the  company  of  the  non-payment  within  the 
fifteen  days,  it  was  therefore  entered  in  the  company's  books  as 
paid  on  the  15ih  of  March,  and  the  agent  was  debited  for  the  amount.  Held, 
first,  that  the  mere  debiting  the  agent  with  the  premium  could  not  be  consi- 
dered a  payment  to  the  company  by  the  assured;  secondly,  that  as  the 
agent  had  no  authority  to  contract  for  the  company,  the  fact  of  his  receiving 
the  money  after  the  expiration  of  the  fifteen  days,,  and  the  entry  in  their 
books  debiting  him  with  the  amount,  were  no  evidence  of  a  new  agree- 
ment between  the  company  and  the  assured  (Acey  v.  Fernie,  7  M.  &  W. 
151). 

A  party  who  instructed  a  broker  to  buy  shares  for  him,  held  liable  to  the 
party  from  whom  the  broker  bought  the  shares,  though  the  several  contracts 
were  made  with  the  broker  by  name;  and  though,  when  applied  to  for  his 
principal,  he  gave  another  name,  as  well  as  that  of  the  deft.  (Asser  v. 
Walker,  7  Law  T.  81) ;  see  ante,  p.  686,  as  to  what  acts  of  agent  may  enure 
to  deft.'s  benefit;  and  "ADMISSION,"  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  76,  et  seq. 

Competency  of  Agent  as  Witness.]  Where  a  servant  acts  for  his  master 
in  the  common  course  of  business,  he  is  a  competent  witness  for  or  against 
him,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case  (Stark.  Ev.  767 ;  Duel  v.  Harding,  1 
Stra.  595;  Lewis  v.  Fogg,  2  Stra.  944;  Cock  v.  Wlmrton,  ib.  1054  ;  Tul- 
lidge  v.  Wade,  3  Wils.  18  ;  contra,  Dunsley  v.  Westbourne,  1  Stra.  416). 
Such  testimony  has  been  deemed  to  be  admissible,  in  a  penal  action  against 
the  master  for  selling  coals  without  a  bushel  (East  India  Company  v.  Gos- 
ling, B.  N.  P.  289) ;  or  where  money  has  been  paid  by  the  servant  for  his 
master  (Theobold  v.  Neggeth,  10  Mod.  262)  ;  or  where  the  son  has  received 
money  lor  his  father,  and  paid  it  over  to  the  deft.  (1  Salk.  289  ;  B.  N.  P. 
289);  or  where  a  porter  has  delivered  goods  for  his  employer  (B.  N.  P. 
289) ;  or  where  a  carrier  has  been  employed  to  carry  goods,  though  he  was 
responsible  to  the  consignor  (Fort.  247).  In  an  action  against  the  captain 
for  deserting  a  vessel,  a  mariner  who  was  on  board  was  held  to  be  a  com- 
petent witness  to  prove  that  there  was  a  necessity  for  leaving  the  ship, 
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although  he  had  given  a  bond  to  the  captain  not  to  desert  (Ib.) :  but  semble 
this  would  be  evidence,  without  resorting  to  the  exception  from  necessity.  A 
journeyman  is » competent  to  prove  the  delivery  of  goods  to  his  master 
(Adams  v.  Davis,  3  Esp.  49).  So,  where  a  clerk  or  servant  has  received 
money,  he  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  party  who  paid  it  (Matthews  v. 
Haydon,  2  Esp.  509) ;  and  (per  Lord  Kenyon,  ib.)  it  is  the  constant  course, 
a  necessitate,  to  admit  the  evidence  of  clerks  and  porters,  who  were  alone 
y  to  the  receipt  of  money,  or  the  delivery  of  goods ;  thus,  a  book-keeper 
is  a  good  witness,  without  a  release  (Spencer  v.  Goulding,  Pea.  129).  But, 
although  an  agent  who  executed  the  business  of  bis  principal  is,  in  all  cases, 
competent  to  prove  that  he  acted  according  to  the  direction  of  his  principal, 
yet,  if  the  cause  depend  upon  the  question,  whether  the  agent  has  been 
guilty  of  some  tortious  act,  or  some  negligence  in  the  course  of  executing 
the  orders  of  the  principal,  and  in  respect  of  which  he  might  be  liable  over 
to  the  principal,  the  agent  is  not  competent,  without  a  release  (De  Symonds 
v.  De  la  Cour,  2  N.  R.  374  ;  Rothero  v.  Elton,  Pea.  84 ;  Miller  v.  Falconer, 
1  Camp.  251 ;  Moorish  v.  Poote,  2  Moo.  508 ;  Cuthbcrt  v.  Gourtling,  3 
Camp.  515 ;  4  T.  R.  590).  On  proof  of  the  sale  of  goods,  the  factor  is  cook 
potent  to  prove  the  contract,  even  where  he  is  to  receive  a  pcr-centage  for 
his  commission  (Dixon  Y.  Cooper,  3  Wils.  307 ;  Loyd  v.  Archbowle,  9 
Taunt.  324).  'So,  where  the  payee  of  a  bill  of  exchange  indorsed 
it  in  blank,  and  delivered  it  to  an  agent  to  procure  acceptance,  in  [  *711  ] 
an  action  of  trover  by  payee  against  the  drawer,  the  agent  is  a 
competent  witness  to  prove  that  be  left  the  bill  with  him  for  acceptance.  In 
an  action  against  the  owner  of  a  coach  or  vessel  for  the  negligence  of  the 
coachman  or  pilot,  the  latter  is  not  competent  without  a  release  (4  T.  R. 
590;  2  Ld.  Roym.  1007;  Salk.  287).  In  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for 
the  misconduct  of  an  officer,  the  latter  is  not  competent  without  a  release 
(Jarvis  v.  Hayes,  Stra.  1083).  So,  in  an  action  against  the  New  River 
Company,  to  recover  for  damages  done  to  a  house  by  the  bursting  of  a 
pipe,  after  evidence  that  information  had  been  given  to  a  turncock,  an  agent 
of  deft.,  as  to  the  dangerous  state  of  the  pipe,  attention  to  which  would  have 
prevented  the  mischief,  it  was  held  that  the  agent  was  incompetent  as  a  wit* 
MM  to  disprove  the  negligence  (4  T.  R.  599  ;  Miller  v.  Falconer,  1  Camp. 
251  ;  15  East,  474  ;  3  Camp.  510  ;  2  Ld.  Rayrn.  1007  ;  sec  further,  post, 
"  WITNESS"). 


PRIVATE  DOCUMENTS  OR  WRITINGS. 


As  to  evidence  of  private  documents,  they  consist  cither  in  writings  under 
scnl,  ns  deeds,  wills,  &c.,  which  will  be  found  under  their  respective  head*, 
or  in  such  as  arc  not  under  seal,  as  bills,  notes,  books  of  account,  dec. 

By  7  Jac.  I.  c.  12,  the  shop- book  of  n  tradesman  shall  not  be  evidence  in 
any  action  for  wares  delivered,  or  work  done,  above  one  year  before  the 
beginning  of  the  action,  except  the  tradesman  or  his  executor  shall  have 
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obtained  a  bill  of  debt  or  obligation  of  the  debtor  for  his  said  debt,  or  shall 
have  brought  against  him  some  action  within  a  year  next  after  the  delivery 
of  the  wares,  or  the  work  done.  And  the  second  section  provides,  that 
nothing  in  the  act  shall  extend  to  the  mutual  trading  and  merchandise 
between  tradesman  and  tradesman.  The  act  is  said  by  Ld.  Hardw.  (2  Ves. 
43,  376),  to  have  been  passed  on  account  of  an  opinion  then  prevailing,  that, 
after  a  certain  time,  a  man's  shop-books  would  be  evidence  for  him  after  a 
year.  But  such  books  are  not  evidence  even  within  the  year,  except  under 
such  particular  circumstances  as  before  stated  (ante,  p.  174  to  178  ,•  and  see 
further,  post,  721). 


*712  *PROBATE. 


•  Effect  of.]  A  probate  unrepealed  is  conclusive  evidence,  in  civil  cases, 
of  the  validity  of  a  will  of  personal  property  (Allen  v.  Dundas,  3  T.  R.  125; 
Noell  v.  Wells,  1  Lev.  235;  ante,  p.  978  ;  post,  "  WILLS'"')  ,and  is  the  only 
legitimate  evidence  of  personal  property  being  vested  in  an  executor,  or  of 
his  appointment,  and  the  original  will  is  inadmissible  for  that  purpose  (Coe 
v.  Westernham,  S.  N.  P.  730;  ante,  Vol.  I.  pp.  1012,  1127). 

The  probate  is,  however,  no  evidence  to  prove  a  devise  of  land  (ante,  Vol. 
I.  p.  1007  ;  post,  "  WILLS"). 

And,  if  the  probate  were  granted  by  an  inferior  court,  the  adverse  party 
may  show  that  the  testator  had  Iwna  notabilia,  for  then  the  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  (B.  N.  P.  247;  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  1127);  or  that  the  supposed 
intestate  is  alive  (Allen  v.  Dundas,  supra). 


PROCESS. 
See  «  WRIT." 


PROFERT  AND  OYER. 

When  necessary  to  make  Profert.]  In  declaring  upon  a  simple  contract, 
no  profert  is  ever  made;  but  in  pleading  a  deed,  whether  by  pit.  or  deft.,  it 
is  usually  necessary  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  O,  1,  3,  &c.) ;  or  else  an  excuse 
for  it  (ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  902).  But,  when  the  deed  operates  under  the  Statute 
of  Uses,  a  profert  is  unnecessary  (1  Saund.  9,  n.  1  ;  Bunfill  v.  Leigh,  8  T. 
R.  573  ;  2  B.  &  P.  387  ;  Jenkins  v.  Price,  6  M.  &  W.  732)  ;  so  in  the  case 
of  a  feoffment  (2  B.  &  P.  387 ;  1  Saund.  276) ;  so  when  the  deed  is  stated 
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only  as  inducement  (Bunfill  v.  Leigh,  8  T.  R.  573);  so  where  the  pit.  has 
no  ri'jht  to  the  possession  of  it,  or  the  counterpart  (1  Snund.  9  rf,  n.  1 ; 
Whilfield  v.  Faucett,  1  Ves.  394) ;  unless  there  be  such  a  privity  of  interest 
between  the  party  pleading  and  him  who  has  such  custody  as  to  constitute 
in  law  an  identity  of  person,  as  in  the  case  of  heir,  ancestor,  testator,  and 
executor,  or  joint  tortfeasors  (Bain  v.  Cooper,  8  M.  Ac  W.  750;  Dangerfield 
T.  Thomas,  8  Ad.  Ac  E.  292) ;  and  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  obligee  need 
not  make  a  profert  of  the  bond  (Gray  v.  Fielder,  Cro.  Car.  209).  So,  pro- 
fen  should  be  made  of  letters  testamentary,  or  letters  of  administration 
where  the  nit.  sues  as  executor  or  administrator  (Com.  Dig.  supra;  2 
Saund.  62  6,  n.  5;  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  1117).  A  surety  may  plead  a  release 
to  his  principal  without  making  a  profert  of  the  deed  (Bain  v.  Cooper, 
tupra).  In  an  action  on  a  money  bond,  where  the  deft,  pleaded  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  pit.,  and  the  pit.  replied  that  he,  by  indenture  before  his  bank- 
ruptcy, assigned  the  bond  to  G.  and  E.,  as  a  security  for  a  larger  debt,  and 
that  the  action  was  prosecuted  for  their  benefit :  held,  that  no  profert  of  the 
indenture  was  necessary  (Dangerfield  v.  Thomas,  9  Ad.  Ac  E.  202).  A 
sealed  will,  or  an  award,  though  under  seal,  need  not  be  pleaded  with  a 
profert  (2  Saund.  62  6,  n.  5). 

In  pleading  a  conveyance  by  lease  and  release,  it  is  unnecessary  to  make 
profert  of  the  lease,  ns  the  bargain  and  sale  for  a  year  operates 
under  the  Statute  of  Uses:   but  profert  must   be  made  of  *the  [  *713  ] 
release  as  it  operates  at  the  common  law,  and  is  deemed  in  posses- 
sion  of  the  party  pleading  it  (Jenkins  v.  Peace,  6  M.  At  W.  723;  see  Pent- 
land  v.  Healey,  1  Ale.  &  Nap.  (Ir.)  165;  Sieph.  5th  ed.  484). 

If  there  be  any  circumstances  to  excuse  the  profert,  as  that  it  has  been 
lost  or  destroyed,  or  in  the  possession  of  the  deft.,  the  same  should  be  alleged 
(ante,  Vol.  I.,  p.  902). 

It  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  due  search  had  been  snade  (Bock ford  v. 
Jackson,  1  Esp.  337).  An  excuse  for  the  omission  of  profert  being  t ravers- 
able,  must  be  stated  according  to  tho  fact,  as  that  the  deed  has  been  lost  or 
destroyed  by  accident,  or  that  it  is  in  the  possession  of  the  deft.,  Ace.,  and 
that,  therefore, the  pit. cannot  produce  the  same  to  the  court  (Read  v.  Brook- 
man,  3  T.  R.  151  ;  Bolton  v.  Carlisle  (Bishop),  2  II.  Bl.  259;  Hawley  r. 
Peacock,  2  Camp.  557;  Ilendon  v.  Stcphcn»on,  10  East,  57).  It  is  not 
sufficient  to  allege  ns  an  excuse  that  (he  deed  was  delivered  to  the  opposite 
party  (Wallis  v.  Harrison,  4  M.  At  W.  539);  or  ilmt  it  is  in  the  hands  of  a 
trustee  between  the  pit.  and  deft.  (Hill  v.  Marsden,  6  M.  At  W.  719;  Hodg- 
son v.  Warden,  13  M.  &  W.  22 ;  see  Tidd,  587,  487,  9th  cd.). 

Where  a  declaration  alleged  in  excuse  of  profert  that  the  deed  was  in  pos- 
session  of  deft.,  a  plea  that  the  indenture  is  not  in  possession  of  deft,  in  man- 
ncr  ami  form  was  holden  bad  on  special  demurrer  (Fisher  v.  Ford,  10  Ad. 
At  E.  654 ;  see  Todd  v.  Emly,  11  M.  Ac  W.  1). 

The  omission  of  a  profert,  when  necessary,  can  only  be  taken  advantage 
of  on  s|*ecial  demurrer  (4  At  5  Anne,  c.  16  ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  s.  17 ;  ante, 
Vol.  I.  p.  992).  Where  profert  has  not  been  made  of  letters  of  administra- 
tion, judgment  will  be  set  aside  (Willey  v.  Bignold,  11  Jur.  309,  Q.  B.). 

Protect  having  been  made  of  an  administration  bond,  and  over  craved,  the 
prerogative  court,  in  whose  custody  it  was,  refused  to  produce  it  at  the  office 
of  the  deft.'s  attorney.  The  Court  of  Common  Pirns  refused  to  substitute  a 
copy  of  the  bond,  or  to  compel  a  production  of  it  at  the  Register  Office.  The 
proper  way  to  proceed  in  such  case  would  be  by  mandamus  (Canterbury 
(Archbishop)  v.  Tubb,  3  Bing.  N.  C.789).  If  a  deed  or  instrument  of  which 
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profert  is  made  be  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party,  the  court  may  in  some  cases 
under  special  circumstances  compel  him  to  give  oyer  of,  and  produce  it  if 
necessary  at  the  trial  (Waite  v.  Montgomery  (Earl),  2  Stra.  1198). 

Profert  of  deeds  set  out  by  way  of  inducement  is  unnecessary.  Except 
in  deducing  title,  deeds  may  be  set  out  in  their  terms,  or  according  to  their 
legal  effect  (Newborough  (Lord)  v.  Schroeder,  13  Jur.  611  ;  18  Law  J.  200, 
C.  P.). 

When  Oyer  may  le  craved.']  If  the  pit.  necessarily  make  a  profert  of  any 
deed,  writing,  &c.,  the  deft,  may  pray  oyer,  which  must  be  granted  by  the 
court  (Soresby  v.  Sparrow,  2  Stra.  1186  ;  Read  v.  Brookman,  3  T.  R.  151). 
The  court  cannot  dispense  with  or  modify  the  right  to  oyer  (Canterbury 
(Archbishop)  v.  Tubb,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  789).  So,  if  the  deft.,  in  his  plea,&c., 
make  a  necessary  profert  of  any  deed,  &c.,  the  pit.  may  crave  oyer,  &c. 
(Tidd,  8th  ed.  635);  and  it  is  demandable  in  every  action  (1  Ch.  PI.  446). 
Oyer  cannot  be  craved  if  the  deed  be  lost  or  destroyed,  &c.,  and  that  fact 
be  stated  by  pit.;  nor  can  it  be  craved  if  a  profert  be  unnecessarily  made 
(King  v.  Amory,  1  T.  R.  149,  150;  Morris's  case,  supra);  though,  if  it  be 
craved  and  given,  he  has  a  right  to  make  use  of  it  (Jeffery  v.  White,  Doug. 
476;  1  Saund.  317,  n.  2).  Oyer  is  not  demandable  of  a  writ  (T.  R.  19 
Geo.  III.;  3  B.  &  P.  398,  399 ;  Tidd,  588);  nor  of  a  private  act  of  parlia- 
ment (Jefferey  v.  White,  supra);  but  see  Godb.  186);  nor  of  a  record,  as  of 

letters  patent  enrolled  in  chancery  (King  v.  Amery,  1  T.  R.  149; 
[  *714  ]  Groenvelt  v.  Burrell,  1  Ld.  Rayrn.  252;  *Theobald  v.  Long,  ib. 

347 ;  Jefiery  v.  White,  supra).  If  a  record  of  the  same  court  be 
pleaded,  the  pit.  may  demand  a  note  in  writing  of  the  term  and  number  of 
the  roll  (2  Arch.  Pr.  1237).  It  seems  that  in  general  proferts  of  letters 
patent  is  necessary  (see  5  Rep.  74  b;  R.  v.  Chester  (Bishop),  1  Ld.  Raym. 
299;  Hill  v.  Patten,  Lutw.  1172;  Leafield  v.  Hallicar,  Cro.  Jac.  317):  nor 
can  oyer  be  craved  of  a  recognisance  (Chamber's  case,  Poph.  202);  nor  of 
a  precept  or  warrant  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  (21  II.  5,  6 ;  Bro.  Oyer,  13 ; 

1  Ch.  PI.  447);  nor  of  an  agreement,  note,  or  other  instrument  not  under 
seal  (Hill  v.  Aland,  1  Salk.  215);  nor  of  a  demise  to  a  stranger  where  the 
party  pleading  it  was  neither  party  nor  privy  to  it  (1  Ch.  PI.  447  ;  1  Ld. 
Raym.  250);  nor  of  a  deed,  &c.,  which  is  not  presumed  to  have  been  brought 
into  court  (Longmore  v.  Rogers,  Willes,  290). 

The  deft,  cannot,  therefore,  in  an  action  on  a  bond  conditioned  for  the 
performance  of  covenants  in  another  deed,  crave  oyer  of  such  deed,  but  he, 
and  not  the  pit.,  must  show  it,  or  the  counterpart  with  a  profert,  or  an  excuse 
for  the  omission  (1  Ch.  PI.  447);  but  it  seems  the  court  will  grant  time  to 
plead  until  the  pit.  delivers  a  copy  of  it  (Tidd,  9th  ed.  586;  1  Saund.  10,  n. 
1);  nor  can  he  demand  oyer  in  sci.fa.  on  judgment  on  a  deed,  for  the  sci. 
fa.  is  founded  not  on  the  deed,  but  on  the  judgment  (1  Ch.  PI.  447).  If  oyer 
be  craved  where  it  is  not  demandable,  the  other  party  may  treat  the  demand 
of  oyer  as  a  nullity,  and  sign  judgment  when  the  time  of  pleading  has  arrived* 
(1  Saund.  9,  10,  n.  1);  if,  however,  oyer  be  improperly  craved,  and  the 
writ,  record,  or  deed,  &c.,  be  stated  upon  it,  the  defect  in  the  plea  will  be 
aided  on  a  general  demurrer  (Ib.  316  ;  Jeffery  v.  White,  supra;  Longavil  v. 
Hillworth,  6  Mod.  27  ;  Cook  (Lady)  v.  Remington,  6  Mod.  237 ;  see  further, 

2  Arch.  Pr.  1237). 

Oyer  is  demanded  by  a  note  in  writing  from  the  party's  attorney  (Good- 
rich v.  Turley,  2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  694;  see  Chit.  Arch.  8th  ed.  210);  and  when 
properly  demanded,  the  deft,  cannot  be  compelled  to  plead  until  it  is  given 
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(Sore»by  v.  Sparrow,  2  Stra.  1188 ;  Daly  v.  Mahon,  4  Biog.  N.  C.  335 ;  see 
Canterbury  (Archbishop)  r.Tubb,  3  Biog.  N.  C.  789). 

Ha*  given.]  The  oyer  of  a  deed  that  baa  been  altered  by  a  stranger  must 
be  of  the  deed  as  originally  drawn,  and  roust  be  so  set  out  in  the  plead 
ur  the  variance  will  be  fatal  (Waugh  v.  Bussed,  1  Mar.  217).  If  oyer  of  a 
bond  only  be  craved,  the  other  party  is  not  bound  to  give  oyer  of  the  con- 
dition al»o  craved  (Cook  (Lady)  v.  Remington,  6  Mod.  237 ;  1  Saund.  0  6, 
n.  1 ).  But,  if  there  be  a  condition  or  other  matter  indorsed  on  a  deed,  and 
which  was  indorsed  before  execution,  oyer  must  be  granted  of  the  indorse- 
meat  aa  well  as  of  the  deed  (1  Saund.  9  6,  n.  1).  Hut,  where  an  indorse- 
ment is  made  on  a  deed  after  its  execution,  the  deft,  is  not  entitled  to  a  copy 
.:it  indorsement  on  oyer,  although  it  is  admitted  that  it  may  alter  the 
effect  of  the  deed  (Smith  v.  Goldsworthy,  1  Dowl.  N.  C.  288).  As  to  the 
time  at  which  it  should  be  demanded,  see  Ch.  Arch.  Pr.  1238.  It  seems 
unnecessary  to  make  a  copy  of  a  plan  annexed  to  the  deed  (Newton  v.  Wil- 
mot,  8  M.  &  W.  720 ;  see  2  Arch.  Pr.  1239).  , 

WeotJingt  at  to.]  If,  in  the  declaration,  any  part  of  a  deed,  dee.,  qualify, 
ing  or  rendering  the  doft.'s  com  met,  A:c.,  dissimilar  to  that  stated,  be  omitted 
or  misstated  by  the  pit.,  the  proper  mode  is  for  the  deft,  to  pray  oyer,  and, 
•Her  setting  out  the  deed  in  k*e  rrrba,  to  demur  (2  Saund.  n.  1 ; 
Middlesex  (Sheriff)  v.  Barnes,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1135).  »And,  in  [  *715  ] 
pleading  payment  or  performance  of  the  condition  of  a  bond,  the 
deft,  should  set  forth  the  condition,  after  craving  oyer  (3  Keb.  706).  But  it 
is  necessary,  in  an  action  on  a  bond  or  deed,  conditioned  for  the  performance 
of  covenants  in  another  deed,  for  the  deft.,  in  bis  plea  of  performance,  to 
show  such  dead  without  craving  oyer  (1  Saund.  10,  n.  1  ;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader, 
2  W,  33 ;  1  Ch.  P.  449 ;  see  Saundcr*  v.  Coward,  15  Law  J.  97,  Ex.).  in 
an  action  at  suit  of  an  administrator,  the  dert.  should  crave  over  and  set  out 
the  letters  if  he  with  to  a  vail  hiimclf  of  any  variance  in  (he  statement  of  them 
in  the  declaration  (Garrard  v.  Early,  2  Wils.  413  ;  «•<•  "2  Arch.  Pr.  1237). 
How  to  traverse  an  excuse  for  profcrt  tec  Fisher  v.  Ford,  12  Ad.  &  E,  654; 
Todd  v.  Emly,  11  M.  At  W.  1. 

Oyur  having  been  granted,  the  deft,  (unless  in  pleading  performance  of 
tin?  condition  of  a  bond),  may,  in  hi*  plea,  set  forth  the  deed  on  over,  or  not 
at  his  election  (Weaver's  Company,  2  S:rn.  1'JH  ;  set-  Smith  v.  Jennings,  0 
Dowl.  P.  C.  10-);  and  la- may  afterward*  plead  nonatj'actum,  or  any  other 
plea,  without  Mating  th"  over  (Wils.  97;  Weaver's  Company,  2  Stra  1241  ; 
HOC  Smith  v.  Jennings,  0  Dowl.  P.  C.  103;  per  Patteson,  J.).  If,  however, 
the  dell,  after  craving  oyer  of  n  deed,  do  not  set  forth  the  whole  of  it,  or  if 
he  misrecite  it,  the  ph.  inny  sign  judgment  ns  for  want  of  n  plea  (Wallace  v. 
Cumberland  (Duchess),  4  T.  K.  370;  Cole  v.  Hulmc,  3  M.  A:  R.  80,  n. 
(a)  );  <»r  he  may  prny  that  the  deed  be  enrolled,  and  thcreu|ion  have  it  truly 
rliro||i-d,  and  demur  (Wallace  v,  Cumberland  (Duchess), f if/pro,  n.  ;  Smith  v. 
jL.nn|Dgs  supra)  i  and  it  would  seem  a  similar  course,  mutatis  mutan/lis, 
nn  -hi  be  adopted  in  case  of  a  demand  of  over  by  pit.,  but  this  extends  only 
to  cases  where  the  whole  of  the  deed  relates  to  tlie  subject  of  action  for  if  it 
contain  other  ma'.ters  besides  those  to  be  performed  by  the  party  craving 
over  it  is  sufficient  for  him  to  set  out  verbatim  the  whole  of  the  matters 
n'latiir'  to  him  (Wallace  v.  Cumberland  (Duchess),  supra,  seil  qutere  ;  sec 
NcwtoTi  v.  Wil  molt,  8  M.  &  W.  711  ;  1  Saund.  317,  n.  2).  Hut,  in  pleading 
to  a  bond  conditional  for  the  performance  of  covenants  in  another  deed,  dis- 
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tinct  from  that  set  out  on  oyer,  it  may,  perhaps,  suffice  to  slate  the  substance 
of  the  deed,  and  those  covenants  only  which  he  has  engaged  to  perform, 
averring  that  the  indenture  contains  no  other  covenants  on  his  part  (1  Saund. 
9  ;  Kerry  (Earl)  v.  Baxter,  4  East,  344,  345  ;  1  Saund.  317,  n.  2) ;  or  per- 
haps  even  an  allegation  that  the  indenture  contains  no  negative  or  disjunctive 
covenants,  with  an  averment  of  general  performance,  would  be  sufficient 
(Kerry  (Earl)  v.  Baxter,  4  East,  343,  344,  n.  (/) ) ;  and  the  pit.  might  pray 
oyer,  and  set  it  fourth,  if  untruly  stated  (1  Saund.  9  6,  n.  1  ;  317,  n.  2;  see 
further,  1  Ch.  PI.  374).  A  plan  referred  to  in  a  deed  need  not  it  seems  be 
set  out  on  oyer  (Newton  v.  Wilmott,  supra). 

If  he  do  not  set  forth  the  indenture  on  oyer,  it  seems  that  he  cannot  plead, 
"  that  by  the  said  indenture  it  was  further  agreed,"  &c.  (1  Saund.  317,  n.  2 ; 
Stubbs  v.  Clough,  1  Stra.  227). 

Where  the  deed  is  set  forth  on  the  pleading  after  oyer  demanded,  the  effect 
is  as  if  it  had  been  set  forth  in  the  first  instance  by  the  opposite  party,  and  the 
tenor  of  the  deed  as  it  appears  upon  oyer  is  consequently  considered  as  form- 
ing  a  part  of  the  last  precedent  pleading  (see  Paine  v.  Emery,  5  Tyrw.  1097; 
see  Smith  v.  Jennings,  supra;  Ashton  v.  Freeston,  2  Man.  &  G.  1).  There- 
fore, if  the  deed  when  so  set  forth  by  the  plea  be  found  to  contain  in  itself 
matter  of  objection  or  answer  to  the  pll.'s  case,  as  stated  in  the  declaration, 
the  dc ft. 's  course  is  to  demur  as  for  matter  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  decla- 
ration (Jeflery  v.  White,  Doug.  475  ;  Sncll  v.  Snell,  4  B.  &C.  741); 
[  *716  ]  *and  it  would  bo  improper  to  make  the  objection  the  subject  of 
plea  (Steph.  PI.  73).  When  the  deft,  relics  on  a  variance  in  the 
statement  of  the  deed  in  the  declaration  he  should  plead  non  estfactum  with- 
out craving  oyer  and  setting  out  the  deed  in  his  plea,  for  by  so  doing  he 
would  be  precluded  from  availing  himself  of  the  variance  (1  Ch.  PI.  442;  1 
Saund.  316;  2  Saund.  300,  n.  1).  But,  if  the  deed  be  described  in  the  de- 
claration according  to  its  legal  effect,  and  the  deed  set  out  on  oyer  in  luec 
verl;a,  he  cannot  demur  on  the  mere  ground  of  variance,  because  the  deed 
as  set  out  on  oyer  becomes  part  of  the  declaration  (Payne  v.  Emery,  2  Cr. 
M.  &.  R.  304).  And,  if  it  appear  on  the  trial  on  non  estfactum  that  there 
is  a  variance  between  the  deed  produced  and  the  oyer,  it  is  fatal  (Waugh  v. 
Russell,  1  Marsh.  214).  But  the  deft,  cannot  demur- on  account  of  a  vari- 
ance in  an  immaterial  part  between  the  deed  as  stated  in  the  declaration  and 
as  set  out  on  oyer  (Ross  v.  Parker,  1  B.  &  C.  358;  but  see  Smith  v.  Jen- 
nings, 9  Dowl.  156).  See  9  Gco.  IV.  c.  15,  as  to  amending  variances 
and  setting  out  written  instruments.  A  plea  setting  out  a  deed  on  oyer  is, 
like  all  other  pleas,  to  be  dated  on  the  day  it  is  pleaded  (R.  G.  II.  T.  4 
Will.  IV.). 

If  a  deft,  after  craving  oyer  of  a  deed  omit  to  insert  it  at  the  head  of  his 
plea,  the  pit.  on  making  up  the  issue  or  demurrer  book,  rnay,  if  he  think  fit, 
insert  it  for  him,  but  the  costs  of  such  insertion  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of 
the  taxing  officer  (R.  G.  2  Will.  IV.  r.  44). 

When  oyer  is  prayed  of  a  bond  and  the  condition;  it  is  usual  in  practice 
not  to  set  Ibrth  the  bond,  but  to  say,  "  and  it  is  read  to  him,"  &c.,  and  tben 
to  pray  over  of  the  condition,  and  set  it  forth  in  hcec  verba;  but  the  bond 
ought  to  be  entered  at  large,  as  well  as  the  condition,  if  the  terms  of  the  obli- 
gatory part  be  material  to  the  defence  (Middlesex  (Sheriff)  v.  Barns,  2  Ld. 
llaym.  1135;  ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  919,  920).  If  it  bo  material  to  the  pit.  that 
the  penal  part  of  the  bond  be  set  forth,  he  may  in  his  replication  pray  that 
it  may  be  enrolled,  and  set  it  forth  (Abney  v.  Hedges,  Garth.  301  ;  IJlewett 
v.  Appleby,  1  Lut.  680);  or  he  may  insert  the  deed  in  the  deft.'s  plea  for 
him  under  R.  G.  H.  T.  2  Will.  IV.  r.  44):  the  bond  and  condition  are  con- 


PROFERT  AND  OVER.  710 

i  distinct,  the  bond  being  complete  without  the  condition;  therefore, 
there  may  be  oyer  of  one  without  the  other  (1  Suund.  9  6,  n.  1 ;  290,  n.  2). 
If  the  (!•-•  ti,  Arc.,  be  set  forth  on  oyer,  the  court  must  adjudge  upon  it  as 
parcel  of  the  record,  though  it  were  not  strictly  demnndable  at  the  time  of 
granting  it  (1  Saund.  316,  317 ;  3  Salk.  110;  Garth.  513).  The  deft.,  by 
craving  oyer,  and  setting  it  out  in  his  plea,  may  sometimes  aid  a  defect  in 
the  declaration  (2  Ld.  Kaym.  1541 ;  Cro.  Car.  209;  see  further,  as  to  oyer, 
PI.  452). 

If  in  an  action  by  an  executor,  oyer  be  claimed  of  the  letters  testamentary, 
the  will,  as  well  as  the  letters  testamentary,  must  besot  out  (Daley  v.  Mahon, 
4  Bing.  N.  C.  285 ;  5  8co.  606).  The  omission  to  state  by  what  bishop  or 
officer  the  letters  of  administration  have  been  granted,  is  detnurrable,  but 
not  »o  their  date  (Hughes  v.  Williams,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  169).  For  the  form 
of  profert  of  letters  of  administration  for  the  limited  purpose  of  bringing  an 
action  granted  by  the  Archbishop  of  Dublin,  seo  Huthwaite  v.  Fa  ire,  1  Man. 
At  G.  159). 

If  oyer  bo  dented  when  it  ought  to  be  granted,  the  party  making  the  claim 
should  move  the  court  to  have  the  prayer  of  oyer  entered  on  me  record, 
ajMdl  entry  is  in  the  nature  of  a  plea,  and  the  other  party  may  cither  coun- 
terplead  or  demur  to  it,  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  court  is  cither  that 
the  deft,  have  oyer,  or  that  he  answer  without  it  (1  Saund.  9  c,  n. 
1  ;  2  Saund.  46  b,  n.  7  ;  »Tidd,  9th  ed.  5** ;  Stepb.  78);  upon  [  *717  ] 
which  judgment  error  will  lie  (Longvill  v.  Thistleworth,  6  Mod. 
124;  I»ndon  (Mayor)  v.  Oorrvy,  2  Lev.  11-!.  Demand  of  over  cnnnot, 
as  •  matter  of  right,  be  entered  of  record  unless  it  was  regularly  mndu  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  of  the  court  (Goodriche  v.  Turley,  2  Cr.  M.  &  K. 
694);  and  if  made  out  of  time  be  has  no  right  to  caU  upon  the  other  si  Jo  to 
eoanasrpiead  (Ib.). 

If  the  pit.  craving  oyer  of  a  drrd,  Arc.,  do  not  afterwards  sot  it  forth  in 
his  replication,  dec.,  the  deft.,  in  hi*  rejoinder,  &c.,  may  (if  IK;  wish  to  have 
it  set  forth)  pray  that  (he  drcd  bo  enrolled  and  then  set  it  forth,  or  such 
parts  of  it  a«  relate  to  the  matters  in  dispute  (HOC  Smith  v.  Jennings,  ante,  p. 
716).  \Vli-n  th  •  deft,  pleads  a  devil,  and  the  pit.  craves  oyer,  und  then 
without  setting  forth  the  deed  on  the  record  replies  nan  tit  factual,  nnd  adds 
the  umililtr  lor  the  deft,  and  delivers  the  issue  with  notice  of  trial,  the  deft. 
may  return  the  i»*"c  and  pray  that  the  deed  may  be  enrolled,  und  if  pit. 
afterwards  proceed  to  trnl  upon  the  issue  as  originally  delivered,  it  is 
irregular,  and  the  court  will  set  aside  the  verdict  (Smith  v.  Jennings,  supra). 


PROMISSORY  NOTKS.(fl) 

Form  of  Rrmrity  itnil  rfca'fings.]  The  observations  already  made  as 
in  the  form  of  remedy  nnd  pleadings,  for  the  recovery  of  money  due  on  a 
Ml  of  exrhaiy,  will  be  here  npplictible  (ante,  p.  -147,  ct  sty.).  Tfic  statute 
of  3  A:  1  Anne,  c.  9,  made  perpetual  by  U  Amu-,  c.  ^5,  puts  promissory 

'„)  1  I*.  S.  Dij.  p.  2JG  ;  2  Sup?.  U.  S.  Dij.  p.  G02  ;  1  Ann.  Dig.  p.  40J  ;  2  I J.  p.  310 ;  3 
M  p.  37'.». 
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notes  made  in  England  on  the  same  footing  as  bills  of  exchange.  As  to 
notes  in  Scotland,  see  Milne  v.  Graham,  1  B.  &  C.  192 ;  2  D.  &  R.  293. 
As  to  what  is  a  good  note,  see  Ch.  B.  328,  329.  In  Heylin  v.  Adamson,  2 
Burr.  676,  Lord  Mansfield  declared  that  though,  while  a  promissory  note 
continues  in  the  original  shape  of  a  promise  from  one  man  to  pay  another, 
it  bears  no  similitude  to  a  bill,  yet,  when  it  is  indorsed,  the  resemblance 
begins ;  for  then  it  is  an  order  by  the  indorser  upon  the  maker  of  the  note  to 
pay  to  the  indorsee;  the  indorsee  becomes,  as  it  were,  the  drawer,  thu 
maker  of  the  note  the  acceptor,  and  the  indorsee  the  payee.  This  point  of 
resemblance  once  fixed,  the  law  relative  to  bills  becomes  applicable  to  pro- 
missory notes  (Ch.  B.  330). 


Precedents. 

1 

Payee  against  maker  on  a  note  payable  generally. 

[Commencement,  ante,  Vol.  I.  pp.  445,  911.]    For  that  whereas  the  deft.,  on  the 
day  of  A.  D.  made  this  promissory  note  in  writing  and  delivered  the  same  to 

the  pit.  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  pit.  £  two  months  after  the  date  thereof, 
which  period  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit.  Arid  the  dcil.  in  con- 
sideration of  the  premises  then  promised  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  s;iid  note  to  the  pit. 
according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof.  (Add  a  count  on  the  consideration  or  debt  for 
which  the  note  was  given,  and  a  count  on  an  account  stated,  and  conclude  as  ante,  Vol.  I. 
p.  485. 

Payee  against  maker  of  a  note  payable  at  a  particular  place. 

[Commencement,  supra.}      For  that  whereas  the  deft,  on  the  day  of 

A.  D.  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  pit. 

or  his  order  at  (Messrs.  Drummonds  and  Co.'s  bankers,  Charing-cross)  (as  in  the  note) 
£         two  months  aller  the  date  thereof  which  period  had  elapsed  before  the  commence- 
inent  of  this  suit.     And  the  deft,  then  delivered  the  said  note  to  the  pit.  and  promised  him 
to  pay  the  same  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof  but  neither  the  said  (Messrs. 
"Druminonds  and  Co.)  nor  the  dell,  nor  any  person  or  persons  on  behalf  of  the 
[*718]    deft,  did  or  would  pay  the  said   note  although  the  same  was  duly  presented  at 
the  said  (Messrs.  1).  and  Co.)  for  payment  thereof  to  wit  on  the  day  it  became 
due  of  which  the  deft,  then  had  notice.     (Aild  a  count  on  the  consideration  of  the  note,  and 
a  count  on  an  account  stated,  and  conclude  as  ante,  p.  717). 

On  a  note  payable  by  instalments  for  the  whole  sum  upon  one  default. 

[Commencement,  ante,  p.  717.]     For  that  whereas  the  deft,  on  the  day  of 

in  the  year  of  our  Lord  (date  of  note)  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing  and 

thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  pit.  £  in  manner  following  that  is  to  say  £  part 
thereof  on  the  day  of  then  next  £  other  part  thereof  on  the 

day  of  then  next,  and  £         residue  thereof  on  the  day  of  then 

next  and  that  in  case  default  should  be  made  in  any  or  either  of  the  said  payments  then 
the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  £         should  become  due  on  demand.     And  the  deft,  then 
delivered   the   said  note  to  the   pit.  and  promised  him  to  pay  the  same  according  to  the 
tenor  and  effect  thereof.    And  the  pit.  in  factsaith  that  afterwards  to  \vU  on  the 
day  of  A.  D.  default  was  made  by  the   deft,  in  the   p. >  >  <nent  of  the  said 

first-mentioned  .C         in   the  said  promissory  note  specified,  which  had  then  bceomo  due 
and  payable  whereby  and  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the   said  note  and  his  said 
promise  the  deft,  then  bcccme  liable  to  pay  to  the  pit.  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  £ 
in  the  said  note  specified  on  request.     (Add  count  on  original  consideration,  the   acrn-int 
stated,  and  breach,  as  ante,  p.  717.). 

First  indorsee  against  maker,  payable  generally. 

[Commencement,  ante,  p.  717.]  For  that  whereas  the  deft,  on,  &c.,  made  his  promis- 
sory note  in  writing  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  one  E.  F,  or  order  £  two  months 
after  the  date  thereof  which  period  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  and 
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the  Mid  E.  F.  taea  indorsed  the  said  note  to  the  pit  whereof  the  deft,  then  had  notice  and 
Uwi  ia  eofMideratioa  of  the  premises  promised  to  ptj  the  amount  of  the  said  note  to  the 
ph.  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof.  (If  l»e,e  be  mmy  debt  independent  of  Ike  note 
ac*a-*ra  fit.  mmd  drfl.  immert  «  em+mtfmr  lit  tmmte,  kmt  other uitr,  it  mm*,  only  inter t  the  me. 
emwmt  titled,  mm*  mttmck,  mt  mmtf,  p.  717.  At  U*n  it  mm  primly  mf  contract  beltcee*  in- 
aW»*«  mmd  mtmktr  mf  u  mmte,  it  u  mat  mtmml  tmmddmmy  mtktr  commit.) 

Pint  indonee  against  maker,  where  note  payable  at  a  particular  place. 

[Cmmtmtriteemeft,  mmltt  p.  717.]  For  that  whereas  the  deft  on  Ac,  made  his  promissory 
note  ia  writing  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  at  (Messrs.  R.  and  Co.,  banker*,  Lombard, 
•free!)  £  to  E.  F.  or  order  month*  after  the  date  thereof  which  period  had  elapsed 
fcas%M  the  eosnmeooBmeot  of  tab  rail  and  then  delivered  the  said  note  to  the  pit  But 
neither  said  Messrs.  R.  and  Co.  nor  the  dtft.  nor  any  other  person  did  pay  the  aaid  Ml* 
although  the  MOM  was  presented  for  payment  thereof  at  the  said  Meam.  R.  and  Co.'* 
when  the  MBM  became  doe  of  which  premises  the  deft,  then  had  notice.  (Conclude,  m» 
••*,».  717). 

By  executor  or  administrator  of  payee  against  maker. 

\Cmm\mtmtememJ,  mmtt,  VoL  I.  p.  1 123.1  For  that  wheroM  the  deft  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
satd  B.  F.  siaea  deceased  oa  Ate.  made  his  prominory  note  ia  writing  and  thereby  pro- 
raised  to  pay  to  the  aaid  E.  F.  or  order  £  two  month*  after  the  date  thereof  which 
period  had  elapsed  befrre  the  commencement  of  thi*  suit,  and  the  deft  then  promised  the 
•aid  £  F.  to  pay  him  the  aial»  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  aaid  note.  (Add 
•  emmmt  mm  tin  cmmndermttmm  mf  Ik*  mtr,  mmd  meemmmt  tt»ltJ,  Imyimg  t»«  jnomitr  to  tkt  dt- 
rr*mt<l,  mmd  tmmelmd*  in*A  tkt  mrtmek  •!  nil  mf  mm  nrrmimr,  mmd  profett  at  mmte,  VoL  1.  p. 
1 194 ;  ar  <*•  arwra  el  MI!  mf  mdmmtutrmlmr,  mmd  prmfrrl.  mt  mmte,  VoL  I.  p.  1 134.  If  it  It 
mtmtirwl  to  pmt  •  pnmttmt  timer  dtmlm,  frmmu  tin  dtclmimtiom  octorilimgly.) 

By  eiecolor  or  adminittrator  on  promise  since  the  death. 

(&MM  mi  ia  lasl  pnemdtmt,  tm  fit  md  mf  tm»  tmmmt,  mmd  tMem  imtrmdmre  mt  fmtbwt :]     And 
where**  alto  the  ded  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  E.  F.  oa  Jtc.  aforesaiii  made  his  promts. 
sary  note  in  writtnf  and  thereby  prutnisrd  to  pay  to  the  aaid  E.  F.  or  order  £        two 
saootht  after  the  d«ir  therruf  which  (vrtod  'had  eup*rd  before  the  comtucnce- 
sjwwt  of  this  eait  and  then  delivered  the  Mid  note  to  the  said  E.  F.  and  the  said    [  *719  ] 
aote  bring  and  remaining  wholly  unpaid  and  unxlufted  he  the  deft  in  contide- 
ration  thereof  •(Vrwutl*  and  after  the  death  of  the  Mid  E.  F.  to  wit  on  A.C.  promised  the 
ph.  as  ciccutor    or  a*  •dmuu»lr«l(w)  ••  aforesaid  to  pay  the  said  note  according  to  the 
tenor  and  effect  thereof     (Conclude  mt  mmlt,  p.  7 IS.) 

Indorsee  igcirut  indorser  of  a  note  payable  generally. 

(t'mmtmifHffmrr.i,  mmte,  p.  71?.]     For  that  whereas  one  A.  B.  on  the  day  of 

in  tli«-  year  of  our  Ixxd  (datr  of  the  n»le)  made   hi*  promissory  note  in 

writing  and  thereby  prvnufrd  to  pay  tin-  deft  or  order  £  days  (weeks, 

or  muiilh*,)  after  t)>e  date  thereof  which  period  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of 
tin*  »uit  and  lite  dolt  then  indorsed  the  same  to  the  pit.  (or  and  the  deft  then  indorsed 
UK-  same  to  one  E.  F.  and  the  Mid  E.  F.  thru  indorsed  the  same  to  the  |>lt.)  and  the  said 
A.  B.  did  not  pay  the  amount  thereof,  although  thr  same  wa*  prencnted  to  him  on  the  day 
when  it  became  due,  ol*  all  which  the  dell  thi-n  had  due  notice  and  in  consideration  of 
the  j>n  HUM-*  thru  proiinw  d  the  pit.  to  pay  him  the  amount  of  the  said  note  on  request. 
(Comeluitt  at  aitle,  p.  717.) 

Bv  payee  of  a  check  ag-ain<l  drawer. 

" ConrnmeetreiH,  antr,  p  717.]     For  that  whereas  the  deft,  on  &c.  (date  of  check)  made 
hi*  draft  <>r  order  in  writing  for  the  payment  of  money  called  u  check  on  a  hanker  and 

directed   the   same   to   Mc*»rs. (a*  in  chrrki  and   thereby  required   the  said   .Messrs. 

fo  pay  to  the  pit.  or  bearer  £        and  then  delivered  the  same  to  the  pit.     •  And  the 

»\i»l  Mc>«r"».  did  not  pay  the  «aid  draft  or  order  although  the  same  was  then   pre- 

»«-uUd  to  them  Tor  payment  thereof  whereof  the  »aid  deft  then  had  notice  and  in  consi- 
,  r  .-.  :i  of  the  premises  then  promised  the  pit.  to  pay  him  the  amount  of  the  check  on 
reque»t.  ^Comclmde  at  ante,  p.  717.) 

By  bearer  of  a  check  again*!  drawer. 
[Cimmeneement,  ante,  p.  7171.     For  that  whereas  the  dcA.  on  &C.  (date  of  check]  made 
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his  draft  or  order  in  writing  for  the  payment  of  money  called  a  check  on  a  banker  and 
directed  the  said  draft  or  order  to  Messrs.  &c.  (as  in  check)  and  thereby  requested  the 
said  Messrs.  <fcc.  to  pay  to  one  E.  F.  or  bearer  £  and  then  delivered  the  said  draft  or 
order  to  the  said  E.  F.  and  the  said  E.  F.  then  duly  transferred  assigned  and  delivered  the 
said  draft  or  order  to  the  pit.  who  thereby  then  became  and  was,  and  still  is,  the  lawful 
bearer  thereof.  (As  in  the  last  precedent,  from  the  asterisk  to  the  end.) 


Evidence. 

We  have  already  seen  that  bills  and  notes  much  resemble  each  other, 
and  the  rules  of  evidence  in  support  of  an  action  on  a  bill  will  be  here 
applicable. 
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THE  cases  on  this  subject  are  collected  under  title  "  BILLS  OP  EXCHANGE," 
and  will  be  found  in  Vol.  I.  at  pp.  477  and  527. 

Effect  of.]  A  protest  is  of  no  effect  in  the  case  of  an  inland  bill  (Windle 
v.  Andrews,  2  B.  &  Ad.  696).  But  in  actions  against  the  drawer  or  indor- 
ser  of  foreign  bills  a  protest  must  be  made  (see  Gale  v.  Walsh,  5  T.  R. 
239) ;  and,  in  the  case  of  a  foreign  bill,  notice,  unaccompanied  with  a  pro- 
test, is  insufficient,  unless  the  party  to  whom  it  was  given  reside  in  this 
country  (Robins  v.  Gibson,  1  M.  &  S.  288) ;  though  he  may  be  absent  at 
the  time  of  the  dishonour  (Cromwell  v.  Hynson,  2  Esp.  511).  In  giving 
notice  of  non-payment  to  the  drawer  of  a  foreign  bill  (and  one  drawn  in 
Ireland  is  a  foreign  bill)  resident  abroad,  it  is  sufficient  to  inform 
[  *720  ]  him  that  the  bill  has  *been  protested,  without  sending  a  copy  of 
the  protest  (Goodman  v.  Harvey,  4  Ad.  &  E.  870) ;  see  further, 
"  BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE." 

The  protest  made  by  the  captain  of  a  ship  is  not  evidence  of  the  facts 
contained  in  it,  either  in  cases  of  insurance  or  demurrage,  &c.,  (ante,  p. 
242,  and  Vol.  I.  p.  945),  though  it  is  both  usual  and  more  safe  to  make 
them.  But  it  may  be  read  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  the  captain's 
testimony  (Sorat  v.  Porter,  7  T.  R.  158;  Christian  v.  Coombe,  2  Esp. 
490). 

In  an  action  by  indorsee  against  payee  and  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
drawn  in  England  on  and  accepted  by  a  French  house,  both  pit.  and  deft, 
being  domiciled  in  England :  held,  that  due  notice  of  the  dishonour  by  the 
acceptor  was  parcel  of  the  contract;  that  the  bill,  being  made  payable  by 
the  acceptor  abroad,  was  a  foreign  bill,  and  the  lex  loci  contractus  must 
therefore  prevail,  and  that  it  was  sufficient  for  pit.  to  show  that  he  had  given 
deft,  such  notice  of  the  dishonour  and  protest  as  was  required  by  the  law  of 
France  (Rothschild  v.  Currie,  1  Q.  B.  43). 

The  statute  2  &  3  Will.  IV.  c.  98,  after  reciting  that  doubts  had  arisen 
as  to  the  place  in  which  it  is  requisite  to  protest  for  non-payment  bills  of 
exchange  which,  on  presentment  for  acceptance  to  the  drawee  or  drawees, 
shall  not  have  been  accepted,  &c.,  proceeds  to  enact,  "  that  from  and  after 
the  passing  of  that  act  all  bills  of  exchange,  wherein  the  drawer  or  drawers 
thereof  shall  have  expressed  that  such  bills  of  exchange  are  to  be  payable 
in  any  place  other  than  the  place  by  him  or  them  therein  mentioned  to  be 
the  residence  of  the  drawee  or  drawees  thereof,  and  which  shall  not,  on  the 
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presentment  for  acceptance  thereof,  be  accepted,  shall  and  may  he,  without 
further  presentment  to  the  drawer  or  drawers,  protested  for  non-payment  in 
the  place  in  which  such  hills  of  exchange  shall  have  been  by  the  drawer  or 
drawers  expressed  to  be  payable,  unless  the  amount  owing  upon  such  bill  of 
exchange  shall  have  been  paid  to  the  bolder  or  holders  thereof  on  the  day 
on  which  such  bills  of  exchange  would  have  become  payable,  had  the  same 
IMI  My  accepted." 

Stomp.]  By  55  Geo.  III.  c.  184,  Schedule,  pan  1,  protests  are  subjected 
to  the  following  duties : — Protest  of  any  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory 
note,  for  any  sum  of  money — 

Not  amounting  to  £10 2*. 

Amounting  to  £20,  and  not  amounting  to  £100       .        .  3*. 

"            £100            ««            "        £500       .        .  5*. 

"            £500,  or  upwards 10*. 


PUBLIC  COMPANIES. 
u  See  PA«TH«BS." 
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